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BACKGROUND

1.1.1

AECOM is commissioned to lead on Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Once adopted, VALP will allocate land for development,
present policies (district-wide and site-specific) to guide future planning applications and
ultimately provide a planning framework for the district up to 2033.

1.1.2

SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely effects of an emerging plan,
and alternatives, with a view to avoiding and mitigating negative effects and maximising the
positives. SA of Local Plans is a legal requirement. 1

2

SA EXPLAINED

2.1.1

It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, which transposed
into national law EU Directive 2001/42/EC on Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). 2

2.1.2

In-line with the Regulations, a report (known as the SA Report) must be published for
consultation alongside the draft plan that essentially ‘identifies, describes and evaluates’ the
likely significant effects of implementing ‘the plan, and reasonable alternatives’. 3 The report
must then be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.

2.1.3

More specifically, the SA Report must answer the following three questions:
1. What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
– Including in relation to 'reasonable alternatives’.
2. What are the SA findings at this stage?
– i.e. in relation to the draft plan.
3. What happens next?

2.1

This SA Report4

2.1.1

This report is the VALP SA Report. It is published alongside the final draft – ‘proposed
submission’ – version of VALP, under Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations.

2.1.2

Questions 1 - 3 are answered in turn, in order to provide the required information. Before
answering Question 1, two initial questions are answered in order to further set the scene:
i) What is the plan trying to achieve?
ii) What is the scope of the SA?

1

Since provision was made through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 it has been understood that local planning
authorities must carry out a process of Sustainability Appraisal alongside plan -making. The centrality of SA to Local Plan-making is
emphasised in the National Planning Policy Framework (2012). The T own and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 require that an SA Report is published for consultation alongside the ‘Proposed Sub mission’ plan document.
2
Procedurally SA and SEA are one and the same, on the basis that there is no legislation or guidance to suggest that SA process
should differ from the prescribed SEA process. SA and SEA differ only in terms of substantive focus. Specifically, SA has an equal
focus on all three ‘pillars’ of sustainable development (environment, social and economic), whilst SEA involves a degree of f ocus on the
environmental pillar. SA can therefore be said to ‘incorporate’ SEA.
3
Regulation 12(2) of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.
4
See Appendix I for further explanation of the regulatory basis for answering certain questions within the SA Report, and a ‘checklist’
explaining more precisely the regulatory basi s for presenting certain information.
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WHAT IS THE PLAN SEEKING TO ACHIEVE?

3.1.1

As discussed above, once adopted, VALP will allocate land for development, present policies
(district-wide and site-specific) to guide future planning applications and ultimately provide a
planning framework for the district up to 2033.

3.2

VALP objectives

3.2.1

The plan objectives (abridged) are as follows  Meet the needs of new and existing residents through a flexible and pro-active approach to
sustainable development which includes a combination of new allocations, more intensive
use or conversion of existing built sites and protection of sensitive areas.
 Provide for housing needs, including unmet needs from elsewhere if appropriate, which
will include: affordable housing to meet identified needs; a mix of house sizes and types to
meet identified needs; and specific accommodation to meet the needs of an ageing
population and those with special housing needs, including the traveller population.
 Work with partners to secure timely and well-located provision of the infrastructure,
services and facilities needed to sustain and enhance existing and new communi ties
including: education, training and community facilities; transport infrastructure including
enhanced public transport, (both rail and bus), traffic management, cycling and walking to
promote a shift to more sustainable choices; telecommunications including broadband in
remote remote areas; police, fire and ambulance services; green infrastructure and sport,
recreational and cultural facilities; utilities, and social care and health infrastructure.
 Development will be distributed across Aylesbury Vale taking a capacity-led approach. It
is also an Aylesbury Garden Town first approach. Therefore the main focus of development
will be… at Aylesbury Garden Town... The remainder of housing will be then be located
at… Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover together with an appropriate level
of development at the most sustainable settlements in the rural areas .
 Protect and enhance the district’s towns, local centres and village s – see Figure 3.1 including through protection and enhancement of local services and local distinctiveness.
 Manage development in a way that ensures the protection and enhancement of the district’s
built, natural and historic environment, as well as its landscape and biodiversity. Planning
positively for biodiversity and green infrastructure, minimise development on high-quality
agricultural land, and require high-quality design and building at appropriate densities.
 Manage development in a way that ensures that climate change is adapted to and
mitigated against, including: no built development to take place in the functional floodplain
other than for essential strategic infrastructure; effective flood protection including more
effective use of multi-functional green spaces which can assist in flood control; support for
sustainable waste management; provision for the generation and use of decentralised low
carbon heat and power; and building to high standards of construction and design.
 Promote provision of, and support for, measures and initiatives that strengthen the quality of
life for new and existing residents of the district and address pockets of deprivation and
health inequalities especially within Aylesbury town.

3.3

What is the Local Plan not seeking to achieve?

3.3.1

It is important to emphasise that the plan will be strategic in nature. Even the allocation of
sites / establishment of site-specific policy through this plan should also be considered a
strategic undertaking, i.e. a process that omits consideration of some detailed issues, in the
knowledge that these will be clarified and addressed at the planning application stage. The
strategic nature of the plan is reflected in the scope of the SA.
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Figure 3.1: Settlements within the Aylesbury Vale District
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WHAT IS THE SCOPE OF THE SA?

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

The aim here is to introduce the reader to the scope of the SA, i.e. the sustainability issues /
objectives that should be a focus of (and provide a broad methodological framework for) SA.

4.1.2

Further information on the scope of the SA - i.e. a review of sustainability issues/objectives as
highlighted through a review of the sustainability ‘context’ and ‘baseline’ - is presented in
Appendix II.
Consultation on the scope

4.1.3

The Regulations require that “When deciding on the scope and level of detail of the
information that must be included in the Environmental Report [i.e. the SA scope], the
responsible authority shall consult the consultation bodies”. In England, the consultation
bodies are the Environment Agency, Historic England and Natural England.5 As such, these
authorities were consulted on the SA scope in September 2015. Since that time, the SA
scope has evolved as new evidence has emerged - however, the scope remains
fundamentally the same as that agreed through the dedicated scoping consultation.

4.2

Key issues / objectives

4.2.1

Table 4.1 presents the 12 sustainability objectives established through scoping work, and
presents each alongside a short list of more specific issues. Taken together, the sustainability
objectives and issues presented in Table 4.1 provide a methodological ‘framework’ for SA.
N.B. bold text is used to highlight the key words within each objective, which are then used as
shorthand later in this report.

5

In-line with Article 6(3).of the SEA Directive, these consultation bodies were selected because ‘by reason of their specific
environmental responsibilities,[they] are likely to be concerned by the environmental eff ects of implementing plans and programmes.’
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Table 4.1: The SA framework
Sustainability objective

Sustainability issues

1.

 Internally and nationally designated sites

Protect, enhance and manage biodiversity
and geodiversity

 Locally designated sites
 Biodiversity at the landscape scale

2.

Minimise the district's contribution to climate

change (‘mitigation’)
3.

Plan for the anticipated levels of climate

change (‘adaptation’)
4.

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

 Emissions from transport
 Emissions from the built environment
 Increased flood risk
 Water resources
 Community, health, sport and leisure facilities
 Open space and green infrastructure
 Needs of the ageing population

5

Develop a dynamic, diverse and knowledge-based  Employment land to meet the varying needs of
economy that excels in innovation with higher
businesses.
value, lower impact activities.

6.

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

 Designated assets/areas and their settings

Provide affordable and good quality housing for
all.

 Objectively assessed housing needs

7.

 Non-designated assets/areas and their settings

 Mix of types and tenures
 Specialist housing needs

8.

Protect, enhance and manage the character and  Chilterns AONB
appearance of the landscape and townscape,
 Locally important landscapes
maintaining and strengthening distinctiveness and
 Character of the wider countryside
its special qualities
 Townscapes and sensitive settlement edges.

9.

Protect and conserve natural resources

 Best and most versatile agricultural land
 Remediation of contaminated land
 Mineral deposits

10.

Reduce air, soil and water pollution

 Point source and diffuse pollution
 Pollution hotspots, including AQMAs

11.

12.

Increase the proportion of travel by sustainable
modes, reduce the need to travel and improve the
efficiency of transport networks

 Walking, cycling and public transport

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

 Local and strategic facilities for
separation, recycling and recovery.
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5

INTRODUCTION (TO PART 1)

5.1.1

Preparation of VALP began in 2014, with two consultations having been held since that time ‘issues and options’ and ‘draft plan’ - under Regulation 18 of the Local Planning Regulations,
prior to this current consultation under Regulation 19. The council received more than 700
responses (4,500 comments) to the Issues and Options consultation, and 1,630 responses
(5,000 comments) to the Draft Plan consultation, many of which were very detailed.

5.1.2

SA has been undertaken alongside plan-making throughout the process - see Figure 5.1.
Figure 5.1: Key steps in the plan-making / SA process

5.1.3

The aim here, within Part 1, is not to recount in detail the entire ‘story’ of plan-making to date,
but rather to explain how work was undertaken to develop and then appraise reasonable
alternatives prior to finalising the Proposed Submission Plan. 6

5.1.4

More specifically still, this part of the report presents information regarding the consideration of
reasonable alternative approaches to housing growth, or ‘spatial strategy alternatives’. It is
clear that allocating land for housing is at the heart of the plan objectives (see Chapter 3). 7

5.1.5

It is hoped that by explaining the work undertaken by the Council / AECOM in early 2017 to
consider reasonable alternatives, and presenting information on those reasonable alternatives
with a view to informing the current consultation, that the following concern raised through the
2016 Draft VALP consultation can be addressed “Another k ey issue, which applies more generally to the consultation process, is that
respondents felt ignored by AVDC, stating that they have requested an alternative strategy be
devised in the past. The template letter in particular makes the point that respondents felt the
VALP was ‘a post-rationalised attempt to push through a pre-determined outcome’; a
sentiment echoed throughout many of the negative responses. ”8
What about other plan issues?

5.1.6

Whilst the plan will set policy to address a range of other thematic issues through district-wide
development management policy, these policy areas were not been a focus of alternatives
appraisal, and hence are not discussed further here, within Part 1 (but are a focus of Part 2).

6

There is a requirement for the SA Report to present an appraisal of ‘reasonable alternatives’ and ‘an outline of the reasons for
selecting the alternatives dealt with’. The aim is to inform the consultation, a nd subsequent plan finalisation.
7
The Regulations require that, when determining what should be a focus of alternatives appraisal, account is taken of ‘the pla n
objectives’. Recent case-law (most notably Friends of the Earth Vs. Welsh Ministers, 2015) ha s established that planning authorities
may apply discretion and planning judgement when determining what should reasonably be the focus of alternatives appraisal.
8
This passage is taken from Summary of Consultation Responses: Draft VALP Consultation 2016 (November 2016). The quote is from
a template letter prepared by the Hampden Fields Action Group, and submitted by a large number of consultees.
SA REPORT
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What about site options?
5.1.7

Preparation of the proposed submission plan involved giving consideration to a large number
of site options, i.e. sites in contention for allocation. These sites were not ‘alternatives’, in that
there was no mutually exclusive choice to be made between them.

5.1.8

Nonetheless, site options were subjected to appraisal through the SA process. This was a
voluntary step, as opposed to a step undertaken in order to discharge the requirement to
appraise reasonable alternatives.

5.1.9

Site options appraisal was undertaken as an interim step in order to inform development of
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, i.e. alternative combinations of site options. Site
options are thus discussed in Chapter 6 “Establishing the reasonable alternatives”.
What about SA work from 2015 and 2016?

5.1.10

Interim SA Reports were published alongside the VALP Issues and Options consultation
document in 2015, and alongside the VALP Draft Plan consultation document in 2015. Both
Interim SA Reports presented useful analysis, albeit analysis that has now been superseded
to some degree. Analysis from both reports is discussed in Chapter 6.
Structure of this part of the report

5.1.11

This part of the report is structured as follows:
Chapter 6 -

explains the process of establishing the reasonable alternatives, undertaken
by the Council and AECOM working in collaboration

Chapter 7 -

presents the outcomes of AECOM’s appraisal of the reasonable alternatives

Chapter 8 -

explains the Council’s reasons for supporting the preferred option, in light of
the appraisal of reasonable alternatives

SA REPORT
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6

ESTABLISHING THE REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES

6.1

Introduction

6.1.1

The aim here is to discuss the key steps taken in early 2017 - by the Council and AECOM
working in collaboration - that led to the development of ‘reasonable’ spatial strategy
alternatives for appraisal and consultation.

6.1.2

Ultimately, the aim of this chapter is to present ‘an outline of the reasons for selecting the
alternatives dealt with’, in accordance with the SEA Regulations. 9

6.1.3

Specifically, this chapter explains how reasonable alternatives were established subsequent to
certain ‘initial’ and ‘interim’ steps - Figure 6.1.
Figure 6.1: Establishing reasonable alternatives

Structure of this chapter
6.1.4

The remainder of Chapter 6 is structured as follows  Sections 6.2 and 6.3 - Discuss high-level issues / options
 Section 6.4 - Discusses site options
 Section 6.5 - Discusses settlement options
 Section 6.6 - Explains how understanding was drawn upon to establish the reasonable
alternatives.

9

Schedule II of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (‘SEA’) Regulations 2004
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6.2

High-level issues/options (1)
Introduction

6.2.1

This section gives high-level consideration to the pros and cons of different quanta options.
Whilst Local Plan preparation will often begin from a clear understanding of a ‘housing target’
to provide for, the situation is not clear cut in the case of VALP.
Objectively Assessed Housing Needs

6.2.2

The starting point is the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requirement to provide
for “the full, objectively-assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing mark et
area, as far as is consistent with [sustainable development]” (para 47).

6.2.3

Definition of the housing market area (HMA) is itself not clear-cut, but it has been established
that Aylesbury Vale sits within a best-fit HMA that includes High Wycombe, Chiltern and South
Bucks (‘the Buckinghamshire HMA’).10 There is also a recognition that Aylesbury Vale has
links with housing markets in neighbouring areas, including Milton Keynes. See Figure 6.2.
Figure 6.2: Housing Mark et Areas

10

A report examining HMAs (and Functional Economic Areas, FEMAs) within Buckinghamshire is available at:
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
SA REPORT
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6.2.4

The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA,
2015) established an objectively assessed housing need (OAHN) figure for the HMA is 50,000
homes up to 2033. The HEDNA also went a step further by assigning an OAHN figure to each
of the component HMA authorities, with Aylesbury Vale assigned 21,300 homes.

6.2.5

Box 6.1 provides a brief overview of the HEDNA process.

6.2.6

The Draft VALP (2016) subsequently provided for the 21,300 homes OAHN figure plus a
12,000 home ‘unmet need’ figure, resulting in provision for 33,300 homes in total. The NPPF
is clear that plans should meet “unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development.”

Box 6.1: The HEDNA methodology
The starting point is the household projections produced by CLG, which cover the period 2013-2033. For
Aylesbury Vale the projections identify a need to provide for 21,028 households.
Next there is a need to consider adjustments to the national projections, to reflect local circumstances,
including migration trends. The conclusion is that there is a need for 16.4% downwards adjustment to the
Aylesbury figure. In comparison, figures for South Bucks and Wycombe are subject to a small downwards
adjustment (4.8% and 0.6% respectively), and Chiltern’s figure is adjusted upwards by 17.5%.
Next there is a need to adjust for suppressed household formation rates, e.g. the tendency for young
people to delay forming a new household. The conclusion is that there is a need for a modest uplift to all
four figures, ranging from a 1.1% for Aylesbury Vale to 5.3% for Wycombe.
The outcome of the above steps is referred to within the HEDNA as the “baseline housing need based on
demographic projections”. The HEDNA then goes through the following final steps A) Consider the need for an adjustment in order to ensure a balance between jobs and workers in each
locality. The conclusion is that there is a need for an uplift to all four figures.
B) Consider the need for an adjustment in order to respond to market signals, i.e. house prices, rents, other
indicators of affordability, data on known overcrowding and rates of development. The conclusion is that
there is a need for an uplift to all four figures.
C) Apply whichever uplift figure is highest. The conclusion is that uplift (A) should be applied in the case of
Aylesbury, whilst uplift (B) should be applied in the case of the other authorities, leading to uplifts ranging
from 9.3% for Aylesbury Vale to 18.8% for Chiltern.
6.2.7

In late 2016 the HEDNA was then updated to reflect new population data, with the conclusion
that OAHN for the HMA stood at 45,383 homes (i.e. ~5,000 less than previously) and OAHN
for Aylesbury Vale 19,300 (i.e. 2,000 less).

6.2.8

Subsequently, the contents of the HEDNA were scrutinised through S78 appeals 11 which led
to an error being highlighted in the calculations. Essentially, an adjustment for ‘suppressed
household formation rates’ had been excluded from the overall total, which led to the overall
HMA OAHN being 659 homes lower than it should have been. Rounding this figure to 600,
the HEDNA assigned 100 to Aylesbury, 200 to Chiltern / South Bucks and 300 to Wycombe.

6.2.9

The final OAHN calculation for the HMA is 46,042 dwellings (45,383 + 659), which rounds to
46,200 dwellings, and OAHN for Aylesbury Vale is 19,400 (rounded) - see Figure 6.3.

11

S78 of the Town and Country Planning Act (1990) states: “Where a local planning authority refuse[s] an application for planning
permission or grant[s] it subject to conditions… the applicant may by notice appeal to the Secretary of State.” At recent appeal hearings
(which are heard by a Planning Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State) appellants have sought to demonstrate the lack of a five
year housing land supply within Aylesbury, which in turn has meant much scrutiny of the HEDNA defined OAHN figure (as it is a gainst
this figure that five year housing land supply is calculated; the higher the OAHN the higher the five year land supply figure).
SA REPORT
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Figure 6.3: OAHN across the HMA
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Factoring-in unmet needs / establishing a target
6.2.10

As discussed above, in 2016 understanding was that unmet needs within the HMA, to be
provided for through the VALP, might amount to 12,000 homes; however, this was understood
to be a preliminary figure.

6.2.11

Agreement on unmet needs was reached in late 2016, following detailed work by the other
Buckinghamshire authorities - Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe - to explore housing
capacity, and discussions between the authorities in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate.
Specifically, it was established that VALP should provide for an unmet needs figure of c.7,500
(i.e. 4,500 less than the 2016 preliminary figure).

6.2.12

However, this unmet needs figure rose in late spring 2017, following the HMA OAHN figure
rising by c.600 homes (see para 6.2.8). Whilst work served to highlight that the majority of the
c.600 homes housing need was arising from Wycombe and Chiltern / South Bucks, 12 it was
agreed that all 600 homes would be accommodated by Aylesbury. As such, the unmet need
figure to be accommodated by VALP increased by 500, to 8,000 homes. This breaks down
as 2,250 homes from Wycombe and 5,750 homes from Chiltern / South Bucks.

6.2.13

As such, in order to provide for OAHN within the HMA, the plan should provide for 19,400 +
8,000 = 27,400 plus a buffer of 5% (as a contingency for delayed delivery of sites, i.e. nondelivery in the plan period). With the buffer added, there is a need to provide for 28,770
homes (rounded) over the plan period - - see Figure 6.4.

12

The HEDNA establishes the 600 homes need (relating to suppressed household formation) to break-down as follows: 100 homes in
Aylesbury Vale; 200 homes in Chiltern/South Bucks; 300 homes in Wycombe.
SA REPORT
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Figure 6.4: The housing target figure (28,770) used as a starting point for plan-mak ing

Aylesbury OAHN
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Higher growth options?
6.2.14

There are arguments to suggest that VALP should provide for a figure above 28,770 homes:
 Higher growth could conceivably support economic growth objectives. As stated in 2016
by the National Infrastructure Commission:
“To succeed in the global economy, Britain must build on its strengths. The c orridor
connecting Cambridge, Milton Keynes and Oxford could be the UK’s Silicon Valley – a
world renowned centre for science, technology and innovation. But its future success is not
guaranteed. The Commission’s central finding is that a lack of sufficient and suitable
housing presents a fundamental risk to the success of the area. Without a joined-up plan
for housing, jobs and infrastructure across the corridor, it will be left behind by its
international competitors. By providing the foundations for such a strategy, new east-west
transport link s present a once-in-a-generation opportunity to secure the area’s future
success.” 13
 Additional unmet needs could arise from outside of the Buckinghamshire HMA.
Specifically, unmet needs could potentially emanate from authorities to the west, south and
east of the HMA, given the extent of Green Belt and AONB, and given two tightly
constrained urban areas - Oxford and Luton - see Figure 6.5.

6.2.15

However, there is limited weight to either argument. With regards to economic growth, there
is a need to rely on the ‘uplift’ figure applied by the HEDNA (see Box 6.1); however, it is
recognised that there is an over-supply of employment land within the District, and as such
potentially an argument for additional housing (to ensure that employment permissions /
allocations are taken up). With regards to unmet needs, as can be seen from Table 6.1, work
is ongoing on most plans, and Duty to Cooperate discussions are ongoing; hence it would be
premature to plan for additional unmet needs in Aylesbury Vale. Furthermore, there is a
strong argument to suggest that ‘deliverability’ rules out options involving provision for greater
than 28,770 homes. This argument is evidenced by the Buckinghamshire Housing Delivery
Study (2017) - see Box 6.2.

6.2.16

The matter of higher growth options is returned to below (see Section 6.6).

13

NIC (2016). See www.nic.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford-interim-report.pdf
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Figure 6.5: The extent of Green Belt and AONB
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Table 6.1: Progress on neighbouring Local Plans

Council

Next Stage*

Likelihood of unmet need arising?

Provisionally
agreed VALP
provision for
unmet need?

Wycombe

Reg 19 due
2017

Highly likely

2,250 homes

Reg 19 due
Chiltern &
South Bucks 2017

Highly likely

5,750 homes

Unlikely. The 2017 Draft Plan provides for OAHN, and
also identifies ‘over-providing’ as an option.14

No

Central Beds Reg 19 due
2018

Unlikely. Central Beds Draft Local Plan provides for
Luton’s unmet needs.

No

Cherwell

Submission
due 2017

Unlikely. The Proposed Submission Plan provides for
4,400 homes of Oxford’s unmet needs.

No

South
Oxfordshire

Reg 19 due
2017

Unlikely, albeit S. Oxfordshire has been asked to
provide for 4,950 homes of Oxford’s unmet needs.

No

South
Northants

Reg 18 due
2017

Very unlikely, given good capacity.

No

Dacorum

Reg 18 due
2017

Unknown. Work on capacity (Green Belt Review) is at
an early stage.

No

Milton
Keynes

Reg 19 due
2017

* Regulations 18 and 19 of the Local Planning Regulations (2012) establish the regulatory framework for
Local Plan-making prior to submission to the Secretary of State for independent examination by a Planning
Inspector. Requirements under Regulation 18 are flexible, but it is typical to hold at least one formal
consultation. Regulation 19 is the formal requirement to publish the ‘Proposed Submission’ plan.

14

The plan document states: “… the option of extending the plan period to 2036 and aiming to over deliver on the OAN for that plan
period was considered as it reflects the ambitions of the MK2050 Commission report. The Commissioners recommen ded that it is in
Milton Keynes’ best interest to promote a higher rate of growth through to 2050 as this would increase the number of resident workers
and reduce the amount of in-commuting and subsequent pressure on existing transport infrastructure; limi t Milton Keynes’ dependency
rate by increasing the share of the population represented by those of working age compared to those of a pensionable age; li mit
potential further increases in house prices and enable Milton Keynes to provide a contribution to w ider growth within the sub-region.
This option was, however, considered to be premature given the uncertainty surrounding [emerging strategies and infrastructur e].”
SA REPORT
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Box 6.2: The Buckinghamshire Housing Delivery Study (2017)
The study examined past delivery rates in the District, and how these compare on a like-for-like basis with
other authorities that have the same characteristics as Aylesbury Vale in terms of location, affordability,
accessibility etc, before considering the potential to maintain or boost delivery in the future.
Aylesbury Vale has seen high growth over recent years, with an increase in housing stock over the period
2011-16 higher than any other in the Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford Corridor. Between the start of the
current plan period (April 2013) and March 2017, 4,920 new homes were delivered in the District, at an
average of 1,230 dwellings per annum (dpa). Peak delivery was in the year 2014/15, which saw 1,420 dpa.
If the housing target over the plan period is to be achieved, then there is a need for 1,405 dpa each year
between 2017 and 2033. This level of delivery is considered “ambitious but achievable” on the basis of  a strong ‘pipeline’ of existing commitments;
 the expectation that once the Local Plan is in place greater certainty should allow development rates to
accelerate; and
 Aylesbury’s Garden Town status / “the expectation that a concentration of development in and around
Aylesbury brings the advantage of being able to align infrastructure investment with the largest
concentration of planned housing provision.”
The study also seeks to strike a notes caution, for example explaining that  To deliver 1,405 new homes year in, year out, will be a considerable challenge to all parties involved in the
delivery of new homes; the local authorities, developers, infrastructure providers
 There is no easy measure of the depth of demand for new homes from current and prospective owner
occupiers – the primary source of demand for new homes - however, demand is known to be strong.
 The appetite of private sector developers to build at this scale in one location is largely untested. In the
1980s, new homes were built at a rate in excess of 2,000 dpa in Milton Keynes, but this was underwritten
by substantial public sector funding, and a Development Corporation with widespread powers.
 Possible limits on market absorption of new homes could possibly be an issue in Aylesbury town.
However, Berryfields, a large urban extension of 3,235 dwellings on the edge of Aylesbury, has delivered
an average of 390 homes over the past four years 2013/14 to 2016/17, with delivery of 562 new homes in
2014/15, which must make it one of the highest delivery housing sites in the UK. The development has
not had any special funding of delivery arrangements. More recently a further large site at Aylesbury at
Kingsbrook has begun delivering significant new housing at the same time as Berryfields and planning
permission is being pursued on other large sites.

SA REPORT
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6.3

High-level issues/options (2)
Introduction

6.3.1

Before moving on to a consideration of sites (Section 6.4) and settlements (Section 6.5) there
is a need to give consideration to additional high-level issues and options.
The settlement hierarchy

6.3.2

Aylesbury Vale is a large district, with over 100 settlements dispersed widely. Settlements
show relatively little in the way of geographic clustering (e.g. along transport routes) that might
be used as a starting point for considering broad distribution options. The most appropriate
starting point is the settlement hierarchy.

6.3.3

The established settlement hierarchy places five strategic settlements in tier 1 - Aylesbury,
Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow. This is helpful, as there is a strong
argument for assigning more homes to a strategic settlement - where there are existing
services/facilities and potentially employment - than to a non-strategic settlement. However,
there remains the question of how growth should be distributed between each.

6.3.4

The question of how to distribute growth within a given tier of the settlement hierarchy is
doubly pertinent for the 12 larger villages and 19 medium villages that comprise the second
and third tiers of the hierarchy respectively. Whilst each of the strategic settlements is
associated with strategic constraints and opportunities with a bearing on strategic suitability for
growth (see discussion below), this is much less the case for villages.

6.3.5

One consideration to inform the distribution of homes between settlements, within each tier of
the settlement hierarchy, is the need to ensure access to services and facilities (‘community
infrastructure’). A Settlement Hierarchy Assessment was prepared in 2016, identifying
community infrastructure does vary significantly between settlements within each tier of the
hierarchy. 15 Housing growth can potentially serve to put strain on infrastructure, but equally
there can be the potential for housing growth to deliver (or contribute to) enhancements.
The Issues and Options stage (2014)

6.3.6

Nine broad spatial strategy alternatives were examined - including through SA 16 - of which:
five (Options A to E) would involve distributing growth in accordance with the settlement
hierarchy; and four (Options F to I) would involve greater dispersal of growth, i.e. taking less
account of the hierarchy. 17

6.3.7

The consultation document concluded that: “It is unk nown whether a dispersed option
(Options F to I) could deliver the housing requirement. Assessing these would require further
detailed work to identify land with potential in smaller villages and other locations currently
considered unsuitable, and consider sustainability aspects, such as transport, access to
services and jobs, provision of infrastructure – k ey considerations which inform where new
development should tak e place.” The report essentially presented Options A to E as the
‘reasonable’ alternatives, albeit Options F to I were not ruled out entirely, pending further work.

6.3.8

Focusing on Options A to E, whilst these options would involve development broadly in
accordance with the settlement hierarchy, each option involved deviating from the hierarchy to
some extent. In particular, Options A to E varied in respect of whether or not there should be  a large urban extension to Milton Keynes; and/or
 one or more new settlements.

15

The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (2016) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
Interim SA Report 1 (2014) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
The Issues and Options consultation document (2014) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/vale-aylesbury-local-plan%E2%80%93-issues-and-options-consultation
16
17
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Issues / options at the Draft Plan stage (2016)
6.3.9

By 2016 the Council had determined a preferred broad strategy, as reflected in the Draft Plan
published for consultation. As stated at para 1.1.14 “The overall strategy being adopted by this council to meet housing need is to direct
sustainable levels of development to its existing settlements, through the implementation of a
settlement hierarchy. As that will not deliver the amount of housing we may need, the council
is considering some different approaches to meeting housing need. This includes an
application for Aylesbury to be designated as a Garden Town, the inclusion of a new
settlement and consideration of sites in the Green Belt.”

6.3.10

Policy S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) then went on to state:
“The primary focus… will be at Aylesbury, and development at Buck ingham, Winslow,
Wendover and Haddenham supported by growth at other larger, medium and smaller villages
and where appropriate development will be supported by neighbourhood plans. The strategy
also allocates growth at a new settlement and on sites adjacent to Milton Keynes.”

6.3.11

As such, it can be seen that by 2016 the Council had determined a need to  plan in line with the settlement hierarchy (i.e. ruled out ‘dispersal’);
 deliver a new settlement, with the precise location to be determined;
 deliver strategic scale growth on the edge of Milton Keynes;
 focus growth at Aylesbury, as a Garden Town;
 support the policy aspirations of neighbourhood plans; and
 give consideration to Green Belt growth as another element of the strategy.18

6.3.12

Another broad distribution principle reflected in the 2014 Draft Plan related to the approach to
growth at larger, medium and smaller villages (of which there are 76 in total). Specifically,
Policy S2 proposed that the quantum of housing growth at a given village should firstly reflect
its position within the settlement hierarchy, and secondly it size (in terms of dwelling stock). In
summary, the proposal was as follows  Larger villages - increase existing dwelling stock by 22%
 Medium villages - increase existing dwelling stock by housing growth of 19%
 Smaller villages - increase existing dwelling stock by housing growth of 5%

6.3.13

The Draft Plan consultation generated a high degree of interest, with many consultation
responses received on all aspects of the spatial strategy (Policy S2). 19

6.3.14

One message, received through consultation, related the proposed approach to distributing
growth to and amongst villages, which led to the Council resolving to follow a ‘capacity-led’
(or ‘bottom-up’) approach in December 2016. 20 The Council announced - 21
“We have moved away from the proposed percentage approach to apportioning development
to settlements, and instead are look ing at a capacity-led approach. This essentially means
that allocations will be made on the basis of where there are suitable sites in sustainable
locations, rather than applying a blank et housing percentage requirement depending on the
settlement size.”

18

The London Metropolitan Green Belt stretches into the southern part of the District, constraining Wendover in particular. Th e National
Planning Policy Framework is clear that Green Belt can only be released for development in ‘exceptional circumstances’.
19
A Consultation Summary Report (Nov, 2016) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-draft-plan
20
See the minutes of the December 2016 VALP Scrutiny Committee meeting
21
See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/VALPExplanatory210417.pdf
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Ongoing evolution of issues / options
6.3.15

Other broad strategy issues/options to emerge through the consultation, and through
subsequent evidence-gathering and engagement, are discussed in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Other strategic matters with implications for the VALP spatial strategy
Strategic matter

Discussion

Aylesbury Garden
Town

Understanding in relation to the growth opportunity has continued to evolve, with
Garden Town status confirmed in January 2017.
See further discussion within Box 6.3.

Strategic transport
infrastructure

Numerous schemes are planned, or being discussed, including HS2, East West Rail
and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
See further discussion within Box 6.4.

Transport
strategies

Transport Strategies have been prepared for Aylesbury and Buckingham.
See further discussion within Box 6.5.

New settlement
options

Detailed work has been undertaken, which has served to identify that all options are
associated with considerable issues and uncertainties, which would be a challenge to
address at the current time.
See further discussion within Box 6.6.

Neighbourhood
planning

A number of plans are ‘made’, and a large number are emerging, leading to constantly
evolving understanding of the issues and opportunities.
See further discussion within Box 6.7.

Large scale growth
locations near to
Aylesbury Vale

The Local Plans being progressed by neighbouring authorities have already been
introduced (see Table 6.1). Within these plans, and adopted Local Plans, there is
support for major growth at a number locations in the vicinity of Aylesbury Vale.
See further discussion within Box 6.8.

Distribution of
‘unmet needs
housing’

On the basis of discussions with neighbouring authorities, and also understanding of
precedents being set elsewhere (e.g. Vale of White Horse District, which is seeking to
provide for Oxford City’s unmet needs) the Council recognises the argument for
weighting growth towards the south of the District, i.e. in the direction of Chiltern and
South Bucks Districts, from where unmet needs arise.

Green Belt Review

The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Review (Part 2, 2016) found the great majority of
Green Belt parcels examined (all Green Belt is found in the south of the District) to
contribute towards Green Belt purposes. However  A parcel at Halton Camp (MoD base, near Wendover) was found to not contribute to
Green Belt purposes, on the basis that it acts as a continuation of the built up area of
Wendover, with the implication being that there may well be exceptional
circumstances that enable its removal from the Green Belt.
 A parcel directly to the north of Wendover was found to contribute to Green Belt
purposes to a limited (‘moderate or weak’) extent, with the implication being that
there could feasibly be exceptional circumstances that enable its removal from the
Green Belt. However, in practice, it would be difficult to demonstrate an exceptional
circumstance, given the extent of alternative options for delivering housing in the
District. See further discussion below, in Section 6.5.
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Box 6.3: Aylesbury Garden Town
The Council submitted an Expression of Interest (EoI) to Government in October 2016, which subsequently
led to Government assigning Aylesbury Garden Town status in January 2017.
The EoI document demonstrates the strategic location of Aylesbury, highlighting  Strong rail links with stations at Aylesbury Vale Parkway, Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville
 Good road access, with the town located between the M40 and M1, and M25 under 40 minutes distant.
 Aylesbury’s location in the Oxford to Cambridge corridor (‘brain belt’), a national focus for investment in
transport infrastructure (see further discussion below).
The EoI document lists further ‘at a glance’ facts, including  Aylesbury was identified as a growth location in the 1960’s , again in the 1980s and again in the 2000s.
 The Draft VALP (2016) proposed increasing the current housing stock by 50% by 2033.
 From 2010 to 2015, 5,660 houses were built in Aylesbury Vale, which is the 5th fastest rate nationally.
 The Arla/Woodlands site, which links to the Arla super dairy, is a designated Enterprise Zone.
 Aylesbury is a designated cycling demonstration town, with a network of ‘gemstone’ cycle ways.
 Stoke Mandeville Stadium is the birthplace of the Paralympic movement .
 There are many important natural and historic environment assets, and good potential to significantly
increase the green space / green infrastructure offer.
A concept plan was submitted as part of the EoI, with key features including  An integrated series of urban extensions, creating a well-connected network of new communities.
 A series of outer link roads to reduce pressure on the town centre and radial roads.
 An extensive green infrastructure network, including
– a new linear park adjoining HS2;
– a 100 ha wetland park (a joint venture with the RSPB); and
– improved linkages from town to countryside, including Tring Reservoirs Complex, Wendover Woods,
the wider Chilterns, Waddesdon Manor and Hartwell House.
 Bus priority enhancements on radial roads (building on the ‘Aylesbury Rainbow’ routes).
 Walking/cycling infrastructure enhancements, including safer pedestrian crossings (notably across the
town centre inner relief road) and the plugging of gaps within the ‘gemstone’ cycle ways network.
 Protection and enhancement of Aylesbury’s most valued assets such as the historic old town, the River
Thame, the Grand Union Canal and the Hartwell House estate. Equally, growth can support – improved flood alleviation measures;
– sustainable design and construction exemplar schemes to support low per capita carbon emissions;
– Aylesbury’s role as a centre for educational diversity and excellence; and
– reduced inequality between communities, with targeted regeneration initiatives.
Figures 6.6 shows the Aylesbury Garden Town Concept Plan, whilst Figure 6.7 shows the latest situation in
respect of how key urban extensions are progressing through the planning system. A number of other
figures from the Garden Town EoI - namely figures showing the proposed transport network - are included
within Appendix II.
Further Aylesbury specific issues and opportunities have been identified through the Aylesbury Transport
Strategy (ATS), as discussed below (see Box 6.4).
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Figure 6.6: The Garden Town Concept Plan (2016)

Figure 6.7: The progress of Aylesbury urban extension options through the planning system
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Box 6.4: Strategic transport infrastructure
High Speed Two (HS2)
The HS2 high speed railway project will follow a route through the western half of the District , to the west of
Aylesbury. Construction work is expected to commence in 2017, and the possibility of a station on the line
within Aylesbury Vale District at some point in the future cannot be ruled out. There is the possibility of HS2,
East-West Rail and the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway meeting at Calvert (south of Steeple Claydon).
Improved east-west links by road and rail
Growth within the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor has been put forward as a national priority “The corridor… could be the UK’s Silicon Valley – a world renowned centre for science, technology and
innovation… Without a joined-up plan for housing, jobs and infrastructure across the corridor, it will be
left behind by its international competitors. By providing the foundations for such a strategy, new east west transport link s present a once-in-a-generation opportunity to secure the area’s future success.” 13
Two complementary schemes are proposed  East West Rail will link Oxford, Bicester, Milton
Keynes, Bedford and Cambridge and Norwich, with
a spur between Aylesbury and Milton Keynes.
There are three sections – Western section - from Oxford to Bedford,
including the Aylesbury spur, reopening closed
lines, and to include a new station at Winslow; 22
– Central section - from Bedford to Cambridge;
– Eastern section - from Cambridge to Norwich.
 Oxford to Cambridge Expressway - In 2015
Government announced a new strategic study to
investigate upgrading existing roads to create a high
quality link between Oxford and Cambridge, via
Milton Keynes. Route options are still being
investigated. See Appendix II for further discussion.
Other road upgrades
In addition to the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway,
Buckinghamshire County Council’s Local Transport
Plan 4 (LT4) identifies a number of priorities for the
County’s transport network. Priorities include 




A41 upgrade
Aylesbury Outer Ring Road
Buckingham Link
A418 (Aylesbury to Leighton Buzzard)

The Buckinghamshire Thames Valley Local Enterprise
Partnership (LEP) Strategic Economic Plan is similarly
supportive of transport upgrades at Aylesbury, with a
priority the Stocklake Link (radial route) which is
completed and Eastern Link Road (orbital route) which
has planning permission.

22

The segment from Oxford via Bicester Village to the Chiltern Main Line is operational. The completion timescale for the west ern
section of the line is currently in the period 2019 to 2024.
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Box 6.5: Transport strategies
Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS)
The Draft ATS (2016) considers a wide range of issues and opportunities  Due to the radial/arterial highway network structure, high volumes of through traffic are an issue through
the town centre (only A4157 currently provides an orbital, bypassing option).
 Arterial routes are congested during the morning and evening peak hours, particularly along the A41 and
the southern links. This will worsen without mitigation measures, given planned growth.
 A number of new outer link roads are proposed to relieve arterial routes and provide the opportunity for a
more pedestrian and cycle friendly town centre and space for additional bus priority and shared paths.
 A large amount of construction traffic is expected as a result of HS2.
 Under 10% of journeys to work are made by bus or train, but there is an opportunity to address this.
 Flat topography and well established network of shared paths and cycle paths exist in Aylesbury; add to
this that many employment sites are within or close to the town centre; however current cycle routes are
not continuous in places; particularly the links between radial routes and the quality of infrastructure varies
along existing routes. Aylesbury was designated a cycling demonstration town in 2008, but has not seen
an uptake in cycling equivalent to other demonstration towns.
The ATS examines improvement opportunities within four sectors, concluding with maps showing key
planned and aspirational improvements. The Transport Improvements map for the town as a whole shows
that new orbital links are in construction or planned to the southwest, southeast and east, along with the
Stocklake radial link; whilst orbital links to the northwest and north remain aspirational.

Buckingham Transport Strategy (BTS)
The Draft BTS (2016) considers a wide range of
issues and opportunities.
Traffic congestion in the town centre is currently
problematic, and modelling suggests that the
congestion will worsen.
There are a range of opportunities, including several
new strategic walking/cycling links and bus routes.
Whilst Buckingham does not have a rail station, there
is the potential for a high quality bus links to rail
stations at Bicester and Winslow. There is also a
proposal for a cycle link to Silverstone Park, a
significant proposed employment area. There is also
potential to support delivery of a new bus route
between High Wycombe and Northampton.
SA REPORT
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Box 6.6: New settlement options
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recognises the role of ‘new settlements’, and Government
support has increased since publication of the NPPF. In particular, significant funding has been made
available to support delivery of new ‘garden villages’ of 1,500 – 5,000 homes. Government requested
expressions of interest in 2016, and then in 2017 announced 14 new garden villages that would have access
to a £6 million fund over 2 years (in addition to a separate fund available for seven garden towns, including
Aylesbury). Furthermore, Government stated: “Due to the high level of expressions of interest… the
government has made an additional £1 million available this year for… other garden village proposals.”
In this context, AVDC commissioned a New Settlement Scoping Study in 2016. The Study examined 11
potential locations for a new settlement, before concluding:
“In the short/ medium-term, there is greater potential to accommodate development in locations which:
Benefit from an existing or planned rail station…; Provide a range of existing everyday servic es…; Include
some existing employment provision; and are situated at a location which could support enhanced
employment provision; Are somewhat separate from and would not compete directly (in mark et terms)
with existing major growth locations…; and Would have the least impact on environmental resources,
including landscape character and heritage assets.
Of the initial options identified, Winslow and Haddenham performed highest on these criteria; and were
therefore identified as the locations with the greatest potential to accommodate strategic development…
These locations benefitted from an existing rail station (Haddenham) or one which is already committed to
be delivered (Winslow), providing certainty about rail access to support sustainable transport for new
development. The only other of the 11 locations for which this was true in Cheddington; however this is
located away from existing main road corridors [and] landscape and heritage impacts restrict… potential...
In the medium/ longer-term, there are however a number of locations where potential infrastructure
investment could support strategic development. These include: S teeple Claydon / Marsh Gibbon…
Arncott… and Cheddington.
The report goes on to consider options at Winslow and Haddenham in detail, before concluding “Haddenham relates more strongly to higher-value mark ets and unmet housing needs... Its rail
connection to London is strong, and it is envisaged that this could potentially support higher delivery rates
relative to Winslow. It could also potentially support a stronger employment offer, given its location.... In
contrast, Winslow has a stronger range of existing services and facilities including secondary education
provision; and access to a large range of employment centres by rail... It is at a greater distance from
existing major growth locations (and thus less influenced in mark et terms by these).”
The Draft VALP (2016) proposed a new settlement at either Winslow or Haddenham (Policy D2: Delivering a
New Settlement). A large number of comments were received, with the Council’s subsequently prepared
Consultation Summary report explaining, for example, that: “A major area for concern, both for those in the
affected areas and those in surrounding towns and villages… was the cumulative impact of housing
developments and the assumptions made about the provision of infrastructure and servic es....”
Also, the Interim SA Report published as part of the consultation presented an appraisal of new settlement
options at Winslow and Haddenham (three alternative options at both), concluding: “With regards to new
settlements, results of the assessment are mixed and a single best performing option cannot be identified.
Option 1 for both Haddenham and Winslow may be seen to perform slightly better against the SA Objectives
due to the scale of the options and their location in relation to the current settlements. However, due to the
larger sizes of Options 2 and 3 for both Haddenham and Winslow, there is the opportunity at these Options
to lead to better sustainability performance. This would be seen in terms of provision of new local services
and facilities, including health, recreation and employment...”
Subsequent to the Draft VALP consultation one further new settlement site option came to light , namely the
proposal to deliver a large garden village, potentially becoming a garden town, at Verney Junction, west of
Winslow. The proposal includes a new station on the forthcoming East West Rail line but the location is
isolated from the main road network.
Also, in 2017 the Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan Examiner closely examined the option of a 600 home
scheme to the north of the village (proposed as a Garden Village, but falling well below the Government’s
1,500 home threshold), which might deliver, or partially deliver, an A41 Waddesdon Relief Road. However,
the Examiner did not support the scheme, including on the basis that funding for the new road is “at best,
aspirational”, despite having been discussed as an HS2 mitigation option.
SA REPORT
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Box 6.7: Neighbourhood planning
There are eleven ‘made’ neighbourhood plans in Aylesbury Vale, including for the strategic settlements of
Buckingham, Winslow and Haddenham. Furthermore, six others are emerging and have reached at least
the ‘pre-submission consultation’ stage, and overall there are 34 designated Neighbourhood Plan areas .
The Council is committed to reflecting policy decisions made through Neighbourhood Plans when
considering spatial strategy options for the district as a whole. The Council recently stated “We are k een to avoid adding extra development beyond that which a community considers necessary to
meet its needs and where the level of development proposed in a neighbourhood plan enables the
council to meet its strategic housing need we will not need to allocate further sites.”23
Five emerging neighbourhood plans are either
currently out for consultation, or have been published
for consultation very recently. These neighbourhood
plans are discussed here, as case-studies.
Aston Clinton
The Aston Clinton Neighbourhood Plan does not
allocate any sites, recognising that existing
completions and commitments will increase the size
of the village by 40% in the plan period, and
recognising that the Draft VALP (2016) proposed nil
allocations. The proposal is to establish a settlement
boundary, along with a policy resisting housing
beyond that boundary.
Edlesborough
The Edlesborough Neighbourhood Plan proposes to allocate several sites, in order to provide for the housing
target assigned by the Draft VALP (2016), and then define a settlement boundary.
In total the plan makes provision for 169 new homes at Edlesborough (the plan area also includes two
smaller villages), a figure which marginally exceeds the Draft VALP (July 2016) target of 164 homes.
A reserve site is also identified, recognising that the final VALP might determine a need for higher growth.
Long Crendon
The Long Crendon Neighbourhood Plan is at a very advanced stage, with a referendum date soon to be set.
The Examiners Report, received in June 2017, states:
“The Plan has tak en account of the development requirements set out in the Draft VALP (2016)… In my
assessment, this is a realistic mechanism for addressing the strategic policies of the emerging VALP,
which will not be adopted until 2018 and where there remains some uncertainty over the eventual
quantum and distribution of development. The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared on the best
available information relating to the VALP, and contains a commitment to review the Plan once the VALP
has been finalised. This is a sensible and pragmatic position… in the prevailing circumstances…
Steeple Claydon
The Steeple Claydon Neighbourhood Plan proposes to allocate two sites for housing, in order to provide for
the housing target assigned by the Draft VALP (2016), and then define a settlement boundary. In total the
plan makes provision for 216 new homes over the plan period, a figure which marginally exceeds the Draft
VALP (July 2016) target of 208 homes.
Waddesdon
The Waddesdon Neighbourhood Plan proposes to allocate one site for housing, and then define a settlement
boundary. The plan proposes to provide for 166 homes over the plan period, noting that this figure is c.15
homes short of the target proposed within the Draft VALP (2016).

23

See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/VALPExplanatory210417.pdf
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Box 6.8: Large scale growth locations near to Aylesbury Vale
The figure below highlights a number of large scale growth locations that must be taken into account when
considering VALP spatial strategy alternatives, recognising the potential for in combination effects (e.g. in
respect of traffic congestion). Specifically, the figure highlights  Banbury - Cherwell’s adopted Local Plan 2011-31 provides for 7,319 homes (366 p.a.).
 Bicester - Cherwell’s adopted Local Plan 2011-31 provides for 10,129 homes (506 p.a.).
 Brackley - West Northamptonshire’s adopted Joint Core Strategy 2011-29 provides for 2,160 homes (120
p.a.).
 Dunstable - a 5,150 home mixed-use urban extension to the north has outline planning permission. The
Draft Central Beds Local Plan 2015-35 (Reg18) presents a further 40ha of employment land as an option.
 Hemel Hempstead - The adopted Dacorum Core Strategy 2006-31 provides for 8,800 homes (587 p.a.).
 Luton - Luton’s submitted Local Plan 2011-31 provides for 6,700 (335 p.a.); and the Draft Central Beds
Local Plan 2015-35 presents two options for expansion: 4,000 homes to the north; and 2,000 to the west.
 Milton Keynes - the Draft Plan MK proposes three strategic urban extensions, plus a 600 home
residential scheme at Eaton Lees, on the boundary with Aylesbury Vale. Furthermore, the proposal is to
bring forward sites for 5,000 homes within the urban area. This is all in addition to existing commitments,
which total almost 20,000 (the great majority being within MK itself). Furthermore, the Draft Central
Bedfordshire Local Plan 2015-35 identifies the option of 3,000 homes north of Apsley Guise, at the eastern
edge of MK (plus 5,000 homes in the Marston Vale area, to the east).
– It is noted that the importance of ‘joined-up’
thinking was a common theme through the
2016 Draft VALP consultation. For example,
the Member of Parliament for Milton Keynes
South urged that the VALP, the Milton Keynes
Future Plan and the more strategic work of the
National Infrastructure Assessment must not
be considered in isolation of each other. 24
 Princes Risbrough - Wycombe’s Draft Local Plan
2013-33 (Reg 18) provides for 2,600 homes (130
p.a.), with 10,000 homes expected across the
District as a whole.
 Silverstone - West Northamptonshire’s adopted
Joint Core Strategy 2011-29 provides for 65 ha of
employment land, of which 25 ha is within
Aylesbury Vale District; 35 ha leisure uses; 14 ha
education uses; 8 ha tourism uses; and a 600
place Technical College.

Plan MK proposed urban extensions

 South Oxfordshire growth locations - The South Oxfordshire Preferred Options 2 consutlation
document (2017) proposes a focus of growth at Culham and new settlements at Berinsfield and
Chalgrove.
 Thame - The Thame Neighbourhood Plan 2006-27 provides for 775 homes (37 p.a.). The ‘Preferred
Options 2’ version of the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011-31 does not propose additional allocations at
Thame.

24

A Consultation Summary Report (Nov, 2016) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-draft-plan
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Figure 6.8: Large scale growth locations near to Aylesbury Vale
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6.4

Site options
Introduction

6.4.1

Having discussed high-level, or ‘top-down’, considerations with a bearing on the development
of spatial strategy alternatives, this section give consideration to ‘bottom-up’ considerations,
i.e. the site options that are the ‘building blocks’ for establishing spatial strategy alt ernatives.

6.4.2

This section considers three complementary site options analysis work-streams –
 Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA);
 GIS analysis, applying sustainability criteria; and
 Other site options appraisal work-streams.
HELAA

6.4.3

All potential development sites known to the Council – i.e. all sites known to the Council from
past plan-making work, sites submitted through the 2014 ‘call for sites’ and sites submitted to
the Council since 2014 – were considered through the HELAA.

6.4.4

The HELAA was undertaken in accordance with national guidance, 25 and more specifically in
accordance with a methodology agreed by all Buckinghamshire authorities. 26 Notably, the
methodology report committed all authorities to liaison with a range of stakeholders , and also
specialist inputs. For example, the report states “Where appropriate, sites will have specialist input into the assessment of suitability,
availability, deliverability and achievability. Where necessary this may include consultation with
Buck inghamshire County Council (for issues such as highways, archaeology and nature
conservation) and in-house officers with specialisms such as design, conservation and
landscape.”

6.4.5

HELAA methodology is further elaborated on within the HELAA Report published by AVDC in
January 2017. 27 A central element of the methodology was stakeholder engagement
(including through two rounds of public consultation, in 2015 and 2016, in association with the
local plan) and inputs from technical specialists to the analysis. As stated within the HELAA
Report “The following technical experts were consulted on the sites: AVDC Development
Management; AVDC Landscape; AVDC Green Space and Trees; AVDC Biodiversity; AVDC
Heritage; Buckinghamshire County Council Highways; Buckingham County Council Education,
Flood Management, Rights of Way, Passenger Transport, Energy, Adults and Well Being,
Ecology, Minerals and Waste and Digital Infrastructure.
Experts were ask ed for their opinion on the potential use of the site for housing and or
economic development, the scale of development and any constraints that may affect site
capacity and delivery. All responses were logged [and] in some cases follow up discussions
were held with the consultee(s).
… Planning policy officers from Wycombe District Council and Chiltern District Council were
consulted in late July 2015 on… sites proposed to be discounted and again on the draft
assessments of the sites… in September 2015. Further engagement took place on the
HELAA Review sites. All comments received were logged and queries responded to.”

6.4.6

Table 6.3 gives further consideration to the analysis presented within the HELAA Report.

25

National HELAA Guidance is available at - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment.
The Buckinghamshire HELAA Methodology report is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
27
The AVDC HELAA Report is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
26
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Table 6.3: Analysis presented within the HELAA (2017)
Selected topics

Discussion of analysis

Biodiversity

 On-site vegetation / habitats are discussed at numerous sites, although there are few
examples of a site being deemed unsuitable solely due to biodiversity concerns.
Notable HELAA conclusions include – GUW020 - unsuitable due to impact on a mature hedge on boundary, plus a pond
with a likelihood of Great Crested Newts
– BRI010 - unsuitable partly because of mature trees, a pond and the site having
high ecological constraints
– BRI011 - unsuitable partly due to onsite scrubland associated with nearby
woodland.

Flood risk

 Flood risk is referenced a large number of times, as part of the reasons for findings a
site unsuitable. Examples include – AYL054 and AYL060 - unsuitable primarily due to the extent of flood risk
– BIE022 - part suitable (10ha of a 29ha site) due primarily to flood risk.

Heritage

 There are numerous references to Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas, Historic Park
and Gardens and Scheduled Ancient Monuments, and also the evidence provided by
AVDC heritage officers and previous decisions on planning applications and appeals.
Notable examples include – WIGG007 and WIG008 - unsuitable partly because of adverse impact on a
Scheduled Ancient Monument
– WAD002 - unsuitable partly because of impact on Waddesdon Manor.

Highways

 Bucks CC, as the local highways authority, were consulted on all sites. In practice,
most sites deemed unsuitable on transport grounds were sites with a planning history
that has involved investigation of the issues, e.g. access, visibility splays, potential
maneuvering and car parking. The HELAA took account of the likely cost/viability
implications of any design solutions. Notable examples include – GAW010 - unsuitable due to junction visibility
– BRI011 - unsuitable due to the access road having insufficient

Landscape

 Any site in the Chilterns AONB was automatically deemed unsuitable; sites in other
designated landscapes (Areas of Attractive Landscape or Local Landscape Area)
were often deemed unsuitable, although account had to be taken of the topography
and screening. There was also a need to consider whether a landscape buffer or
screening would be sufficient to prevent any overriding harm. Notable examples
include – BUC046 - part suitable due to potential for impact on views towards the Padbury
Valley and Gawcott
– ICK004 - suitable on the proviso that capacity is reduced to 20 homes (1.4ha
site).

Transport

 Not an explicit consideration, although the HELAA did consider distance to a village
edge (taking account of any intervening site under construction), for example – CHA004 - unsuitable at 1km from the nearest settlement
– WHA003 - unsuitable as 2.5km to Whaddon, 3km to Little Horwood.
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6.4.7

The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of
the 841 HELAA sites, it concludes on ‘suitability’ (i.e. suitability in principle, having considered
the site in isolation, without giving consideration to other strategic considerations), finding  234 sites to be suitable, or part suitable, for housing; and
 62 sites to be suitable, or part suitable, for employment.

6.4.8

In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial
strategy alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part
suitable’ through the HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be
ruled-out. This is on the basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last -word in planmaking. The HELAA involves looking at sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no
consideration given to the strategic context, i.e. in combination effects of developing more than
one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result in an ‘unsuitable’
HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation through the Local Plan, and this
was recognised when developing reasonable spatial strategy alternatives (see further
discussion within Sections 6.5 and 6.6, below).
GIS analysis

6.4.9

Table 6.3 serves to demonstrate that site options were appraised against a broad ‘framework’
of sustainability issues/objectives through the HELAA process. The HELAA framework clearly
has strong links to the SA framework (see Table 4.1).

6.4.10

Nonetheless, the potential for supplementary analysis was identified. Specifically, HELAA
sites were entered into a Geographical Information System (GIS) and subjected to analysis
through the application of wide-ranging sustainability criteria. All criteria related to the
distance between the sites and various other features mapped within the GIS (e.g. doctors
surgeries, flood risk zones, listed buildings). 28

6.4.11

Appraisal findings are presented within the SA Report Technical Annex.
Other site-specific work-streams

6.4.12

Numerous other work-streams examined site options. Work undertaken prior to the HELAA
reporting in January 2017 were taken into account through the HELAA; however, a number of
work-streams continued subsequent to HELAA publication, notably  More detailed landscape appraisal work, and design / concept workshops;
 Highways / access discussions with the County Council (e.g. at PAD004 concerns were
raised post HELAA, and the solution offered by the promoter was unacceptable);
 Sequential testing and level 2 SFRA work;
 Neighbourhood plan progression;
 Further delivery work including contact with landowners and developers; and
 Detailed discussions progressed through the planning application process.

6.4.13

Latest understanding of site options was taken into account when developing reasonable
alternatives, as discussed further below.

28

This work-stream might be described as ‘SA’, on the basis that the GIS criteria -based methodology was developed to reflect the
established SA framework as closely as possible; however, this terminology should be applied with caution, recognising that t here is no
requirement to appraise site options, through the SA process. Site options are not ‘reasonable alternatives’ where there is no mutually
exclusive choice to be made between them.
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Conclusions on site options
6.4.14

Figure 6.9 shows all site options, i.e. all sites considered through the HELAA.

6.4.15

This analysis of site options, as well as analysis provided by other work -streams (e.g. flood
risk sequential testing) served to inform the consideration of settlement specific options, and
ultimately the development of spatial strategy alternatives, as discussed below.
N.B. some of the site options shown within the figure below are now completed, or are
committed. Also, it is the case that in some instances more is now known regarding which
part of ‘part suitable’ sites are in fact suitable. Taking these two factors into account ‘paints a
different picture’ of site options. These factors are taken into account within the settlement specific maps of site options presented within the SA Report Technical Annex.
Figure 6.9: Site options
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6.5

Settlement-specific options
Introduction

6.5.1

Having discussed two ‘initial’ steps there is now a need to discuss a final step that was
completed ahead of establishing spatial strategy alternatives. This step involved examining
growth options at individual settlements in turn.

6.5.2

Specifically, the aim of this section is to consider each settlement in turn (with some
settlements grouped by virtue of their position in the settlement hierarchy), establishing
whether the approach to growth (i.e. the approach to allocation of land for housing through the
VALP) should be a constant or a variable, for the purposes of establishing a single set of
district wide spatial strategy alternatives, i.e. the ‘reasonable alternatives’.

6.5.3

For settlements where it is deemed necessary to vary the approach to growth, the discussion
goes on to establish a discrete range of options to reflect within the district-wide reasonable
alternatives. The discussion of each settlement; however, supplementary information is
presented within the SA Report Technical Annex.

6.5.4

This section considers the following settlements/locations  Aylesbury
 Milton Keynes edge
 Buckingham
 Haddenham
 Wendover
 Winslow
 Aston Clinton
 Other larger villages
 Medium villages
 Smaller villages
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Aylesbury
6.5.5

As the district’s main town, Aylesbury has an important role to play in respect of delivering the
district’s housing requirement. Furthermore, there are significant opportunities to be realised
through growth at Aylesbury, notably in respect of delivering transport infrastructure upgrades.
Opportunities at Aylesbury have resulted in the town being assigned ‘Garden Town’ status.

6.5.6

There will be 8,588 new homes delivered through completions and commitments during the
plan period, equating to a (28%) increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline), plus the town saw
considerable housing growth in the years preceding 2013.

6.5.7

As such, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be suggested. However, this approach would fail
to capitalise on opportunities, and lead to increased pressure on other settlements lower in the
settlement hierarchy (and/or a ‘new settlement reliance’ strategy, with its own challenges).

6.5.8

Nil allocations at Aylesbury is therefore ‘unreasonable’ as an option, and indeed it is the case
that any option involving low growth at Aylesbury is similarly ‘unreasonable’.

6.5.9

Given Garden Town Status, it is fair to assume that Aylesbury must be a major focus of
allocations. Indeed, it is a plan objective to focus ‘the majority’ of the total quantum of housing
provided for through the VALP at Aylesbury Garden Town.

6.5.10

One arguably reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to allocation at Aylesbury would involve
support for all HELAA ‘suitable’ sites (except for a small number of sites found to be unsuitable
through work following the HELAA). This would mean allocations for 6,560 homes.

6.5.11

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, i.e. options involving allocation of
HELAA unsuitable sites. This reflects the strategic opportunities that exis t – in particular
around infrastructure delivery – that were outside the scope of the HELAA. One ‘stand-out’
HELAA unsuitable site, is the ‘Land north of A41’ (otherwise known as ‘Woodlands’) Major
Development Area (MDA; comprising HELAA sites WTV018, WTV017, AST037 and BIE022),
to the east, between the A41 and the Grand Union Canal. The MDA would deliver an eastern
road link, and flood risk concerns have been a focus of detailed work post HELAA. Also,
another HELAA unsuitable site ‘stands-out’ on the basis of potentially supporting infrastructure
delivery: Northeast MDA (comprising HELAA sites BIE12, BIE17 and BIE21), which could
deliver a north-eastern road link.

6.5.12

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth options for Aylesbury (three alternatives in
total) is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex. In light of the appraisal, the
Council reached a conclusion that there is a relatively clear preferred option, namely allocation
of HELAA suitable sites plus allocation of ‘Land north of the A 41’ for 7,810 homes.

6.5.13

On this basis, the approach to growth at Aylesbury can reasonably be a constant across the
district-wide reasonable spatial strategy alternatives (i.e. the 7,810 figure can be considered
the ‘do minimum’ option for Aylesbury, for the purposes of establishing reasonable spatial
strategy alternatives, and there is not a need to further examine higher growth options).
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Milton Keynes edge
6.5.15

The District boundary mostly follows the edge of the Milton Keynes (MK) built up area;
however, this is changing, with one large site within the District under construction (SHM012,
350 homes at the south / south-eastern edge) and a significantly larger site with ‘resolution to
grant planning permission’ (NLV001, 1,855 homes at Salden Chase on the southern edge).

6.5.16

As such, for the purposes of developing spatial strategy alternatives, a reasonable ‘do
minimum’ approach to allocations at the MK edge would involve nil allocations over-andabove NLV001 (which must be allocated, as the planning permission was s ubsequent to the
Local Plan cut-off date of 31st March 2017), despite the fact that this approach would serve to
increase pressure on other settlements, including smaller settlements.

6.5.17

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, which would involve additional
allocation of –
A) WHA001 (2,000 homes) to the west - HELAA suitable; however, comprises a sensitive
landscape gap between MK and Whaddon; and/or
B) MUR001, MUR002 and NLV020 (3,000 homes) - HELAA unsuitable, but together would
extend the recently permitted (resolution to grant) 1,855 home ‘Salden Chase’ scheme;
and/or
C) GRB002 (1,200 homes) - HELAA unsuitable, but would involve completing the 1,800
home ‘Land at Eaton Leys’ cross-boundary site, i.e. the 1,200 homes would be in addition
to the 600 homes already permitted on land directly to the north, within MK borough.

6.5.18

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth options for the MK edge (five alternatives
in total) is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that
site (C) performs relatively poorly, and need not be examined further through district-wide
spatial strategy alternatives, but that other options should be examined further. The Technical
Annex also explains that the option of allocating both (B) and (C) would equate to overallocation, and hence need not be examined further.

6.5.19

On this basis, the approach to growth at the MK edge should be a variable across the districtwide reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect three options:

Do minimum

Allocation of NLV001 for 1,855 homes

Higher growth 1

Additional allocation of WHA001 for 2,000 homes = 3,885 in total

Higher growth 2

Additional allocation of MUR001, MUR002 NLV020 for 3,000 homes = 4,885 in total.
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Buckingham
6.5.20

The largest of the four ‘strategic settlements’ that comprise the second tier of the settlement
hierarchy, with a strong employment base and a wide range of facilities serving surrounding
villages. It is located in the north of the district, closer to Milton Keynes than Aylesbury.

6.5.21

There will be 1,509 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period,
equating to a 29% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). This figure includes 617 homes
at sites allocated through the ‘made’ Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan.

6.5.22

As such, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be suggested. However, this approach would lead
to increased pressure on other settlements. Furthermore, the Buckingham Neighbourhood
Plan does identify one reserve site - i.e. a site that is not an allocation, but which could
become an allocation if necessary - which is also HELAA suitable.

6.5.23

As such, a reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to allocation at Buckingham would involve
allocation of the NP reserve site - BUC051 (300 homes) to the west. The part of the site that
would be developed is fairly well related to the settlement edge, in proximity to the town centre
and would avoid the flood risk zone.

6.5.24

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, given Buckingham’s position in the
settlement hierarchy, through additional allocation of one or more of the HELAA suitable sites,
namely: A) BUC043 (130 homes); B) BUC025 (360 homes); and/or C) BUC046 (420 homes).

6.5.25

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth options for Buc kingham (six alternatives in
total) is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that site
(B) performs relatively poorly, and need not be examined further through district -wide spatial
strategy alternatives, but that other options should be examined further.

6.5.26

On this basis, the approach to growth at Buckingham should be a variable across the districtwide reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect two options:

Do minimum

Allocation of BUC051 for 300 homes
Additional allocation of BUC043 and BUC046 for 550 homes = 850 in total.

Higher growth

N.B. the option of allocating just one of these sites is also reasonable; however,
recognising that BUC043 is a smaller site, the decision was taken to reflect only the option
of allocating both within the spatial strategy alternatives.
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Haddenham
6.5.27

A ‘strategic settlement’ in the settlement hierarchy, as per Wendover and Winslow. The
village provides facilities and services which serve surrounding rural areas; however, it’s offer
is notably less than that of Wendover and Winslow (which have recognised high streets).
Haddenham has a train station with a good service to London (as per Wendover), and is
relatively unconstrained by national designations (unlike Wendover), with a main constraint
being the extensive conservation area.

6.5.28

There will be 736 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period,
equating to a 35% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). As such, nil allocations is a
reasonable ‘do minimum’ option. There are three small sites that were supported by the
Neighbourhood Plan (either on the basis that they were allocations prior to the High Court
Order, or ‘scored well’ through site options appraisal work), and all three of these sites are
HELAA suitable; however, all three sites have been found to be associated with significant
access issues since the HELAA was published. 29

6.5.29

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, and, in the case of Haddenham,
there is a single stand-out higher growth option, on the basis that there is only one further site
identified as suitable through the HELAA: HAD007 to the north of the village, adjacent to the
recently permitted airfield site, which is suitable for 315 homes.

6.5.30

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth option for Haddenham is presented within
the SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that both alternatives should be
examined further through district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.

6.5.31

As such, the approach to growth at Haddenham should be a variable across the district-wide
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect two options:

Do minimum

Nil allocations

Higher growth 1

Allocation of HAD007 for 315 homes.

29

HAD010 is a small site at the villages south west extent, adjacent to the railway line; whilst HAD001 and HAD016 are two adjacent
small sites at the northern extent of the village, themselves adjacent to HAD015, which has planning permission for 25 homes.
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Wendover (inc. Halton Camp)
6.5.32

A ‘strategic settlement’ within the settlement hierarchy, as per Haddenham and Winslow. The
village provides facilities and services which serve surrounding rural areas , with a recognised
high street. Wendover has a train station with a good service to London (as per Haddenham),
but stands out as constrained by national designations, relative to Haddenham and Winslow.
In particular, the south, east and west of the village is constrained by the Chilterns AONB
and/or the Metropolitan Green Belt, whilst the north of the village is constrained by a SSSI.

6.5.33

There are relatively few completions and commitments - 128 new homes, equating to a 4%
increase in dwelling stock over the plan period (2013 baseline) - however, the option of ‘nil
allocations’ might be suggested nonetheless, recognising the national constraints present.

6.5.34

For the purposes of developing spatial strategy alternatives, it is suggested that a reasonable
‘do minimum’ approach to allocations at Wendover would involve nil allocations, given the
constraints, despite the fact that this approach would serve to increase pressure on other
settlements, including smaller settlements lower in the settlement hierarchy. There are no
HELAA suitable sites at Wendover.

6.5.35

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, i.e. options involving allocation of
HELAA unsuitable sites, reflecting the position of Wendover within the settlement hierarchy.
There are two ‘stand-out’ site options A) Halton Camp, a large site to the north east of the village (HAL003; 1,000 homes) - is
currently an operational military base, but the MOD is due to vacate the site in 2022. The
assumption is that c.1,000 homes might be delivered in the plan period (with the total
capacity likely to be higher). The Camp is divided from the village by a narrow strip of
woodland, and, at c.1km distant from the village centre, there would be potential to
walk/cycle. The site is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt; however, the Buckinghamshire
Green Belt Assessment (2016) concluded that the extent of built development means
that its contribution to Green Belt purposes is limited. 30 The AONB is adjacent; however,
the extent of existing built development and the extent of woodland in the vicinity reduces
landscape concerns.
B) WEN005 and WEN016 (800 homes) comprise a site to the north of the village, which
relates well to the village edge, but again is washed-over by the Green Belt. The
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (2016) identified the site as contributing
“moderately or weakly” to Green Belt purposes, concluding that: “Exceptional
circumstances [for removing land from the GB] are likely to be justified if there is a large
amount of outstanding housing need that cannot be met on land outside of the Green
Belt.” This scheme was a proposed allocation at the Draft VALP (2016) stage (at which
time it was not known about the MOD’s plans to vacate Halton Camp).

6.5.36

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth options for Wendover (three alternatives in
total) is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that site
(B) performs relatively poorly, and need not be examined further through district -wide spatial
strategy alternatives, but that other options should be examined further.

6.5.37

As such, the approach to growth at Wendover should be a variable across the district-wide
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect two options:

Do minimum

Nil allocations

Higher growth 1

Allocation of HAL003 for 1,000 homes (in the plan period).

30

Furthermore, the first stage of redevelopment could occur without removing the site from the Green Belt, recognising that the NPPF
allows for partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites in the Green Belt, as long as openness is not impacted.
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Winslow
6.5.38

A strategic settlement comparable to Haddenham and Wendover. The town provides facilities
and services which serve surrounding rural areas. Winslow does not have a train service
currently, but this will change with the opening of East West Rail, at which point a station at
Winslow will link to Milton Keynes, Oxford and other major employment centres to the east
and west.

6.5.39

There will be 581 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period,
equating to a 27% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). This figure includes 441 homes
at sites allocated through the ‘made’ Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (2014). As such, the
option of ‘nil allocations’ might be suggested.

6.5.40

For the purposes of developing spatial strategy alternatives, a reasonable ‘do minimum’
approach to allocation at Winslow would involve nil allocations. This option has limited
strategic justification, and would serve to increase pressure on other settlements, including
settlements lower in the settlement hierarchy; however, it is difficult to identify an alternative do
minimum option, i.e. an option that would involve allocating land for a modest amount of
housing. The small sites that are available are all notably constrained, including:
 sites located along the town’s eastern edge would break the existing hard boundary; and
 sites at the town’s southern / southwestern edge, would be located on rising land and/or in
proximity to the conservation area.

6.5.41

There is also a need to consider higher growth options, and in the case of Winslow there is a
single stand-out higher growth option, on the basis that there is only one non-committed site
identified as suitable through the HELAA: WIN001 to the north, which is suitable for 585
homes. This site would extend the town beyond the current hard boundary provided by the
railway line; however, concerns are reduced by the fact that the Neighbourhood Plan allocates
a significant area of land to the north of the railway line, directly to the west of WIN001 (i.e.
west of the Great Horwood Road). Specifically, the Neighbourhood Plan allocates land either
side of Buckingham Road for a new school, a new railway station, employment and sports
facilities.

6.5.42

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth option for Winslow is presented within the
SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that both alternatives should be
examined further through district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.

6.5.43

As such, the approach to growth at Winslow should be a variable across the district-wide
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect two options:

Do minimum

Nil allocations

Higher growth 1

Allocation of WIN001 for 585 homes.
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New settlement
6.5.44

As discussed above (Box 6.4), the New Settlements Scoping Study (2016) concluded that
there is greatest potential for a new settlement in the vicinity of Haddenham and Winslow.

6.5.45

The study then went on to identify and appraise alternative configurations for a new settlement
at both settlements - see Figures 6.10 and 6.11. .
Figure 6.10: New settlement options at Haddenham

Figure 6.11: New settlement options at Winslow

6.5.46

The other main option for a new settlement, within the plan period, is at Verney Junction, to
the west of Winslow. There is potentially a significant opportunity here, with the potential to
deliver a Garden Town of up to 10,000 homes in the long term, with a train station on East West Rail and direct access onto the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway. However, the Council’s
preference at the current time is for a new train station at Winslow (a new station at both
locations would be unlikely, given their proximity); and a decision to support Verney Junction
would be premature, prior to selection of a preferred route for the Expressway.

6.5.47

In conclusion, there is a clear strategic choice regarding the question of a new settlement,
hence the approach to growth should be a variable across the district-wide reasonable spatial
strategy alternatives. Specifically, there is a need to reflect four options:

Do minimum

Nil allocations

Higher growth 1

Allocation of West of Haddenham for 3,000 homes

Higher growth 2

Allocation of East of Haddenham for 3,000 homes

Higher growth 3

Allocation of North of Winslow for 3,000 homes (either with or without a landscape gap)

N.B. There is also the possibility that any new settlement could be delayed purposefully, with development
starting only in the latter part of the plan period; however, for the purposes of developing spatial strategy
alternatives, it is assumed that any new settlement would deliver 3,000 homes in the plan period.

SA REPORT
PART 1: PLAN-MAKING / SA UP TO THIS POINT

40

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Aston Clinton
6.5.48

One of 13 larger villages, Aston Clinton is located in the south of the District, close to
Aylesbury, Wendover and Tring (in neighbouring Dacorum District). Aston Clinton has seen
very high growth over recent years, and this will continue over forthcoming years, as a result
of several committed housing sites. Growth is giving rise to a number of issues, with the Draft
Aston Clinton Neighbourhood Plan (2017) concluding “Aston Clinton is facing many challenges, not least that of many housing developments being
built or planned in parts of the village where accessibility is an issue. The recent constant
approval of large scale housing developments is in the view of many, unsustainable…”

6.5.49

One of the key issues being faced is in relation to primary school capacity. The Draft
Neighbourhood Plan explains that: “For Primary and Junior School Education, the parish of
Aston Clinton is conceived by the local education authority as being in a cluster containing the
village schools at Wendover, Halton, Aston Clinton, and Weston Turville. Of these, Halton has
seen recent expansion and Weston Turville has no scope for expansion… BCC recently
expanded capacity at Aston Clinton School to allow it to admit an additional half a class each
year to meet the increasing demand within the area… Already, in Jan 2016, the surplus
capacity in the cluster for primary schooling was being exceeded by the capacity required to
provide for existing planning approvals and the position has worsened considerably since
then.”

6.5.50

Concern regarding primary school capacity is shared by officers at BCC (i.e. the local
education authority), who are raising this as an issue in response to pending planning
applications. It is noted that new schools are set to be delivered to the east / south east of
Aylesbury, as part of new strategic urban extensions; however, the potential to accommodate
children from Aston Clinton is not established. Furthermore, there is a need to avoid a
situation whereby children have to attend primary school in a neighbouring village, as far as
possible.

6.5.51

There will be 627 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period,
equating to a 40% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). As such, and given the
proximity of Aston Clinton to strategic growth locations south of Aylesbury (and hence
concerns regarding cumulative effects), ‘nil allocations’ is a reasonable ‘do minimum’ option.

6.5.52

There is also a need to give consideration to higher growth options involving a strategic scale
scheme that delivers a new primary school. In order to deliver a new primarily school, there
would be a need to support a large, strategic-scale housing scheme, of 700-800 homes. The
only sites able to provide such a scheme are AST001 and AST024, which comprise the fields
between the village and the bypass to the north. AST001 has planning permission on part of
the site, for 95 homes, with the rest of the site HELAA unsuitable; whilst AST024 (more to the
northwest) has planning permission on part of the site for 141 homes, with most remaining
land HELAA unsuitable.

6.5.53

An appraisal of the do minimum and higher growth option for Aston Clinton is presented within
the SA Report Technical Annex. The conclusion is reached that both alternatives should be
examined further through district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.

6.5.54

As such, the approach to growth at Aston Clinton should be a variable across the district-wide
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and there is a need to reflect two options:

Do minimum

Nil allocations

Higher growth 1

Allocation for 750 homes at either AST001 or AST024.
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Other larger villages
6.5.55

At the other larger villages there is little evidence for a strategic choice necessitating
examination through the appraisal of district-wide spatial strategy alternatives. Rather,
analysis serves to highlight a single preferred growth option, that can be a constant across the
reasonable alternatives - see Table 6.4.
N.B. supplementary analysis is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex.

Table 6.4: Proposed allocations at larger villages (other than Aston Clinton)
Completions /
commitments

HELAA
suitable
capacity

Proposed
allocations

Summary justification for
departing from HELAA

116 (16%)

101

60

In accordance with the emerging
neighbourhood plan.

Ivinghoe

18 (6%)

0

0

-

Long Crendon

77 (7%)

0

23

In accordance with the emerging
neighbourhood plan.

199 (16%)

5

0

In accordance with the made
neighbourhood plan.

Steeple Claydon

98 (10%)

91

118

In accordance with the emerging
neighbourhood plan.

Stoke Mandeville

128 (13%)

582

0

Village will be affected by the
strategic expansion of Aylesbury.

Stone

26 (3%)

42

10

Further site specific work.

Waddesdon

91 (10%)

40

75

In accordance with the emerging
neighbourhood plan.

Whitchurch

41 (10%)

22

22

-

Wing

125 (11%)

0

0

-

Wingrave

109 (18%)

35

0

In accordance with the made
neighbourhood plan.

Settlement

(dwelling stock %
increase)
Edlesborough

Pitstone

Total proposed allocations
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Medium villages
6.5.56

At the medium villages there is little evidence for a strategic choice necessitating examination
through the appraisal of district-wide spatial strategy alternatives. Rather, analysis serves to
highlight a single preferred growth option, that can be a constant across the reasonable
alternatives - see Table 6.5.
N.B. supplementary analysis is presented within the SA Report Technical Annex. As part of
this, alternatives for Maids Moreton are examined in detail.

Table 6.5: Proposed allocations at medium villages
Completions /
commitments
(dwelling stock %
increase)

HELAA
suitable
capacity

Proposed
allocations

23 (3%)

15

0

Village will be affected by the
strategic expansion of Aylesbury.

6 (1%)

6

0

Further site specific work.

Cheddington

107 (15%)

58

0

Made Neighbourhood Plan

Cuddington

4 (2%)

26

21

Further site specific work.

Gawcott

8 (2%)

0

0

-

Great Horwood

74 (17%)

42

0

Made Neighbourhood Plan

Grendon U’wood

42 (10%)

5

0

Further site specific work.

Ickford

3 (1%)

20

20

-

Maids Moreton

1 (0%)

207

170

Allocation of all sites would result in
over-allocation in the local area.

Marsh Gibbon

38 (9%)

13

9

Further site specific work.

Marsworth

15 (5%)

42

0

Further site specific work.

Newton Longville

31 (4%)

100

17

8 (3%)

0

0

-

Padbury

48 (14%)

45

0

Further site specific work.

Quainton

22 (4%)

45

37

Further site specific work.

Stewkley

101 (14%)

0

0

-

Stoke Hammond

149 (39%)

123

0

High completions/commitments

Tingewick

105 (22%)

11

0

Further site specific work.

36 (3%)

10

0

Village will be affected by the
strategic expansion of Aylesbury.

Settlement

Bierton
Brill

North Marston

Weston Turville

Total proposed allocations

Summary justification for
departing from HELAA

The village will be affected by the
strategic expansion of MK.

274

Smaller villages
6.5.57

The Council has determined that there will be no allocations at smaller villages, i.e. growth at
villages will be provided for through Neighbourhood Plans and windfall / rural exception
schemes only. The majority of smaller villages have no HELAA sites, in any case. See further
discussion within the SA Report Technical Annex.
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6.6

Establishing the reasonable alternatives
Summary of constants and variables / options

6.6.1

The discussion above serves to suggest that, for the purposes of developing a single set of
district-wide reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, the approach to allocation at five of the
six higher tier settlements should be taken to be a variable, as should the approach to
allocation at Aston Clinton. Equally, the approach to ‘new settlements’ should be taken to be a
variable. Conversely, the approach to growth at Aylesbury, at larger villages other than Aston
Clinton, at medium villages and at smaller villages can be taken to be a constant.

6.6.2

This information is summarised in Table 6.6.

Table 6.6: Summary of constants and variables / options
Allocations
Constant or
variable?
Settlement hierarchy
Aylesbury

Constant

Milton Keynes edge

Higher growth
option(s)

Do minimum option
7,810
1,855

3,855 or 4,855

300

850

0

315

Wendover

0

1,000

Winslow

0

585

Aston Clinton

0

750

Buckingham
Haddenham
Variable

Other large villages

308

Medium Villages

Constant

274

Smaller villages

0

West of Haddenham
New
settlement

East of Haddenham

0
Variable

0

North of Winslow
Total
6.6.3

3,000

0
10,547

Up to 19,747 homes

Headline conclusions from the table are as follows  Following a do minimum approach to allocations at each location within the settlement
hierarchy would involving making provision for 10,547 homes through allocations, which
combined with completions (4,923), commitments (9,948) and a windfall assumption (962)
would mean making provision for 26,380 homes in total, during the plan period.
 Following a do maximum approach to allocations at each location within the settlement
hierarchy would involving making provision for 19,747 homes through allocations, which
combined with completions (4,923), commitments (9,948) and a windfall assumption (962)
would mean making provision for 35,580 homes in total, during the plan period.
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6.6.4

As discussed in Section 6.2, there is a need to provide for 28,770 homes in total. As such,
neither the do minimum or do maximum is a reasonable spatial strategy option, and there is a
need to explore middle-ground options - see below.
The reasonable alternatives

6.6.5

There is a need to identify a discrete range of alternative approaches to allocation where each
approach (option) involves going above the ‘do minimum’ approach at one or more location
within the settlement hierarchy, but not all.

6.6.6

This is a challenge, as there are a large number of feasible permutations. There is a need to
apply certain rules, with a view to identifying a manageable number of reasonable alternatives
for appraisal and consultation.

6.6.7

Firstly it is appropriate to focus only on higher growth options that involve the allocation of
HELAA suitable sites. This essentially rules-out  the higher growth options at Wendover and Aston Clinton;
 one of the two higher growth options at MK edge; and
 a new settlement.

6.6.8

Support for all ‘HELAA suitable higher growth options’ would mean provision for 29,830
homes. This is 3.7% above the target figure of 28,770, and hence a reasonable option for
appraisal and consultation. It is defined as Option 1.

6.6.9

Next there is a need to consider which HELAA suitable sites might be removed from the
strategy. The following two approaches were identified A) Remove those HELAA suitable sites that conflict with a Neighbourhood Plan, i.e. support
do minimum at Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow.
B) Remove the HELAA suitable site on the edge of MK, as it is subject to a significant
landscape constraint, i.e. support do minimum at MK.

6.6.10

(A) results in 1,450 fewer homes, leaving a strategy providing for 1.4% below the target figure.
This is reasonable (Option 2).

6.6.11

(B) results in 2,000 fewer homes, leaving a strategy providing for 3.3% below the target. This
is not a reasonable option. In order to make up the shortfall, there are two stand-out options  Support the Wendover higher growth option, thereby providing for 0.2% above the target.
This is reasonable (Option 3).
 Support the Aston Clinton higher growth option, thereby providing for 0.7% below the target.
This is reasonable (Option 4).
 Support the Wendover and Aston Clinton higher growth options, thereby providing for 2.8%
above the target. This is reasonable (Option 5).

6.6.12

Finally, there is a need to consider slightly more extreme (‘book -end’) options that involve the
‘do minimum’ growth options at all locations except one.

6.6.13

The following strategy options emerge  ‘Do minimum’ at all locations except the MK edge, where the high growth option is
supported, thereby providing for 2.1% above the target. This is reasonable (Option 6).
 ‘Do minimum’ at all locations and support a new settlement , thereby providing for 2.1%
above the target. This is reasonable, and leads to: Option 7 (West of Haddenham); Option
8 (East of Haddenham) and Option 9 (Winslow).
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6.6.14

In summary, there are nine reasonable alternatives - see Table 6.7.

Table 6.7: The reasonable alternatives (summary)
Option

Summary description
Do min allocations at all settlements plus higher growth options involving…

% above/below
the 28,770 target

1

HELAA suitable sites

3.7

2

HELAA suitable sites except where in conflict with a Neighbourhood Plan

-1.4

3

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Halton Camp

0.2

4

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Aston Clinton

-0.7

5

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in H’ Camp and Aston Clinton

2.8

6

Maximum growth at the MK edge

2.1

7

A new settlement West of Haddenham

2.1

8

A new settlement East of Haddenham

2.1

9

A new settlement at Winslow

2.1

6.6.15

The reasonable alternatives are presented in detail in Table 6.8 and the subsequent maps.
They were determined to be the ‘reasonable’ alternatives following consideration of the total
quantum of land that needs to be allocated and distribution options.

6.6.16

Equally, they were determined to be reasonable on the basis that their appraisal should
enable and facilitate discussion of numerous important issues/opportunities. Whilst it was
recognised that there are other options that could potentially feature, there is a need to limit
the number of alternatives under consideration, with a view to facilitating engagement.
N.B. whilst it is recognised that options involving making provision for a quantum of homes
above the 28,770 target may lead to deliverability concerns, it is considered that options
involving exceeding the target figure by under 5% are potentially reasonable.
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Table 6.8: The reasonable alternatives (detail)
Allocations over-and-above 'Do minimum'
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Settlement hierarchy

Aylesbury

Constant
Do minimum
or
allocations
variable?

Constant

All
HELAA
suitable

Nil at MK Nil at MK
edge;
edge;

Reduce
in-line
with NPs bring in H'
Camp

bring in
AC

Nil at MK
edge;

Do min
Do min
except except W
bring in H' MK edge of H'ham
Camp
and AC

1855

2000

Buckingham

300

550

550

550

550

315

315

315

315

Variable

Wendover

2000

3000

1000

Winslow

585

585

Aston Clinton
Other large villages
Medium Villages
West of Haddenham
New
East of Haddenham
settlement
North of Winslow

Constant

Do min
except N
of W'low

7810

Milton Keynes edge
Haddenham

Do min
except
East of
H'ham

1000
585

585

750

750

308
274
3000

Variable

Total allocations

3000
3000
3450

2000

2450

2200

3200

3000

3000

3000

3000

Grand total allocations

13997

12547

12997

12747

13747

13547

13547

13547

13547

Grand Total
[allocations + completions, commitments and windfall]

29830

28380

28830

28580

29580

29380

29380

29380

29380

% above/below the 28,770 target

3.7

-1.4

0.2

-0.7

2.8

2.1

2.1

2.1

2.1
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7

APPRAISING REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES

7.1

Introduction

7.1.1

The aim of this chapter is to present summary appraisal findings in relation to the reasonable
alternatives introduced above. Detailed appraisal findings are presented in Appendix III.

7.2

Summary alternatives appraisal findings

7.2.1

Table 7.1 presents summary appraisal findings in relation to the nine alternatives introduced
above. Detailed appraisal methodology is explained in Appendix III, but in summary:
Within each row (i.e. for each of the topics that comprise the SA framework) the columns to
the right hand side seek to both categorise the performance of each option in terms of
‘significant effects’ (using red / amber / green) and also rank the alternatives in order of
performance. Also, ‘ = ’ is used to denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par
(i.e. it not possible to differentiate between them).
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Table 7.1: Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings
Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All HELAA Reduce
suitable
in-line
with NPs

Nil at MK Nil at MK
edge;
edge;
bring in
Halton
Camp

bring in
Aston
Clinton

Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
MK edge
of
of
of
Halton
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp &
Aston
Clinton

Biodiversity

3

2

3

3

3

Climate
change
mitigation

2

2

2

2

2

Climate
change
adaptation

=

=

=

=

=

Community

4

4

3

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

5

3

2

2

3

2

3

Economy

Heritage

4

Housing

2

Natural
resources

2

2

2

2

Pollution

2

2

2

2

Transport

3

Waste

=

=
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=

=

=

=

=

2

2

2

4

4

5

2

2

2

3

2

3

=

=

=

4

Landscape

=

2

4

2

=
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Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All HELAA Reduce Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
suitable
in-line
in-line edge and
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs; with NPs; reduce at bring in
except except W except E except N
bring
in
Buck’ham;
Halton
MK
edge
of
of
of
bring in
bring in Camp &
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
W’dlands Halton
Camp W’dlands
Aston
& H’
Clinton
Camp

Conclusion
All options are associated with pros and cons (as is to be expected). Options involving a concentration of
growth, and in particular options involving a new settlement, are notable for performing best in terms of a
several sustainability topics; however, the appraisal also serves to indicate draw-backs.
 Biodiversity - Options involving a concentration of growth perform well, in particular the new settlement
options, as proposed locations are relatively unconstrained.
 Climate change mitigation - Options 6 to 9 perform best, as they would involve the great est
concentration of growth. Whilst there can be no certainty, in the absence of detailed proposals, it is fair to
assume that a 3,000 home scheme could enable combined heat and power generation, with a network of
piping to provide district heating.
 Climate change adaptation - In respect of flood risk, whilst it is not possible to differentiate the
alternatives, ‘uncertain significant negative effects’ have been ‘flagged’ for all alternatives, as all would
involve allocation of ‘Land north of A41’ (also known as ‘Woodlands’) at Aylesbury, which includes a large
area of land intersecting Flood Zones 2 and 3. There has been detailed work undertaken to explore how
flood risk can be avoided in practice; however, it remains the case that a preferable approac h, from a flood
risk perspective, would be to leave the site in its current use.
 Communities - Option 6 to 9 have merit in that there is a clear opportunity for concentrated housing
growth to result in the delivery of new strategic community infrastructure. Options 3 to 5 also perform well,
in that there are specific growth related opportunities at Halton Camp (Wendover) and Aston Clinton (albeit
there are also arguments against allocation at Aston Clinton). With regards to effect significance, all
options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to deliver
employment land at the sites that are a constant across the alternatives.
 Economy - There could be some merit to the options that would focus growth at the MK edge, or involve a
new settlement adjoining either Haddenham or Winslow, in respect of delivering new employment land
and/or providing for a skilled workforce in proximity to employment centres. With regards to significance,
all options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to
contribute fully to the achievement of economic objectives at the Aylesbury Garden Town scale, and also
at the sub-regional (FEMA) scale.
 Heritage - Options 6 and 9 are best performing, as both would involve a focus of growth at locations that
are relatively unconstrained - Salden Chase and North of Winslow respectively - thereby negating the
need to ‘bring in’ more sensitive sites. The other two new settlement options are second best performing,
recognising that, whilst locations in question are potentially constrained, there will be good potential to
avoid/mitigate impacts.
 Housing - an overriding consideration relates to the extent of the contingency / buffer that is put in place,
with other considerations relating to the need to weight growth towards the south of the District, and the
need to allocate a mix of sites, including sites able to deliver early in the plan period. On this basis
Options 1 and 5 perform well. The options involving a concentration of growth perform least well, on the
basis of deliverability concerns. With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that all alternatives
would result in significant positive effects, as the Local Plan would provide for the District’s OAHN figure,
agreed unmet needs and a contingency.
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Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All HELAA Reduce Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
suitable
in-line
in-line edge and
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs; with NPs; reduce at bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in Buck’ham; Halton MK edge
of
of
of
bring in
bring in Camp &
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
W’dlands Halton
Camp W’dlands
Aston
& H’
Clinton
Camp

 Landscape - Options 7 to 9 perform best, as they would involve a concentration of growth at a new
settlement. All of the new settlement options have been identified as relatively unconstrained in landscape
terms. Options 2 and 5 perform less well, given the sensitivities associated with Halton Camp, and Option
6 performs least well, given the findings of the Landscape Study in relation to a large scheme at Salden
Chase. With regard to significance, it is appropriate to flag ‘uncertain’ significant negative effects for
Option 6, recognising that there would be the potential to minimise landscape impacts, through reducing
the scale of the scheme and designing in landscaping etc.
 Natural resources - Options 2 and 6 perform well, as development would be concentrated at sites that
have been surveyed (or mostly surveyed) in detail, and found to comprise grade 3b - non-best and most
versatile (BMV) - agricultural land. With regard to effect significance, all options would result in significant
loss of BMV agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects.
 Pollution - The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial
strategy. In particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at Wastewater
Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential to generate capacity
through upgrade works. A recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded that capacity at Buckingham could
be a constraint to growth. There is likely to be good potential to deliver capacity upgrades as necessary,
ahead of housing growth; however, this is uncertain at the current time, and so it is appropriate to highlight
options involving higher growth at Buckingham as performing poorly.
 Transport - there is evidence to suggest that options involving high growth along the A421 corridor namely Options 1 and 6 - could result in problematic traffic congestion, ahead of upgrades to the road. It
is also considered that Winslow performs better than Haddenham as a location for a new settlement, and
that the worst performing new settlement option is the option of a stand-alone new settlement to the east
of Haddenham. With regard to effect significance, the overriding consideration is that all options will
involve delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town ambitions, many of which relate to transport infrastructure
upgrades. As such, whilst all options will result in mixed effects, and there are a range of risks and
uncertainties, it is appropriate to conclude significant positive effects overall, for all options.
 Waste - Waste management objectives are not applicable to the current appraisal. It should be possible
to manage waste sustainably under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.
The intention is for the Council and stakeholders to take these findings into account when considering how
best to ‘trade-off’ between competing objectives, and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option
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DEVELOPING THE PREFERRED APPROACH

8.1

Introduction

8.1.1

The aim of this Chapter is to present the Council’s response to the alternatives appraisal, and
thereby the Council’s reasons for supporting the preferred option, in-light of alternatives.

8.1.2

The Council’s preferred approach is Option 3, which the appraisal finds to have ‘pros and
cons’, as per all other options.

8.2

The Council’s outline reasons

8.2.1

The context in which the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is being developed means that it will
have to deliver significantly more growth that has been delivered in in the past, and do this
with consideration to the many Neighbourhood Plans that have been produced by local
communities in the district whilst it has been emerging.

8.2.2

Aylesbury Vale is a large rural district with a large number of settlements and is relatively
unconstrained with just a small amount of Green Belt and AONB. Therefore it is recognised
that it is possible to generate a number of potential options for where this growth could
happen. All the reasonable alternatives identified in the SA have potential benefits and
drawbacks in sustainability terms. Option 3 is nevertheless the Council’s preferred option for a
number of reasons that are set out below.
 Settlement hierarchy - The starting point for allocating growth in the plan should be the
settlement hierarchy, which places each settlement within a category ranging from subregional strategic settlement to other settlement. This is based on a combination of criteria
from the population of a settlement and the services/facilities it contains. Option 3 reflects
the settlement hierarchy, allowing for a good range of opportunities for people to live in a
place that meets their needs.
 Aylesbury - Aylesbury is a large market town and has a significantly higher population than
the other settlements within the district, with a population of 71,500 within the urban area
and also a substantially higher level of facilities. As such, Aylesbury is recognised in the
Settlement Hierarchy (2017) as being the primary settlement in the district – a ‘sub-regional
strategic settlement’ and is a highly sustainable location for growth. Aylesbury is therefore
the focus of the majority of the district’s housing growth. Aylesbury also has garden town
status based on it delivering a significant growth, consistent with the garden town bid
document of 2016. All the possible growth that can be allocated at Aylesbury is therefore
considered a constant and is included in all the options including Option 3.
 Strategic settlements - The Settlement Hierarchy (2017) then identifies the next tier of
settlements – ‘strategic settlements’ – comprising Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and
Wendover. These settlements have a significantly higher population and range of services
and facilities in comparison to the other settlements and play important roles in acting as
service centres for smaller rural settlements too. Therefore, they are very sustainable
locations for growth, and, after Aylesbury, should provide for the highest level of housing
growth in the district. Option 3 includes ‘higher’ growth at all these settlements.
 Halton Camp is supported by the appraisal in terms of ‘communities’ related objectives, and
also performs well for transport, pollution and natural resources. Halton Camp doesn’t
perform so well relatively in terms of biodiversity because of the proximity to the Wendover
Woods Local Wildlife Site, heritage because of the heritage constraints at Halton Camp,
housing because of the need for the RAF to vacate the site first with the potential
complexities and landscape because of the location of Halton Camp next to the AONB.
Halton camp, whilst it has the potential drawbacks, does however have the benefit of being
a brownfield site next to the strategic settlement of Wendover which would have no growth
other than this. There are existing buildings on the site, so it will be possible to limit impacts
by redeveloping and re-using existing buildings, but its redevelopment would need to be
sensitively done in order to reduce the heritage, biodiversity and landscape concerns.
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 Milton Keynes - Whilst Option 3 doesn’t include any further growth at the edge of Milton
Keynes, there is already a site at the edge of Milton Keynes, known as Salden Chase, that
is a constant across all the options and benefits from a resolution to approve subject to
approval of a Section 106 agreement. As a large, mixed use extension (to include a
secondary school) to Milton Keynes, it will help to meet housing needs arising from the
northern part of Aylesbury Vale which falls within the Milton Keynes functional HMA. The
housing need from this HMA area has been factored into the overall housing requirement
for Aylesbury Vale when the ‘best fit’ HMA housing need was established. There will
however be a proportion of the need being generated within the area this functional HMA
covers so having a large housing allocation within this area will ensure needs arising from
this HMA are met where they arise.
 New settlement - Options 6 – 9 involve a new settlement and ‘do minimum’ allocations at
other settlements. The appraisal finds these options to perform relatively well in terms of
certain objectives; however, a significant factor which will influence which of these options is
most suitable will be the route of the proposed Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. The
exact route for this is not decided yet so it is considered premature to make any decision on
a new settlement until the route is clarified. A new settlement might be required in a Local
Plan review, by which time it should be clear what the proposed route of the expressway will
be and an informed decision can then be made.
 Housing - Option 3 would mean a significant amount of the growth would be distributed in
the south of the district, in Wendover and Haddenham as well as Aylesbury. This has the
benefit that new housing and employment would be provided in locations closest to where
the unmet need is arising from, those districts to the south of Aylesbury Vale.
 Employment - The identified need for employment land from the HEDNA is for 26ha,
however there is already a significant level of commitments for employment land in the
district which exceeds this requirement. The districts to the south will be transferring unmet
employment need which will absorb some of the over provision and market and trend based
evidence also indicates that the expected growth may not be taking place as predicted. On
top of this the Council’s early local plan review will address the employment needs
generated by the Oxford Cambridge Expressway, expected significant further housing need
in Aylesbury Vale, which will is likely to be amplified by the Government’s new OAN
calculation method, and the expectation that further unmet need from adjacent councils will
need to be accommodated in the future. Therefore the council is taking a precautionary
approach by only releasing a limited amount of employment land, and then committing to
monitoring employment development ahead of an early local plan review. There are
therefore no new allocations for employment and the majority of existing allocations are
retained within the plan. The employment land has also been appraised for its quality.
 Land - It is recognised that Option 3 does mean the loss of some high quality agricultural
land which the NPPF states should be avoided if possible. Brownfield land has therefore
been used where available but is limited in the district. The most sustainable settlements in
the district are encircled by swaths of high quality agricultural land meaning it is hard to
avoid some loss, and there is a need to balance the loss of this against ensuring that new
housing is located in these most sustainable locations.
 Climate Change - There is a policy in the plan to encourage assessments to be carried out
for District heating although no specific opportunity has yet been identified. Viability and the
prioritisation of other requirements such as affordable housing and road infrastructure has
meant it hasn’t come forward as yet although more work will be done to look at carbon
reducing measures in general as part of Aylesbury Garden Town work.
8.2.3

In summary, whilst the alternatives appraisal has highlighted some drawbacks with Option 3 it
is considered the most sustainable of the options. Option 3 also reflects the findings from
other evidence documents and takes account of feedback from the previous public
consultations held on the plan.
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INTRODUCTION (TO PART 2)

9.1.1

The aim of this part of the report is to present an appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan.

9.1.2

By way of introduction, this chapter introduces the Proposed Submission, and also discusses
the appraisal methodology.

9.2

The Proposed Submission Plan
Introduction

9.2.1

With a view to introducing key elements of the Proposed Submiss ion Plan, this section  presents the plan vision;
 introduces the spatial strategy (i.e. Policy S2), lists proposed allocations and explains the
proposed phasing of the strategic urban extensions to Aylesbury; and
 explains the proposed approach to provision of land for employment and Gypsies,
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople.
The VALP spatial vision

9.2.2

The following is an abridged version of the plan vision “By 2033 Aylesbury Vale will see a sustainable amount and distribution of growth to
meet needs and which will contribute to creating a thriving, diverse, safe, vibrant place
to live, work and visit where all residents enjoy a high quality of life.
For this to happen [emphasis added]:
a)

Growth will be shaped by strong place-shaping and sustainability principles to create
safe, well-designed developments that are sensitive to the district’s local character and
heritage and well integrated with existing communities… Environmental, heritage and
cultural assets will be protected and, where possible, enhanced.,,

b)

New housing will have been provided in sustainable locations to a high standard of
design to meet housing needs… This will include the delivery of affordable housing and
housing to meet the needs of older people, people with disabilities and those with
specialist needs….

c)

The economy will be more competitive and innovative. Existing commitments,
allocations and Enterprise Zones (at Aylesbury, Silverstone and Westcott), will deliver a
diverse and flexible range of land, premises and opportunities... The main town centres
in Aylesbury and Buck ingham will be enhanced...

d)

Growth will be accompanied by the delivery of infrastructure, services, and facilities in
the right places at the right time, to bring maximum benefits to new and existing
communities. This includes improving transport… education, health, green and blue
infrastructure, community facilities, leisure facilities, communications technology, water
and air quality and flood management measures and policing and emergency services
infrastructure. Improved links to London and the Thames Valley area, including Oxford
and Milton Keynes (via East West Rail), will help to ensure that local businesses
continue to thrive... The environmental impact of infrastructure improvements, such as
HS2, will have been suitably mitigated.

e)

Growth and regeneration will have narrowed the difference in opportunities between
the wealthier and the less well-off...

f)

Growth will allow people in the district to have access to excellent education and
training, both academically and vocationally, with opportunities for life-long learning...

g)

Aylesbury will grow significantly and will:
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 be an inclusive, safe, innovative and forward-looking garden town…
 be a recognised centre for investment and growth…
 be a key hub for public transport… meaning that Aylesbury is an integral part of the
national rail network rather than the end of the line
 have had significant transport improvements across the town with new link roads
connecting the existing highway network…
 have a comprehensive quality cycling and walking network completed within the town
and extending to the expanded town and surrounding villages
 have seen the regeneration of previously-developed sites, and development of welldesigned, connected, healthy, safe and integrated greenfield urban fringe sites. These
will help deliver identified strategic infrastructure, without compromising the character
of surrounding villages or community cohesion
 have increased the range and quality of services, homes, retail and leisure facilities in
Aylesbury town centre by designing and building to high standards and attracting new
retailers and leisure operators…
 have an accessible, sustainable and well-managed network of green and blue
infrastructure. This will include improved linkages from the town into surrounding
countryside along the Aylesbury Canal corridor and other routes…
 be increasingly seen as a tourist destination and used as a base to expl ore local
tourism attractions… and
 have enhanced its… reputation as a centre for education, diversity and excellence.
h)

Buck ingham, led by neighbourhood planning, will have grown and will:
 be an inclusive, safe, innovative and forward-looking market town…
 be a recognised centre for investment and growth…
 have seen sustainable regeneration of previously-developed sites and integrated
extensions to the town on greenfield urban fringe sites
 be a hub of higher education and skills through growth and enhancement of the
University of Buckingham and other facilities which support job training and skills.
 have enhanced the town centre creating a vibrant and energetic place with plenty for
all to do and enjoy throughout the day and into the evening… and
 have benefitted from further investment in transport infrastructure with active links… to
the new station at Winslow as part of East West Rail.

i)

The rural areas will have accommodated sustainable growth, focused at Winslow,
Haddenham, , Wendover (Halton Camp) and villages according to capacity and needs,
and:
 will remain predominantly rural in character, enjoying high-quality landscapes with
heritage, cultural and biodiversity assets protected and where possible enhanced
 the economy will have seen continuing economic growth including a mix of strategic
sites, expansion of existing sites and local small-scale development…
 transport links will have been improved by… a new station at Winslow…
 growth will have been proportionate and reflect places’ capacity to grow and
community aspirations in terms of scale, phasing, type and design of development...
 development will reflect the character of the local circumstances…
 growth will protect high-quality agricultural land and
 there will be a well-managed network of green infrastructure…and local services which
support sustainable communities, including shops and pubs.”
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The proposed spatial strategy (Policy S2)
9.2.3

With regards to housing quantum, the proposal is to contribute fully to meeting housing needs
within the Buckinghamshire HMA, which in practice means providing for Aylesbury’s OAHN
figure plus agreed unmet needs from elsewhere in the Buckinghamshire HMA. In addition, the
proposal is to provide for a 5.9% buffer in order to ensure sufficient flexibility in case sites do
not come forward at the rate anticipated in the plan.

9.2.4

With regards to housing distribution, the proposal broadly is to maintain and enhance the
settlement hierarchy. Specifically  Aylesbury Garden Town (comprising Aylesbury town and adjacent parts of surrounding
parishes), will grow by 16,398 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 48%. In
total, housing stock will increase by 54% over the plan period.
 Buckingham will grow by 2,359 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 36%. In
total, housing stock will increase by 46% over the plan period. 31
 Haddenham will grow by 1,051 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 30% of
this figure. In total, housing stock will increase by 50% over the plan period. 32
 Winslow will grow by 1,166 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 50% of this
figure. In total, housing stock will increase by 55% over the plan period. 31
 Wendover will grow by 1,128 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 89% of this
figure. In total, housing stock will increase by 34% over the plan period.
 MK edge will grow by 2,212 homes, with proposed allocations accounting for 84%.
 The 12 larger villages will mostly will see an increase in housing stock of 10-20%; however
there are some outliers – Aston Clinton - 40% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)32
– Edlesborough - 24% increase in housing stock (34% through proposed allocations)
– Steeple Claydon - 23% increase in housing stock (55% through proposed allocations)
– Ivinghoe - 6% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
– Stone / Hartwell - 4% increase in housing stock (28% through proposed allocations)
 The 19 medium villages will mostly will see an increase in housing stock of 5-15%;
however there are some outliers – Maids Moreton - 47% increase in housing stock (99% through proposed allocations);
– Stoke Hammond - 39% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)32
– Tingewick - 22% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)32Great
Horwood - 17% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations) Error!
Bookmark not defined.

– Bierton - 3% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
– North Marston - 3% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
– Weston Turville - 3% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
– Gawcott - 2% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
– Brill - 1% increase in housing stock (0% through proposed allocations)
31

Buckingham and Winslow are notable for having made neighbourhood plans that a llocate sites, i.e. it is the case that a large
proportion of the committed housing sites were selected through a plan -led process.
32
Haddenham, Aston Clinton, Stoke Hammond and Tingewick are notable for having high commitments despite not having a
neighbourhood plan, i.e. notable for having had a large number of sites gain planning permission ahead of a plan. N.B. A
Neighbourhood Plan for Haddenham was ‘made’, but then the housing policies were quashed, following a Judicial Review.
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Proposed allocations (‘Delivery’ policies)
9.2.5

Allocations are proposed for sites without planning permission, and sites with permission
gained post 31st March 2017 (notably Salden Chase). As an exception to this rule, allocations
are proposed for two Aylesbury Garden Town (AGT) sites planning permission prior, namely
Kingsbrook and Berryfields, both of which are under construction (Berryfields being near
complete). Given the scale / strategic importance of these sites, there is benefit to setting
policy through the VALP, which could have a bearing on future planning applications, should
current planning permissions lapse. Proposed allocations are listed in Table 9.1.

Table 9.1: Proposed allocations
Settlement

Aylesbury Garden Town

Aylesbury

Newton Longville

Buckingham

Wendover (Halton)
Winslow
Edlesborough
Long Crendon
Steeple Claydon
Stone
Waddesdon
Whitchurch
Cuddlington
Ickford
Maids Moreton
Marsh Gibbon
Newton Longville
Quainton

Proposed allocation

No. homes

D-AGT1
D-AGT2
D-AGT3
D-AGT4
D-AGT5
D-AGT6
D-AYL032
D-AYL073
D-AYL052
D-AYL059
D-AYL077
D-AYL063
D-AYL068
D-AYL115
D-NLV001
D-BUC043
D-BUC051
D-BUC046
D-HAD007
D-HAL003
D-WIN001
D-EDL003
D-EDL020
D-EDL021
D-LCD010
D-LCD017
D-SCD003
D-SCD008
D-STO008
D-WAD006
D-WHI009
D-CDN001
D-CDN003
D-ICK004
D-MMO006
D-MGB003
D-NLV005
D-QUA001
D-QUA0014-016

1,000
1,550
1,660
3,111
3,254
2,450
70
18
23
14
13
112
39
200
1,855
130
300
420
315
1,000
585
15
5
40
13
10
8
110
10
75
22
6
15
20
170
9
17
13
24
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Phasing of Aylesbury strategic urban extensions
9.2.6

The 16,398 homes proposed for Aylesbury over the plan period represents 57% of the homes
proposed for the district as a whole, and 94% of the new homes at Aylesbury will be delivered
through strategic urban extensions. These urban extensions will be phased across the plan
period, with it being the case that two (Buckingham Park and Berryfields) are complete or
nearly complete, and another (Aylesbury East) is under construction. Figure 9.1 summarises
the proposed phasing of growth.
Figure 9.1: Phasing of Aylesbury strategic urban extensions

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3
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Employment land
9.2.7

Employment need is usually met by new allocations to satisfy the forecast requirement.
However the forecast requirement for the district is 27ha whilst the council has an existing
supply of over 100ha. N.B. this supply figure takes account of completions, permissions,
Neighbourhood Plan allocations, projected (i.e. future) losses, vacancies and a 5,000sqm at
Aston Clinton MDA (planning application still to be determined).

9.2.8

As such, the Council has given consideration to the possibility of re-allocating some
employment for other uses, including housing; however, the proposal is to support only very
limited release of employment land. 33 Furthermore, the proposal is to support delivery of
significant additional employment land at two of the Aylesbury Garden Town major
development areas, namely ‘Woodlands’ and ‘Hampden Fields’, and some additional
employment land (2ha) at Salden Chase (N.B. this site has a resolution to grant planning
permission). In total, taking account of these VALP allocations, the result will be an oversupply in the District of at least 105ha, in total quantitative terms (i.e. without giving
consideration to specific types of employment land).
Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople provision

9.2.9

Informed by the Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs
Assessment (GTAA, 2017), the proposal (Policy S7) is to provide for the needs of both those
‘known’ to travel (i.e. lead a nomadic life) and those who may potentially be settled (i.e. those
‘unknown’ to travel) for the first ten years, which equates to 69 pitches. Further survey work
will be undertaken to establish whether the ‘unknowns’ in fact do or do not travel, recognising
that Government guidance requires that pitches need be provided only for those who travel.
Longer term need will then need to be addressed through a Local Plan review.

9.2.10

The spatial strategy involves primarily making permanent pitches that are currently existing,
but with only temporary permission (and indeed in the majority of cases these temporary
pitches have already gained planning permission, since the GTAA was completed). In one
instance (Marroway, Weston Turville) the proposal is to sub-divide existing plots, reflecting the
large nature of the existing plots, and in two instances the proposal is to grant permission for
plots that are already existing on-site, but vacant. As such, the proposal is not to extend the
area of any existing sites, or allocate any new stand-alone sites. Finally, the proposal is to
deliver 10 pitches within the South and South West Aylesbury MDAs.

33

Specifically, at Hampden House, Royal Mail Sorting Office, Land at the junction of Buckingham Street and New Street, and Land off
Station Road, parts of the Gateway Industrial Estate and at Woodlands where initially housing was not proposed but now is.
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9.3

Methodology

9.3.1

The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline, drawing on
the sustainability objectives identified through scoping (see Table 4.1) as a methodological
framework. In total, there are 12 objectives relating to:
 Biodiversity

 Housing

 Climate change mitigation

 Landscape

 Climate change adaptation

 Natural resources

 Community

 Pollution

 Economy

 Transport

 Heritage

 Waste

9.3.2

Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given
the high level nature of the policies under consideration, and understanding of the baseline
(now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario) that is inevitably limited. Given uncertainties
there is a need to make assumptions, e.g. in relation to plan implementation and aspects of
the baseline that might be impacted. Assumptions are made cautiously, and explained within
the text (with the aim of striking a balance between comprehensiveness and conciseness/
accessibility to the non-specialist). In many instances, given reasonable assumptions, it is not
possible to predict ‘significant effects’, but it is possible to comment on merits (or otherwise) of
the draft plan in more general terms.

9.3.3

Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking account of the criteria presented
within Schedule 1 of the SEA Regulations. 34 So, for example, account is taken of the
probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of effects as far as possible. Cumulative
effects are also considered, i.e. the potential for the plan to impact an aspect of the baseline
when implemented alongside other plans, programmes and projects.
These effect
‘characteristics’ are described within the appraisal as appropriate.
Structure of the appraisal

9.3.4

The appraisal is structured as follows –
 Each section deals with one of the 12 SA topic headings
 Each section is split under four further headings –
– Commentary on the spatial strategy
– Commentary on area-specific policies
– Commentary on other policies
– Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan.

9.3.5

As such, the appraisal presented below comprises a series of 48 narratives. N.B. within these
narratives, specific policies are referenced as necessary, but it is not the case that systematic
consideration is given to the merits of every plan policy in terms of every sustainability
topic/objective/issue. This approach is in accordance with the regulatory requirement, which is
simply to present an appraisal of ‘the plan’.

9.3.6

Finally, note that recommendations are made within the text, and highlighted with bold text.
Also, the narratives refer to recommendations made as part of earlier iterations of the
appraisal, which have since been responded to (and in some cases actioned) by the Council.

34

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
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10

APPRAISAL OF THE PROPOSED SUBMISSION PLAN

10.1

Introduction

10.1.1

As introduced above, the aim of this chapter is to present an appraisal of the Proposed
Submission Plan, under SA framework.

10.2

Biodiversity

Protect, enhance and manage biodiversity and geodiversity
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.2.1

The District is relatively unconstrained, and hence the proposal to provide for OAHN and also
accept unmet needs for more constrained local authorities to the south does not, in itself, lead
to concerns, from a biodiversity perspective.

10.2.2

Similarly, Aylesbury is relatively unconstrained, and so the proposal to follow a very high
growth strategy here does not, in itself, lead to concerns. Expansion to the south / southeast
will bring the town closer to the Chiltern Hills, and associated biodiversity sensitivities;
however, there is the potential to deliver strategic green infrastructure, designed to ensure
ecological connectivity and maximise access to nature, in accordance with Garden Town
Principles. The Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan (August 2013) identifies
a long list of green infrastructure projects, a number of which are focused around Aylesbury,
with a headline proposal being to deliver a ‘linear park’ - see Figure 10.1. It is also noted that
the Aylesbury East (Kingsbrook) scheme, which is under construction, will have an overall
provision of 50% green space, and deliver a ‘wetland park’ of larger-than-local significance.
Figure 10.1: Aylesbury Linear Park Green Infrastructure Proposals Map

10.2.3

At other locations, where the proposal is to implement a high growth strategy, there are not
equivalent opportunities for ‘biodiversity gain’, and indeed there are some notable biodiversity
sensitivities. In particular -

SA REPORT
PART 2: APPRAISAL FINDINGS AT THIS CURRENT STAGE

71

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
 Buckingham - D-BUC046 (Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road);
420 homes) intersects the Tingewick Meadows and Woods BOA; 35
 Wendover - D-HAL003 (RAF Halton; 1,000 homes) is adjacent Wendover Woods LWS,
which also stretches into part of the site. On the far side of Wendover Woods is
Dancersend SSSI, at c.1.2km distant.
 Winslow - D-WIN001 (Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road ; 585 homes) intersects
a locally designated ‘Biological Notification Area’ (comprising a patchwork of fields,
hedgerows and a small woodland patch, associated with a farmhouse).
 Maids Moreton - D-MMO006 (Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road; 170
homes) is within 600m of Foxcote Reservoir SSSI, which is managed as a nature reserve
by the Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust (BBOWT).
Commentary on area specific policies
10.2.4

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) has been supplemented considerably since the
Draft VALP (2016) stage. It lists a range of detailed principles that development ‘should’
adhere to, including “Creation of distinctive environments which seek to achieve a minimum of 50% land within the
proposed garden communities as local and strategic green infrastructure which should be
designed as multifunctional, accessible, and maximise benefits such as wildlife, recreation and
water management. This will include land required to mitigate the ecological and flood risk
impacts of development. Management regimes should be developed in tandem with the
detailed development of GI for each of the garden communities. Policies I1, I2, I3, NE1, NE2,
NE3, NE4 and NE5 should be tak en in to account. Site specific Supplementary Planning
Documents will be developed as required...”

10.2.5

With regards to Policies D-AGT1-6, which deal with specific Aylesbury Garden Town urban
extensions (several of which are commitments), there are standard policy requirements,
including: 1) Existing vegetation should be retained where practicable, including existing
woodlands and hedgerows; 2) Proposals must retain and enhance existing habitats where
practicable, including the creation of linkages with surrounding wildlife assets ; and 3)
Appropriate ecological mitigation [is required]. However, there is limited reference to sitespecific constraints/opportunities to be addressed (and some of those that are referenced
could benefit from additional clarity, e.g. “ecological mitigation supporting Kingsbrook MDA”).
There may be additional biodiversity constraints/opportunities worthy of policy support.
N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal recommended that the biodiversity-related policy
requirements set through Policies AGT1-6 might be given further consideration, to ensure that
impacts are minimised and opportunities fully realised, and ensure that site specific policies
contribute fully to achievement of the vision for green infrastructure and ecological connectivity
at the Aylesbury-scale. The Council responded, stating: “It is for an SPD to tak e the impact
and planning for biodiversity assets further . Until we have layout/ agreed land uses/ scale/
features and form of buildings and spaces it is difficult to be more prescriptive.”

10.2.6

Elsewhere, there is greater evidence of site specific policy proactively seeking to address the
locally specific issues that exist, notably (in descending order according to site size) -

35

BOAs are quite extensive landscapes within which there is a high density of characteristic habitat, such that efforts should be taken to
maintain and if possible enhance the connectivity between areas of such h abitat. BOA designation is not necessarily indicative of
constraint, and indeed development can be supportive of BOA objectives, if the result is targeted habitat creation or improve ment;
however, on the basis of an initial review, it seems unlikely that a 420 homes scheme in this location would be in accordance with
objectives for the Tingewick Meadows and Woodlands BOA.
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 D-WIN001 (Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road; 585 homes) requires (in addition
to standard requirements) that: “The existing trees, hedgerows and ponds should be
retained and where possible integrated into the green infrastructure provision. There should
be an ecological buffer provided along the watercourse to the north of the site.”
 D-BUC046 (Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road); 420 homes)
requires (in addition to standard requirements) that: “Wooded areas of the site have a high
ecology impact and these would need to be retained and a 20m buffer either side of the
stream and pond.”
D-BUC051 (West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great Ouse;
300 homes) requires (in addition to standard requirements) that: “The fields in the site north
of the railway have a high ecological impact and a 20m buffer either side of railway
including existing woodland is required.” Also, the policy takes a notably proactive stance
on green infrastructure (perhaps more so than policy for any other site), stating: “In the
Green Infrastructure along the southern site boundary adjacent the river, a feasibility study
into provision of a riverside walk extension shall be investigated and if feasible, carried out,
this would connect the site to the riverside walk extension identified...”
 D-AYL115 (Rabans Lane adj Railway In, Aylesbury; 200 dwellings) requires: “Retain buffer
of vegetation next to railway including enhancement of the deciduous woodland....”
 D-MMO006 (Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road; 170 homes) requires:
“… a mitigation strategy with the aim of the scheme delivering a net biodiversity gain for the
loss of any value on the site.” It also requires outdoor play space that “will also provide an
alternative to Foxcote Reservoir and Wood SSSI and help avoid recreational impacts on the
designated site.” N.B. this reference to the mitigation role of the outdoor play space was
added following a recommendation made as part of an earlier iteration of this appraisal.
 D-BUC043 (Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham; 130 homes)
requires, in addition to generic requirements (e.g. tree and hedge planting), that
consideration is given to “…pond creation [and] provision of 2ha of mitigatory grassland and
ongoing management of the site.” It is recommended that the role of the ‘mitigatory
grassland’ is clarified, e.g. must it have a species rich sward equivalent (as far as possible)
to that associated with unimproved grassland in the local area?
 D-AYL063 (Hampden House, Aylesbury; 112 dwellings) states: “Opportunities to
incorporate Green Roof should be explored as part of a SUDS strategy.”
 D-QUA001 and D-QUA0014-016 at Quainton (37 homes in total) both require: “An
ecological management plan (EMP) shall be submitted to the council and approved.
Development contributing to the connectivity of the Bernwood forest habitat and the
conservation and maintenance of habitat for Bernwood species will be supported.”
 D-SCD003 (Land at Queen Catherine Road; 8 homes) requires: “The site includes a small
paddock hedge on two sides small amount of scrub which have biodiversity value and
should be retained as part of a comprehensive soft landscaping and ecological
enhancement scheme.”
10.2.7

Finally, it is noted that there are three sites where the proposed policy requires ‘biodiversity
gain’. It is recommended that this term should be applied with caution, ideally with reference
to the scale at which the gain should be achieved (e.g. at the site-scale, which will likely be
straightforward to achieve; or at the landscape scale, which will likely be more challenging).
There is a need to avoid the risk of credit being unduly given for ‘biodiversity gain’.
Commentary on other policies

10.2.8

Policy NE1 (Protected sites) states that: “Development proposals that would lead to an
individual or cumulative significant adverse impact on SSSIs, or irreplaceable habitats such as
ancient woodland or ancient trees will be refused unless exceptional circumstances can be
demonstrated and that the impacts… are clearly outweighed by the benefits...”
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10.2.9

Policy NE2 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) prioritises matters including  Achievement of “no net loss and a net gain where possible in biodiversity… measurable
using best practice in biodiversity and green infrastructure accounting and in accordance
with any methodology set out in a future Supplementary Planning Document. ”
The policy goes on to explain that a priority aim, where possible, is to “deliver Buck s and
MK Biodiversity Action Plan targets in the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas.” It is
recommended that Policy might clarify the strategic aim when seeking to implement
‘biodiversity gain’ outside of the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas.
 Maintenance of funding for any required mitigation, compensation and enhancement
measures in perpetuity.
 The need to give consideration not just to impacts to individual SSSIs, but also “any broader
impacts on the national network of [SSSIs].”
 Achievement of a net gain in biodiversity, where it is the case that impacts to a SSSI or
LWS results in the need for compensation.
 Identification and maintenance of existing ecological networks, to avoid fragmentation.

10.2.10

Policy I1 (Green infrastructure) prioritises matters including  Conservation, restoration, re-creation and enhancement of networks of biodiversity on a
landscape scale;
 The flood and water resource management role of GI;
 green corridors and public rights of way within the GI, in order to provide walking, cycling
and other exercise opportunities; and
 the need to consider public open space within housing developments (e.g. children’s play
areas), formal sports areas and landscaping schemes as part of the GI.

10.2.11

Policy NE3 (River and Stream Corridors) states (amongst other things) that: “Development
proposals must not have an adverse impact on the functions and setting of any watercourse
and its associated corridor. They should seek to conserve and enhance the biodiversity,
landscape and consider the recreational value of the watercourse and its corridor through
good design. Opportunities for de-culverting of watercourses should be actively pursued.
Planning permission will only be granted for proposals which do not involve the culverting of
watercourses and which do not prejudice future opportunities for de-culverting.” Also, there is
reference to implementation of 10m buffer strips, which is a direct response to a message
received though consultation in 2016.

10.2.12

Policy NE7 (Local green space) highlights that local green spaces should be designated “[f]or
the purposes of agriculture or forestry, the enjoyment of tranquillity and richness of wildlife,
appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and recreational facilities and cemeteries.”

10.2.13

Policy NE9 (Trees, hedgerows and woodlands) states that: “Development should seek to
enhance and expand the district’s tree and woodland resource, including native Black
Poplars.” The policy establishes a range of specific requirements, including the following:
“Where species rich native hedgerow… loss is unavoidable the developer needs to
compensate for this by planting native species rich hedgerow. This should result in a net gain
of native hedgerow on the development site.” N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal
recommended that consideration might be given to quantifying the required net gain. The
Council responded stating: “This will be done through an SPD (See para 9.17 of VALP). The
level of net gain will depend on the site/what is lost through development and the particular
biodiversity assets involved.”

10.2.14

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) recognises the need for proposals to avoid conflict with
“landscape and biodiversity including designations, protected habitats and species.”
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10.2.15

The spatial strategy does not lead to significant conflicts with biodiversity objectives,
recognising that Aylesbury is a relatively unconstrained District, with areas of biodiversity
sensitivity tending to be located away from potential growth locations. The proposed
allocation at Halton Camp is located in a sensitive location, at the District’s southern extent
adjacent to Wendover Woods Local Wildlife Site (LWS), and the proposed extension north of
Maids Moreton is in close proximity to a SSSI, but no other sites are likely to impact on a LWS,
SSSI or any other designated site of equivalent or greater importance. Proposed strategic
extensions to Buckingham and Winslow are both notably subject to a degree of constraint;
however, the scale of these sites - as per other strategic sites - should ensure good
opportunity to incorporate areas of sensitivity into green infrastructure.

10.2.16

Site specific policy for the proposed new communities at Aylesbury Garden Town are
somewhat lacking in detail; however, other site specific policies reference a range of site
specific issues and opportunities. Overall, there is some confidence that consideration has
been given to the potential for sites to be implemented in a coordinated fashion, leading to the
achievement of strategic, landscape-scale biodiversity objectives.

10.2.17

District-wide thematic policy is robust, having evidently been developed taking into account a
range of evidence-base sources, the views of specialists and consultation responses received.
A carefully considered approach to the achievement of ‘net biodiversity gains’ is presented;
however, it is recommended that further methodological guidance could be provided through
policy, including for specific development sites (i.e. policy might establish what ‘net biodiversity
gain’ means in the context of specific sites).

10.2.18

In conclusion, significant negative effects are not predicted. There is a possibility that
significant positive effects might be realised, were site-specific policy to be supplemented.

10.3

Climate change mitigation

Minimise the district's contribution to climate change (‘mitigation’)
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.3.1

Car travel is a key issue in that it has a major bearing on per capita CO2 emissions; however,
this matter is best considered below under ‘Transport’.

10.3.2

Instead, the discussion here focuses on the potential to support renewable or low carbon
energy infrastructure, and hence minimise per capita CO 2 emissions from the built
environment. In practice, this means supporting larger scale developments, of s everal
hundred homes (or clusters of smaller developments that can be developed in a coordinated
way), as development at scale enables delivery of costly infrastructure.
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10.3.3

Having made these opening remarks, it may be fair to conclude that the spatial strategy
performs well, given support for large scale urban extensions to Aylesbury, Milton Keynes,
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow, including schemes above 500 homes that, as a rule
of thumb, might give rise to opportunity to design-in low carbon infrastructure and/or achieve
standards of sustainable design and construction above the standards set by Building
Regulations. There could be particular opportunity at the Aylesbury urban extension sites,
where the scale of growth could enable combined heat and power generation (potentially even
fuelled by biomass), with a network of piping to provide district heating. These schemes will
also all be mixed use to some extent (e.g. employment is proposed at ‘Land north of A41’ at
Aylesbury), which could be supportive of district heating, on the basis of there being demand
for heat across the day. However, in practice there is little certainty that even very large
schemes will deliver low carbon infrastructure, noting that: the approved planning permission
for Salden Chase at the MK edge (1,855 homes) does not require notable low carbon
infrastructure; nor do the submitted planning applications for ‘Land north of the A41’ (1,760
homes) or ‘Land south of the A41’ (3,171 homes) at Aylesbury. In all of these cases, the
decision has been taken to prioritise other measures (notably delivery of affordable housing
and transport infrastructure) ahead of low carbon infrastructure, based on viability concerns.
Commentary on area specific policies

10.3.4

The opportunity to deliver low carbon infrastructure and/or achieve high standards of energy
efficiency through requiring standards of design / construction that go beyond building
regulations is not referenced in Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) nor Policies DAGT1-6, which deal with specific Aylesbury Garden Town urban extensions. However, it is
noted that supporting text does state, for Aylesbury Garden Town, that: “The impacts of
climate change will have been minimised, especially by building exemplar new developments
and increasingly sustainable travel choices. As a result, local carbon emissions will be low
relative to those within the UK.” N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal recommended that
site specific policy should reference particular opportunities that exist, including where there
could be an opportunity for the development of adjacent schemes to be coordinated (e.g.
sharing a heat network) subject to viability. The council responded, stating: “We don’t have
any specific opportunities as yet for energy efficiency/renewables etc in site allocations other
than where mentioned in the site allocation policies because the matter may have come up
through considering planning applications. Things lik e EV charging points, district heating,
electric car club are ideas for the Garden Town, but will be tak en forward in the SPD.”
Commentary on other policies

10.3.5

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) supports renewable energy development provided that there is
no unacceptable adverse impact, for example in terms of landscape. The policy also
‘encourages’ an Energy Statement to be submitted as part of proposals for major residential
developments (over 10 dwellings), and all non-residential development, to demonstrate how
‘the energy hierarchy’ has been applied. It is recommended that consideration might be
given to requiring energy statements to demonstrate how carbon emissions, associated with
the development over its lifetime, have been minimised.

10.3.6

Perhaps most importantly, the policy ‘encourages’ a feasibility assessment for district heating
and cooling utilising technologies such as Combined Heat and Power (CHP), including
Biomass CHP or other low carbon technology for: all residential developments for 100
dwellings or more; all residential developments in off-gas areas for 50 dwellings or more, and
all applications for non-domestic developments above 1000m2 floorspace.
It is
recommended that this should be a firm requirement on all applicants (as opposed to
something that is ‘encouraged’), and also that consideration is given to decentralised
electricity supply, in addition to heating/cooling.
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10.3.7

Focusing on CO2 emissions from the built environment only (with emissions from transport
considered separately, below), there is a theoretical argument to suggest that the spatial
strategy performs well, given support for large scale urban extensions to Aylesbury, Milton
Keynes, Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow, including schemes above 500 homes that
could potentially give rise to opportunity to design-in low carbon infrastructure and/or achieve
higher standards of sustainable design and construction above the standards set by Building
Regulations. However, in practice, going by recent experience of large scale schemes that
have gained planning permission, it is not clear whether opportunities will be realised.

10.3.8

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) is ambitious in that it encourages schemes over a certain size
threshold to explore options for low carbon energy infrastructure / decentralised energy;
however, there may be the potential to ‘go further’, and potentially go as far as to establish
requirement for certain key sites (e.g. the large urban extension sites of 1,000 homes plus).

10.3.9

In conclusion, the plan should help to reduce per capita CO2 emissions from the built
environment; however, there is the potential to ‘go further’ through policy (as is invariably the
case with Local Plans, which have to balance such policy requirements against viability
considerations, and the need to also deliver on competing objectives, e.g. affordable housing).
Significant effects are not predicted, recognising that climate change mitigation is a global
issue.

10.4

Climate change adaptation

Plan for the anticipated levels of climate change (‘adaptation’)
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.4.1

Focusing on flood risk, as the primary key climate change adaptation issue of relevance to the
spatial strategy, the first point to note is that allocations have been selected taking into
account a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 and SFRA Level 2. The Level 2
work has examined sites that intersect a flood risk zone, giving consideration to flood risk in
practice, once account is taken of potential steps to avoid flood risk (i.e. leave area of flood
risk undeveloped) or mitigate flood risk (e.g. direct water compatible uses to areas of flood
risk). The Level 2 SFRA has also been taken a step further, through a Sequential Test
process, which has involved examining every site that intersects a flood risk zone, to ensure
that there is not an equivalent alternative site that is sequentially preferable in terms of flood
risk. In this regard, the spatial strategy is more robust than was the case in 2016, at the Draft
VALP stage, when Buckinghamshire County Council stated, within their consultation
response, that: “Without the updated SFRA1 and SFRA2 BCC cannot be confident that flood
risk has been fully tak en into account in the allocations options and policy statements.”

10.4.2

Greatest flood risk concern is associated with D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes).
This site, also known as ‘Woodlands’, includes a large area of land intersecting Flood Zones 2
and 3, associated primarily with the Bear Brook, but also with the Drayton Mead Brook (to the
east, in the vicinity of the College Farm). There has been detailed work undertaken to explore
how flood risk can be avoided in practice, by leaving the land at risk undeveloped as open
space, or using it only for flood compatible uses such as sports pitches and associated
facilities; however, it remains the case that a preferable approach, from a flood risk
perspective, would be to leave the site in its current use (which in turn would leave open the
option of using the land for flood attenuation in the future). Furthermore  Access/egress routes will pass through Flood Zone 3 (i.e. high risk), which - whilst
potentially acceptable in planning terms - is problematic nonetheless, given the need to
ensure potential for evacuation, in the event of a major flood.
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 Whilst uses defined as flood compatible will be directed to the flood risk zones, it remains
the case that flooding could cause disruption to these uses (e.g. flooding can disrupt
sporting events; and it is notable that the proposal is to provide facilities for disabled
sporting events, complementing the events held at Stoke Mandeville Stadium).
10.4.3

Several other proposed sites intersect a flood risk zone, but all are able to pass the sequential
test quite comfortably, once account is taken of the land to be left undeveloped, or reserved
for water compatible uses. D-BUC051 (West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and
the River Great Ouse; 300 homes) is of particular note, as the Great Ouse passes directly
through the site.

10.4.4

Finally, any proposal to develop at the Milton Keynes edge is of note, given that there will be
a need for coordination of drainage across the administrative boundary, as highlighted by the
Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board (IDB) in 2016: “Development that abuts
Milton Keynes Council or Central Bedfordshire Council should be planned in a coordinated
manner with the neighbouring authority.” In this regard, it is noted that a stream abuts the
edge of ‘Salden Chase’ (1,855 homes) and that supporting text within the ‘Sites adjacent to
Milton Keynes’ section of the plan lists the following ‘place-shaping principle’: “[P]rovide a
sustainable and strategic approach to flood mitigation and urban drainage, link ed to multi functional green infrastructure, to control surface water flows and flooding, (as set out in the
Milton Keynes Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and Water Cycle Study).”
Commentary on area specific policies

10.4.5

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) lists a range of detailed principles that
development ‘should’ adhere to, including: “Creation of distinctive environments which seek to
achieve a minimum of 50% land within the proposed garden communities as local and
strategic green infrastructure which should be designed as multifunctional, accessible, and
maximise benefits such as wildlife, recreation and water management. This will include land
required to mitigate the ecological and flood risk impacts of development. ”

10.4.6

The following sites are associated with notable policy to ensure that fluvial flood risk is avoided
as far as possible  Policy D-AGT2 (South West Aylesbury; 1,550 homes) states within the ‘vision’ that: “The
site will improve and mitigate existing flood risk , and provide flood alleviation to the Stok e
Brook , through diversion of the Brook and appropriate complementary measures, such as
attenuation lak es, which provide betterment to the existing community.”
 Policy D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes) requires: “
– “The development should be designed using a sequential approach. Flood zones 2
and 3 and 3a plus climate change (subject to detailed flood risk assessment) should
be preserved as green space with built development restricted to Flood Zone 1.”
– “Detailed modelling… to confirm Flood Zone and climate change extents. The
Environment Agency and Lead Local Flood Authority should be consulted to obtain
the latest hydraulic modelling for the site at the time of the flood risk assessment…”
– “The impact of blockage of the siphon under the canal or blockage of the culverted
ordinary watercourse in the… ‘Woodlands’ part of the site should be considered.”
– “Mitigation for reservoir flood risk should be discussed with the Environment Agency.”
– “New major transport infrastructure such as Eastern Link Road should be designed so
that the potential loss of floodplain and change of flow pathway s resulting from their
implementation do not have an adverse effect on flood risk. They should also be
designed to ensure that they remain operational and safe for users in times of flood.”
– “Resilience measures will be required to ensure that development is safe if buildings
are situated within Flood Zone 2.”
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 Policy D-AGT4 (South of A41 Strategic Sites (Hampden Fields and Other Sites); 3,171
homes) states within the ‘vision’ that: “ The site will be opened up to a range of new park s
and other open spaces, and have been carefully designed to respect the identity and
character of Weston Turville. Town wide flood mitigation measures are proposed in addition
to a sustainable urban drainage system to meet the needs of the development.”
 Policy D-BUC051 (West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great
Ouse; 300 homes) states that no housing development shall take place in flood zones 2 or
3; and requires a site specific flood risk assessment to be completed at the planning
application stage (this is also a requirement for several other sites). Also of note are the
following statements “The feasibility of a flood alleviation scheme to reduce risk to the site and the wider area
from the Great Ouse, mak ing use of the areas within the site allocated for green
infrastructure, should be considered.”
“Residual risk to the site should be investigated for example overtopping or breach of the
Stowe Octagon Lak e and Stowe Park Lak e and the impact of the block age of the bridge
under the disused railway should be modelled.”
10.4.7

Finally, it is noted that site specific policy is set to deal with surface water flood risk at a
number of sites, for example Policy D-QUA001 (Land south west of 62 Station Road,
Quainton; 13 homes) states: “As 26% of the site is vulnerable to surface water flooding… site
specific flood risk assessment and surface water drainage strategy are required. Surface
water modelling should be undertak en to define the level of surface water and the risk
areas/flow paths. Climate change should be modelled using the +- 40% allowance for rainfall
intensity. Development proposals must comply with the SFRA Level 2 Guidance for site
design and mak ing development safe.”
Commentary on other policies

10.4.8

Policy I1 (Green infrastructure) states: “flood and water resource should be managed and
where possible improved (link ed with Policy I4).”

10.4.9

Policy I4 (Flooding) prioritises a number of matters, for example stating that  A Site specific Flood Risk Assessments (FRA), informed by the latest version of the SFRA,
must be undertaken where the development proposal is over 1ha in size and is in Flood
Zone 1 (i.e. outside of an identified flood risk zone) or the development proposal includes
land in Flood Zones 2 and 3 (as defined by the latest Environment Agency mapping).
 Development within a flood plain should provide ‘volume for volume’ floodplain
compensation if at all possible unless a justified reason has been submitted.
 Development should ensure no increase in flood risk or harm to third parties.
 Proposals should explore opportunities to reduce flood risk overall, including financial
contributions where appropriate.
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.4.10

There are mixed effects associated with the spatial strategy . On one hand, one of the
proposed new garden communities at Aylesbury (‘Land north of A41’) is clearly less than ideal
in flood risk terms; however, on the other hand, several sites are set to deliver strategic flood
risk attenuation measures, i.e. measures that will serve to reduce existing flood risk.

10.4.11

The proposed policy approach is robust, and it is noted that work has been ongoing to ensure
robust policy requirements for ‘Land north of A41’.

10.4.12

In conclusion, there is a need to ‘flag’ uncertain negative effects, recognising that work
remains ongoing to establish precisely how flood risk will be avoided at ‘Land north of A41’.
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10.5

Communities

Safeguard and improve community, health, safety and well-being.
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.5.1

The proposal is to provide for
growth of 16,398 homes at
Aylesbury over the plan period,
representing 54% of the homes
proposed for the district as a whole.
This scale of growth was envisaged
in 2016, at the Draft VALP stage,
which enabled AVDC to bid for
‘garden town’ status - and
associated funding - in October
2016 (a garden town must involve
development of more than 10,000
homes). Garden town status was
then awarded to Aylesbury in
January 2017. Aylesbury is one of
ten garden towns nationally - see
Figure 10.2.

10.5.2

There is no one single model for
garden towns, as explained within
the Government ‘Prospectus’ of
March 2016.
However, the
Prospectus does state several
high-level principles, notably  “We want to encourage more
local areas to come forward with
ambitious locally-led proposals for new communities that work as self-sustaining places,
not dormitory suburbs. They should have high quality and good design hard-wired in from
the outset – a new generation of garden villages, towns and cities.”
 “Equally, we are clear that this prospectus is not looking to support places which merely use
‘garden’ as a convenient label. Rather, we will support local areas that embed k ey garden
city principles to develop communities that stand out from the ordinary. We do not want to
impose a set of development principles on local areas... But, we will want to see evidence
of attractive, well-designed places with local support.”
 “We would lik e to ensure that infrastructure needs are clearly assessed and met as part of
any proposal.”

10.5.3

The final matter, regarding infrastructure delivery, was also further emphasised through
Government’s Housing White Paper (‘Fixing our broken housing market’) of February 2017,
whist stated: “The Government is already supporting a new wave of garden towns and
villages, and will work with these and any future garden communities to ensure that
development and infrastructure investment are as closely aligned as possible.”

10.5.4

Garden town status, and associated central Government funding, clearly means that there is
an opportunity in respect of well-planned and high quality new development, and associated
infrastructure, that meets the needs of new and existing communities. Precisely how AVDC
intends to capitalise on the opportunity is set out within the Aylesbury Garden Town
Expression of Interest (or ‘bid’) document of October 2016 (see Box 6.2, above) and further
expanded upon within the Proposed Submission VALP, culminating in Policy D1 (Delivering
Aylesbury Garden Town). The supporting text summarises key elements of the proposal as -
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 “new mark et and affordable housing;
 new investment in economic activity and regeneration;
 new retail and employment development;
 delivering Aylesbury Transport Strategy prioritising investment in multi-modal transport
infrastructure and transport hub; and
 new infrastructure, including health, education and community infrastructure, open space
and recreation, and emergency and public services.”
10.5.5

The following is a key summary statement from the policy itself “As much development as possible will be located at suitable previously-developed sites.
These developments should improve the quality of the urban environment. The remainder of
Aylesbury’s housing development will be at the link ed and integrated sustainable urban
extensions on greenfield sites around the town which will create a series of distinctive
garden communities at Aylesbury. These will be delivered to maximise the positive, and
minimise the negative impacts of development on the existing communities. ”

10.5.6

The policy then lists nine principles, all of which are of some relevance to the achievement of
‘communities’ objectives’. Of particular note is the commitment to prepare Supplementary
Planning Documents (SPDs) covering Strategic Infrastructure Delivery and ‘Design Guidance
for the Garden Town’. There is also a commitment to prepare an overarching masterplan for
the town, and also a site specific SPDs for each of the new garden communities.

10.5.7

As a final point on the Aylesbury Garden town proposal, it is perhaps worth noting the potential
for Aylesbury to learn from practice elsewhere, notably at nearby Bicester. Box 10.1 presents
a Bicester Garden Town case-study, taken from the Housing White Paper (2017)
Box 10.1: Bicester Garden Town case-study
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10.5.8

Aside from Aylesbury Garden Town, other aspects of the broad spatial strategy also have
implications for the achievement of ‘communities’ objectives. Most notable is the proposal to
follow a high growth strategy at three of the remaining four strategic settlements - namely
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow - with growth in housing stock above 50% proposed.
At each of the three settlements the proposal is to allocate one or two sites over and above
those supported by neighbourhood plans. Specifically  Buckingham - the proposal is to allocate the reserve site identified within the made
Neighbourhood Plan, as well as two additional sites (550 homes in total), reflecting
Buckingham’s position in the settlement hierarchy, as the District’s second town, and also
recognising the opportunities that exist, in particular in respec t of transport infrastructure
upgrades (as set out within the Buckingham Transport Strategy, 2017) and expansion of the
town’s education role (University of Buckingham).
– ‘Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road; 420 homes) is located
to the south of the A421, a busy road that is potentially going to see increased traffic
as a result of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway proposal. As such, there are
‘severance’ and potentially road safety concerns; however, there could well be
opportunities to mitigate risks, i.e. deliver one or more new pedestrian crossings.
 Winslow - the proposal is to allocate one large site beyond the Neighbourhood Plan
allocations (585 homes), in particular recognising the opportunity associated with East-West
Rail, and the opening of a new station at Winslow in the near future.
 Haddenham - the proposal is to allocate one more modest site beyond the Neighbourhood
Plan allocations (315 homes), in particular recognising access to a train station and
Haddenham’s location in the south of the District, close to where unmet needs arise.

10.5.9

The focus of growth at strategic settlements has increased since the Draft VALP (2016) stage,
with the corollary that the focus of growth at non-strategic settlements has decreased. This
approach reflects 2016 consultation responses received from key stakeholder organisations notably Buckinghamshire County Council and the local Clinical Commissioning Groups (NHS)
- who support a concentration of growth, with a view to achieving critical mass and enabling
infrastructure delivery. However, there is considerable variation in the proposed approach to
growth at the larger and medium villages (as explained at para 9.2.4, above), with high growth
supported at several villages (see further discussion, below).

10.5.10

Finally, there is a need to consider proposed areas of restraint, i.e. areas where the proposal
is to limit growth for strategic reasons (which tend to be ‘community’ related), i.e. not allocate
all suitable HELAA sites  Aston Clinton - nil allocations due to high existing completions/commitments and no
additional school capacity
 Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville - nil allocations due to proximity to the
growth at Aylesbury Garden Town
 Long Crendon and Waddesdon - support only sites proposed for allocation through the
emerging neighbourhood plan.
 Great Horwood and Cheddington - nil allocations due to adopted neighbourhood plans,
which allocate sites.
 Stoke Hammond - nil allocations due to the high level of completions/commitments;
 Newton Longville and Maids Moreton - the proposal is to support only select sites, as
support for all sites would involve over allocation, recognising the size of the settlement /
position in the settlement hierarchy.
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Commentary on area specific policies
10.5.11

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) has already been discussed, above. It has
been supplemented considerably since the Draft VALP (2016) stage, and now sets out a
range of principles to ensure that growth is supportive of communities aspirati ons, with
benefits felt by both new and existing communities.

10.5.12

With regards to Policies D-AGT1-6, which deal with specific Aylesbury Garden Town urban
extensions, all are notable for including a vision that is reflected of wide-ranging community
objectives. The proposed vision presented though Policy D-AGT1 (South of Aylesbury; 1,000
homes) arguably stands-out (albeit it is the smallest of the urban extensions), in particular due
to the commitment to coordinate development of numerous sites (all with different landowners, and therefore competing interests) “To deliver a comprehensive development that brings the individual sites together to form a
high quality urban extension to Aylesbury, including all necessary infrastructure, services and
facilities. To successfully link new development with existing development whilst protecting the
setting of Stok e Mandeville. To link to the green infrastructure network .”

10.5.13

Specific community infrastructure requirements set through Policies AGT1-6 include  Policy D-AGT1 (South Aylesbury; 1,000 homes) - a primary school, local centre and link
road
 Policy D-AGT2 (South West Aylesbury; 1,550 homes) - a primary school, link road and
strategic flood alleviation (i.e. benefiting existing communities)
 Policy D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes) - a primary school, local centre, link road,
employment land, care home/facility, leisure and community facilities inc. sports pitches.
 Policy D-AGT4 (South of A41 Strategic Sites (Hampden Fields and Other Sites); 3,171
homes) - two primary schools, link road, park and ride, employment land, care home/extra
care facility, a mixed use local centre and strategic flood alleviation.
N.B. Policies D-AGT 5 and 6 deal with two other sites that are more advanced, in that they
have full planning permission (i.e. both outline and reserved matters), hence there is little
potential for VALP policy to influence development.

10.5.14

Elsewhere, the following site specific policies set out a clear requirement for delivery of
community infrastructure enhancements (in descending order according to site size)  Policy D-NLV001 (Salden Chase; 1,855 homes) - a primary and secondary school, a
neighbourhood centre and public transport upgrades
 Policy D-HAL003 (RAF Halton; 1,000 homes) - a primary school and new local centre
 Policy D-BUC051 (West Buckingham, land bound by Brackley Road and the River Great
Ouse; 300 homes) - riverside walk and flood alleviation scheme subject to feasibility
 Policy D-BUC043 (Land west of AVDLP allocation BU1 Moreton Road, Buckingham; 130
homes) - sports pitches/recreation space
 Policy D-WAD006 (Allotment site, A41; 40 homes) local green space including allotments.

10.5.15

Notable large sites that are not set to deliver on-site strategic infrastructure (other than green
infrastructure) are: D-BUC046 (Land off Osier Way (south of A421 and east of Gawcott Road);
420 homes); and D-HAD007 (Land north of Rosemary Lane; 315 homes). The Haddenham
site is potentially of note, recognising that Buckinghamshire County Council have highlighted,
through consultation (2016) that further investment is needed in Haddenham schools if the
village is to become a strategic focus for housing. N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal
recommended that the ‘planning gain’ role of these two large sites might be considered
further. In response, the Council stated:
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“We have Policy S5, plus specific infrastructure policies, plus the IDP, plus site specific items
in the site allocation policies. However, BUC046 and HAD007 aren’t yet planning applications
– when they are then the infrastructure items will appear from planning consultations.”
10.5.16

Other site specific policies include looser requirements for new or improved infrastructure, on
and/or off-site. For example, D-MMO006 (Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote
Road; 170 homes) states  “Ensure the public footpath (MMT/2/1) connecting the development with Maids Moreton’s
school, village hall, pub, bus stops and other services is in a suitable condition to safely and
conveniently accommodate increased pedestrian and cycle traffic within a residential setting
and to ensure greater access for the disabled.”
 “As the 2017 ‘Open Space, Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale’ audit shows
there is a lack of a suitably sized central public open space as well as no Neighbourhood
Equipped Area of Play (NEAP) in Maids Moreton, then there is a requirement to provide
such facilities (in addition to a LEAP) on-site in order to mak e this proposal acceptable in
recreation terms.”

10.5.17

Also, Policy D-AYL032 (Ardenham Lane, Aylesbury; 70 homes) stands out as it is the only site
required to provide a financial contribution towards open space and sports and recreational
facilities (in accordance with the Open Space, Sports needs assessment 2017). This is on the
basis that it will involve flatted development.
Commentary on other policies

10.5.18

Virtually all thematic policies have positive implications for the achievement of certain
‘communities’ objectives. The following is a brief discussion of some key policies  Policy D6 (Town, village and local centres to support new and existing communities)
supports the existing hierarchy of centres within the district, and therefore promotes the
“sustainable growth and regeneration of Aylesbury, Buck ingham, Haddenham, Wendover
and Winslow.” Within defined town centres, development proposals for retail, leisure,
commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and residential development will be
supported (subject to compliance with other policies in the VALP) where they retain or
enhance the centre’s historic character and appearance, vitality and viability; and sustain or
enhance diverse town centre uses. Proposals for such uses outside town or local centres
are to be considered against Policy E5 (Development outside town centres). This
approach is important, recognising that town, village and local centres across the district are
crucial focal points for local communities in terms of services, retail, leisure and
employment. It is important to retain a hierarchy of centres and a ‘town centre first’
approach in respect of traditional town centre uses.
 Policy I3 (Community facilities and Assets of Community Value) deals with schools, sport,
cultural and recreation facilities, healthcare, public transport, emergency services, social
care facilities, community buildings, places of worship and other facilities. It states that the
Council will resist proposals for the change of use of community buildings and facilities for
which there is a demonstrable local need. In considering applications for alternative
development or uses, the council will consider the viability of the existing use, that the
site/use has been marketed for a minimum period of 12 months at a price commensurate
with its use together with proof there has been no viable interest .
 Policy I1 (Green Infrastructure) and Policy I2 (Sports and recreation) will operate together to
ensure sufficient quantity and quality of, and convenient access to, formal and informal
recreational areas, including sports, playing pitches and children’s play areas. The policy and associated site-specific policies - has been developed in light of an Open Space, Sports
needs assessment (2017), itself developed in response to an objection to the VALP made
by Sport England in 2016.
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 Policies T1 (Delivering the Sustainable Transport Vision) T2 (Protected Transport
Schemes), T3 (Supporting Transport Schemes), T4 (Delivering Transport in New
development), T5 (Parking), T6 (Footpaths and cycle routes) and I1 (Green infrastructure)
are of central importance to ensuring ease of movement and accessibility, including for
those who are less mobile (e.g. the elderly and disabled).
 Policy S7 (Gypsy, Traveller and travelling showpeople provision) allocates sites in order to
provide for the accommodation needs highlighted by the Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment (2017). The proposal is to provide for the
needs of both those ‘known’ to travel (i.e. lead a nomadic life) and those who may
potentially be settled (i.e. those ‘unknown’ to travel) for the first ten years, which equates to
69 pitches. Further survey work will be undertaken to establish whether the ‘unknowns’ in
fact do or do not travel, recognising that Government guidance requires that pitches need
be provided only for those who travel. Longer term need will then need to be addressed
through a Local Plan review.
The spatial strategy involves primarily making permanent pitches that are currently existing,
but with only temporary permission (and indeed in the majority of cases these temporary
pitches have already gained planning permission, since the GTAA was completed). In one
instance (Marroway, Weston Turville) the proposal is to sub-divide existing plots, reflecting
the large nature of the existing plots, and in two instances the proposal is to grant
permission for plots that are already existing on-site, but vacant. As such, the proposal is
not to extend the area of any existing sites, or allocate any new stand-alone sites. Finally,
the proposal is to deliver 10 pitches within the South and South West Aylesbury MDAs.
There is little reason to suggest that this proposed spatial strategy gives rise to any
concerns, from a communities perspective; however, there is clearly a need to gather view
from interested parties through consultation (the proposed strategy having evolved
considerably since the Draft VALP (2016) stage).
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan
10.5.19

An ambitious growth strategy is proposed, in particular for the four main settlements, where
the proposal is to support an increase in dwelling stock of greater than 50% over the plan
period. Housing development of this scale inevitably creates tensions with the achievement of
communities related objectives, in particular due to the potential for increased pressure on
infrastructure that may already be stretched to capacity. However, the proposal is to target
growth - most notably at Aylesbury - such that new development can bring with it new strategic
infrastructure, to the benefit of both new and existing communities.

10.5.20

It is also important to note that a restrained approach to growth is proposed for a number of
settlements - i.e. an approach to growth below that which a consideration of sites in isolation
(through the HELAA) would suggest is suitable - including villages surrounding Aylesbury,
villages with high completions/commitments (i.e. a large number of homes that have gained
planning permission ahead of VALP) and villages with a neighbourhood plan that has either
been ‘made’ or is at an advanced stage of preparation.

10.5.21

With regards to site specific and district-wide thematic policy, a great many measures are
proposed that will seek to ensure that the negative impacts of growth on communities are
minimised, and the potential positives realised. In a number of instances site specific policy
specifies on-site and/or offsite community infrastructure that should be delivered as part of any
development scheme, in accordance with the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP); and
it is also important to note that Council is in the process of preparing a Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or Local Infrastructure Tariff (LIT) for adoption in the near future.

10.5.22

In conclusion, effects are mixed, and there are a range of risks and uncertainties (in particular
given the inherent uncertainty associated with infrastructure delivery); however, given the
Aylesbury Garden Town proposals, significant positive effects are predicted.
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10.6

Economy

Develop a dynamic, diverse and knowledge-based economy that excels in innovation with higher value,
lower impact activities.
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.6.1

Employment need is usually met by new allocations to satisfy the forecast requirement.
However the forecast requirement for the district is 27ha whilst the council has an existing
supply of over 100ha. N.B. this supply figure takes account of completions, permissions,
Neighbourhood Plan allocations, projected (ie future) losses, vacancies and a 5,000sqm at
Aston Clinton MDA (planning application still to be determined).

10.6.2

As such, the Council has given consideration to the possibility of re-allocating some
employment for other uses, including housing; however, the proposal is to support only very
limited release of employment land. 36 Furthermore, the proposal is to support delivery of
significant additional employment land at two of the Aylesbury Garden Town major
development areas, namely ‘Woodlands’ and ‘Hampden Fields’, and some additional
employment land (2ha) at Salden Chase (N.B. this site has a resolution to grant planning
permission). In total, taking account of these VALP allocations, the result will be an oversupply in the District of at least 105ha, in total quantitative terms (i.e. without giving
consideration to specific types of employment land). This approach is supported, from an
‘employment’ perspective, for several reasons  Neighbouring authorities within the Buckinghamshire Functional Economic Area (FEMA)
have a shortfall of certain types of employment land, which can be addressed by VALP. In
particular, according to the HEDNA, there is a large (14ha) undersupply of office land within
the FEMA, whilst the over-supply in Aylesbury Vale is only 6ha. This gives a clear
indication that it would not be suitable to release any land allocated for office uses.
 The HEDNA forecasted requirement for employment land (27 ha overall) is inherently
uncertain, as shown by a ‘Market Assessment’ study completed subsequent to the HEDNA.
Notably, the Market Assessment serves to indicate a demand for industrial / light industrial
land (B1c/B2) higher than that forecast by the HEDNA, which in turn suggests that the
District’s oversupply may not be as large as that suggested by the HEDNA.
– However, there is seemingly a large oversupply of B1c/B2 nonetheless, recognising
that the HEDNA forecasts an over-supply of 80 ha at the district-scale, and 69 ha at
the FEMA scale. Also, it is noted that the Market Assessment serves to indicate a
demand for office land (B1a/b) lower than that forecast by the HEDNA, which in turn
suggests that the oversupply for this type of land may be higher than the 6ha HEDNA
forecast.
 There is the possibility that future demand for employment land will be over-and-above that
forecast by the HEDNA, recognising that a decision will be made in the relatively near future
regarding the preferred route of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway. Also, there are likely
to be significant further employment needs in relation to the expected effect of the
Government’s new housing need calculation method. This will probably lead to further
demands for housing and employment unmet need to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale.
These matters are to be addressed in an early local plan review. The council is therefore
taking a precautionary approach to the release of employment land ahead of expected
demands for such land in the future. Another possible consideration is Brexit implications.

36

Specifically, at Hampden House, Royal Mail Sorting Office, Land at the junction of Buckingham Street and New Street, and Land off
Station Road, parts of the Gateway Industrial Estate and at Woodlands where initially housing was not proposed but now is.
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 There are invariably local and site specific reasons for supporting employment land, overand-above district and FEMA-wide considerations. For example, at Berryfields (3,254
homes and 9ha employment) it might be suggested that some of the permitted employment
land might be released to a different use; however, there is a strong argument to suggest
that there is a need for employment growth here, on the west side of Aylesbury, to balance
the employment growth proposed to the east of Aylesbury and make use of the existing
railway station. Equally, at the proposed ‘Woodlands’ site, whilst the area of employment
land has already been reduced significantly, additional reduction would be contrary to the
objective of supporting growth at the Enterprise Zone, of which it forms a significant part.
Also, it is noted that this site has the potential to deliver warehousing uses (B8), and thereby
contribute to addressing the shortfall at the FEMA scale (in particular, Chiltern and South
Bucks Districts have a forecast shortfall of 20ha). There are relatively few opportunities to
deliver B8 in the District, recognising its location between two motorways.
Area specific policy
10.6.3

The proposal to focus employment growth at Aylesbury Garden Town has already been
discussed, above. It is worth noting further here that Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden
Town) identifies the following ‘principle’ for the garden town “Provision will be made for employment within the enterprise zones and at identified
employment sites across the town in line with Policy E1 and allocations AGT3, AGT5 and
AGT6.”

10.6.4

Two other important employment areas necessitate discussion here  Policy E10 (Silverstone Circuit) seeks only to provide a framework that is reflective of the
agreed Silverstone Circuit Development Brief (Feb 2009) and subsequent planning
permissions. There is no identified need to allocate further land at Silverstone.
 Policy D7-D9 deal with Aylesbury Town centre. Informed by the Aylesbury Town Centre
Plan (2014), and the evidence in recent Retail Studies, the proposal is to support a major
retail-led redevelopment between the Exchange Street car park and the Royal Mail sorting
office; and also to support an Aylesbury transport hub, co-locating the bus and railway
stations to create a new public transport interchange, as well as delivering a hotel and
superstore. Elsewhere in the town centre, proposals for retail and ot her main town centre
uses will be supported to reflect Aylesbury’s status as garden town.

10.6.5

With regards to site specific policies, Policy D-AGT3 (Land north of A41) is notable for the
vision beginning with a clear statement on employment: “A new Garden community to the
eastern edge of Aylesbury. With an opportunity to provide much needed infrastructure and
employment for the Garden Town. This will provide a self-contained, employment-led, highly
sustainable, community giving people who choose to live or work here easy access on foot or
cycle to day to day facilities, all within an exceptional environment.” Policy D-AGT3 lists four
sites; the largest, Woodlands (170 ha), falls mostly within the Enterprise Zone, and is subject
to a current planning application. The B use elements of Policy D-AGT3 are the same as the
planning application. An adjacent site covered by the policy is College Farm, which the
HELAA notes as suitable for economic development (which applies to use classes A and D as
well as B); however, since the HELAA the decision has been made progress housing on the
site, rather than employment.

10.6.6

Policy D9 (Housing in Aylesbury town centre) notably supports conversion of vacant or
underused employment buildings for residential, recognising that there has been an increase
in such conversions recently under permitted development rights, and that this trend is set to
continue. The plan is supportive of an increased residential role for the town centre - both
through policy D9 and proposed allocation of several town centre sites for housing - which
should mean support for a better balance of uses; however, there will be a need to monitor
this situation over time.
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Commentary on other policies
10.6.7

All ten of the ‘Economy’ policies seek to deal with relevant matters. Perhaps most notable is
Policy E1 (Protection of key employment sites), which seeks to protect 12 of the 16 key
employment sites identified by the Aylesbury Vale Employment Land Review Update (2012).
Also, Policies E7 (Tourism development) and E9 (Agricultural development) are of central
importance to a thriving rural economy, by listing the criteria that must be met for the
development of buildings for tourism and agricultural uses.

10.6.8

Another important policy is D5 (Provision of employment land), which supports ‘windfall’
employment development outside allocated sites, provided criteria are met. The policy
supports (subject to criteria): intensification or extension of existing premises, farm
diversification schemes and essential rural businesses. The supporting text explains that: “A
flexible approach is required to allow employment development to come forward on [non
allocated] suitable sites where a specific requirement needs to be met.”

10.6.9

A range of other policies are also of relevance to the achievement of economic objectives,
including the policies dealing with ‘Transport’ and ‘Infrastructure’. There is also a need to
consider the possibility that other policies may place a burden on business (e.g. policies that
restrict retail outside of town centres), or potentially hinder housing delivery (e.g. policies that
set requirements for affordable housing); however, on balance there is nothing to suggest that
this is the case. Viability work has been undertaken to ensure that policy does not res ult in a
burden that is overly onerous, and there is a need for policy to regulate the market, taking a
long term perspective of what is necessary for Aylesbury Vale to grow and prosper.
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.6.10

The proposal is to provide for a supply of employment land in excess of what some studies
indicate to be the current/future demand locally. From an ‘economy’ perspective, this
approach is supported, as there is a need for flexibility in the employment land supply,
including because oversupply in Aylesbury will be used to make up for shortfalls elsewhere
within the Buckinghamshire Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA). Also supported is the
proposal to focus new employment land at Aylesbury Garden Town, and specifically in
proximity to new garden communities, and at the Woodlands/Arla Enterprise Zone.

10.6.11

District-wide thematic policies are proposed to deal with the all of the matters for which policy
is required through a Local Plan, e.g. establishing the criteria that must be met for
development of: non-employment uses at existing employment sites; retail outside of town
centres; and agriculture or tourism development in the countryside. There are also three
policies dedicated to Aylesbury Town Centre, where the proposal is to support significant
growth and regeneration, in order to capitalise on the garden town opportunity.

10.6.12

In conclusion, significant positive effects are predicted, recognising that the plan proposes
to contribute fully to the achievement of economic objectives at scales ranging from the townspecific to the sub-regional (FEMA).

10.7

Heritage

Protect, enhance and manage sites, features and areas of historical, cultural heritage and archaeological
importance
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.7.1

The proposed large scale expansion of Aylesbury to the southwest, south, southeast and
east gives rise to relatively few heritage concerns. There will be impacts to the landscape
setting of a number of listed buildings, but the scale of expansion, and the commitment to
deliver in the region of 50% open space in accordance with the Aylesbury Garden Town
objectives, means that there will be good potential to avoid/mitigate effects. Taking each of
the proposed urban extensions / new garden communities in turn -
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 Beginning to the east, the northern edge of ‘Land north of A41’ is the Grand Union Canal,
a heritage asset in itself - although not formally designated (canals elsewhere are
sometimes designated as conservation areas) - with several listed bridges along its course
(one abutting the proposed development site, and two others nearby. The western edge
(i.e. that closest to the existing edge of Aylesbury) reaches as far as Broughton Lane, along
which is found the hamlet of Broughton - essentially a cluster of farms. Three of the farms
include listed buildings, including one that is Grade II*, and the land here is also an
archaeological notification area. The southern extent of the site stretches to the Aston
Clinton Road (A41), where there is just one listed building. Aston Clinton itself, which is
some distance to the southeast, does not have a designated conservation area.
 Moving south, ‘Land south of A41’ stretches between the Aston Clinton Road (A41)
discussed above, the Aylesbury urban edge, the edge of Weston Turville to the south and
the edge of Stoke Mandeville to the southwest. The site does not contain or abut any
designated heritage assets (although it does contain two small archaeological notification
areas), and so the main consideration relates to impacts to the landscape setting of Weston
Turville and Stoke Mandeville. Of the two settlements, it is Weston Turville that represents
the greatest constraint, as the village centre is in close proximity, and is designated as a
conservation area. Stoke Mandeville village centre is located to the west - i.e. away from
the proposed development - and is not designated as a conservation area.
 Moving west, the smaller ‘South of Aylesbury’ scheme comprises the land between Stoke
Mandeville and the existing edge of Aylesbury. As discussed, Stoke Mandeville is relatively
unconstrained, in that there is no designated conservation area; however, there are listed
buildings, including a cluster along the road running north to Aylesbury, which represents
the western edge of the proposed scheme. The site also contains three small
archaeological notification areas.
 Finally, moving west, ‘South West Aylesbury’ is a linear scheme that along much of its
length is unconstrained, in that it will involve an expansion of the existing residential areas
that make up the current edge of Aylesbury. However, there is a significant heritage
constraint at the northern edge of the scheme, in the form of the Hartwell House Registered
Park and Garden and the Hartwell Conservation Area, which is already under pressure due
to HS2. The Registered Park and Garden is to the north of the A418, which will serve as
the northern boundary of the proposed development, as is the main part of the conservation
area; however, a section of the conservation area does stretch south of the A418, i.e. does
protrude into the land associated with the proposed development. The site boundary does
not include this part of the Hartwell Conservation Area, but rather surrounds it on three
sides. This is a concern, recognising that Hartwell House is a key heritage asset within the
District. It is also noted that the National Trust objected to the site through the 2016 Draft
VALP consultation. However, it is clearly the case that there will be good potential to
avoid/mitigate impacts through careful masterplanning, landscaping and design.
10.7.2

Buckingham is a historic town with a large town centre conservation area; however, it is
difficult to conclude that the proposed large scale growth gives rise to heritage concerns, given
that the edge of the town has already expanded away from the conservation area on all sides.
The proposed expansion to the west will impact on the landscape gap between Buckingham
and the small village of Radlclive, which is designated as a conservation area and includes a
Grade I listed church; however, a landscape gap will remain, and should remain in perpetuity
given that the proposed development is bounded at its western extent by the Great Ouse.

10.7.3

Haddenham and Winslow are similarly historic settlements with extensive conservation areas,
but it is only at Haddenham where the decision to support higher growth leads to concerns.
This is on the basis that the proposed expansion north of the village (315 homes) borders the
northern edge of the conservation area, with a number of Grade 2 listed buildings in proximity.
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10.7.4

The final strategic allocation that gives rise to heritage concerns is the proposed 1,000 home
redevelopment of RAF Halton, at Wendover. There are a number of important heritage
considerations - with several large listed buildings and the site adjacent to (potentially
intersecting) Halton House Registered Park and Garden, and a scheduled monument (“long
barrow 200 m east of parade ground”) at the edge of the site - however, as the site is currently
developed the assumption is that ‘heritage led’ redevelopment could be undertaken thereby
avoiding negative impacts and potentially supporting heritage objectives.

10.7.5

Finally, there is a need to recognise that a number of the smaller proposed allocations at
villages abut or are in proximity to a listed building and/or a conservation area. In general
though, the number of instances where this is the case is relatively few, and it is difficult to
highlight any one proposed allocation as giving rise to particular concern. It is notable that a
higher growth strategy is supported at Steeple Claydon and Edlesborough, as two larger
villages without a designated conservation area.
Commentary on area specific policies

10.7.6

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) includes a reference to heritage assets, and
(perhaps more importantly) commits to 50% open space within new garden communities.
N.B. the reference to heritage was added following a recommendation made in an early
iteration of this appraisal.

10.7.7

Numerous site specific policies reference heritage constraint, notably  Policies for adjacent sites D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes) and D-AGT6
(Kingsbrook; 2,450 homes) both reference the importance of the Grand Union Canal as a
heritage asset. N.B. the reference to the canal in D-AGT3 was added following a
recommendation made in an early iteration of this appraisal.
 Policy D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes) references the importance of maintaining
the ‘setting and individual identity’ of Broughton, and requires a landscape buffer between
the development and Broughton, although it does not reference the listed buildings at
Broughton specifically.
 Policy D-AGT2 (South West Aylesbury; 1,550 homes) references Hartwell House /
Conservation Area, and the two listed buildings to the south of the application site,
associated with Hall End Farmhouse and Stoke Cottage. N.B. the reference to Hartwell
House was added following a recommendation made in an early iteration of this appraisal.
 Policy D-HAL003 (RAF Halton; 1,000 homes) importantly states: “The site allocation lies
within the Metropolitan Green Belt and there are a number of listed buildings on site. It is
adjacent to the Chilterns AONB. The Masterplan SPD for the site will identify how these are
to be addressed.” N.B. an early iteration of this appraisal recommended that policy
wording might go further, to specify high level requirements. In response, the Council state:
“Difficult to go further when all we have is the letter saying the base is closing down. The
site didn’t have a HELAA assessment and of course no planning app yet till 2022. It’s too
early to put in what the requirements will be.”
 Policy D-HAD007 (Land north of Rosemary Lane; 315 homes) importantly states: “The
development will be designed in a way that conserves or enhances heritage assets and
their settings, in particular the adjoining conservation area and the listed buildings adjacent
to the site.”
N.B. an early iteration of this appraisal recommended that the
potential/opportunity to enhance heritage assets might be expanded upon. In response, the
Council state: “It very much depends on the nature of the development that is proposed on
the site to respond to the site allocation criteria. We have mentioned there are listed
buildings and a conservation area but how conservation or enhancement is achieved
depends on the nature of development that comes forward i.e. the layout, scale, different
land uses, how spaces are proposed.”

SA REPORT
PART 2: APPRAISAL FINDINGS AT THIS CURRENT STAGE

90

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
 Policy D-AYL059 (Land at junction of Buckingham Street and New Street, Aylesbury; 14
homes) requires “a density that takes account of the adjacent settlement character including
the Listed Buildings nearby including....”
 Policy D-MGB003 (Leopold Farm and area to the west; 9 homes) states: “The development
will limit built form to centre and east of the site retaining open space and allowing for views
to be retained in and out of the conservation area to the agricultural land behind the site,
k eeping the connection to the rural setting of the village… The development will be
designed in a way that conserves heritage assets, in particular the setting of the listed
building at Swan Farm and the setting of the conservation area opposite the site.”
 Policy D-CDN001 (Dadbrook Farm; 6 homes) states: “The development will be designed in
a way that respects the Cuddington conservation area.”
Commentary on other policies
10.7.8

Policy BE1 (Heritage assets) states that the Council will support development proposals that
do not cause harm to, or which better reveal the significance of heritage assets; and goes on
to explain what will be required of development proposals that cause harm to assets, for those
proposals to be deemed acceptable. In accordance with national guidance, the policy makes
a distinction between ‘substantial’ and ‘less than substantial’ harm. The policy goes on to
state that: “Developments affecting a heritage asset should achieve a high quality design in
accordance with adopted SPD and the council will encourage modern, innovative design
which respects and compliments the heritage context in terms of scale, massing, design,
detailing and use.”

10.7.9

Policy BE2 (Design of new development) requires that all new development proposals shall
follow the guidance set out within the council’s design SPD and notably references the
importance of respecting “the local distinctiveness and vernacular character of the locality, in
terms of ordering, form, proportions, architectural detailing and materials[and] the effect on
important public views and skylines.”

10.7.10

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) recognises the need for proposals to avoid conflict with “the
historic environment including designated and non designated assets and their settings.”
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.7.11

The proposed expansion of Aylsebury gives rise to relatively few heritage concerns, although
there are some heritage assets that will need to be taken into account at the planning
application stage (and the potential to strengthen policy wording, to ensure that this is the
case, has been identified). Elsewhere there are relatively few instances of proposed
allocations intersecting, abutting or within close proximity to (and thereby likely to be within the
setting of) heritage assets, reflecting the fact that heritage has been applied as a key
constraint through the HELAA and wider site selection process. However, there are some
instances of potential conflict, perhaps most notably at Haddenham, where the proposed 315
home extension abuts the conservation area. RAF Halton is of significant heritage value, but it
seems likely that a sympathetic, ‘heritage-led’ redevelopment can be implemented. The
proposed Masterplan SPD should help to ensure that this is the case.

10.7.12

Numerous site specific policies reference the need to account for and address heritage
constraint; however, there is some variability across policies, and a number of opportunities to
potentially strengthen policy wording have been highlighted.

10.7.13

In conclusion, whilst there will be impacts to a number of heritage assets, the number of such
assets is relatively few, in the context of the district as a whole. Significant negative effects
are not predicted.
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10.8

Housing

Provide affordable and good quality housing for all.
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.8.1

The proposal is to provide fully for Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) arising from
within Aylesbury, and also to provide for the ‘unmet needs’ that will arise from Wycombe,
Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, where environmental constraints preclude ability to provide
for OAHN. The effect should be to ensure that OAHN is met across the Buckinghamshire
Housing Market Area (HMA), in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), which states (para 47) that authorities should “use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed
needs for mark et and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent
with [principles of sustainable development].”

10.8.2

Providing for OAHN and unmet needs means providing for 27,400 homes, but the proposal is
in fact to provide for c.5% more homes as a contingency, or ‘buffer’, recognising that some
sites may not deliver at the rate anticipated. This is a positive step, from a ‘housing’
perspective. As stated within the NPPF: “Local Plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change.”

10.8.3

The broad spatial distribution of housing also has a number of implications for the
achievement of housing objectives  The proposal to ‘weight’ growth significantly to the south of the District - most notably at
Aylesbury Garden Town - is supported on the basis that unmet needs arise from the
districts to the south, namely Wycombe and Chiltern / South Bucks.
 Development is distributed quite widely across the district, including the north of the district,
where significant allocations are proposed at the Milton Keynes edge, at Buckingham /
Maids Moreton, at Winslow and at Steeple Claydon. This is important, recognising that
there will be localised housing needs, i.e. housing needs arising in the north of the district
may not always be met by housing growth in the south of the district. For example,
residents of Buckingham are not likely to associate closely with Aylesbury.
 Careful attention has been given to avoiding over concentrations of growth in any one area,
recognising that there can be a risk of local market saturation, resulting in housebuilders
choosing to delay the build-out of sites. Detailed work has been undertaken to examine the
deliverability of 16,558 homes at Aylesbury over the plan period, taking account of the
funding and support that will be available as a result of Garden Town status. There is
potentially a concern regarding the concentration of growth at Buckingham / Maids Moreton,
given the need to deliver upgrades to the Wastewater Treatment Works, ahead of housing.
 A mix of sites is proposed, recognising the need to ensure not only the delivery of 28,770
homes within the plan period, but also a steady ‘trajectory’ of housing delivery across the
entire plan period (such that there is a rolling ‘five year housing land supply’). An overreliance on large sites can put maintenance of a five year housing land supply at risk,
recognising that large sites are inherently complex to deliver, and hence at risk of
unforeseen delay.
 Numerous allocations are made at villages, in addition to the allocations at the strategic
settlements. On average the proposal is to grow large and medium villages by 14% over
the plan period, which is a ‘positive’ in that rural villages will be associated with specific local
housing needs (e.g. newly forming households should have the opportunity to stay within
the village). However, there is considerable variation across the villages, with a number set
to see growth of less than 5%.
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10.8.4

Final points to note are  The housing requirement for smaller villages will be met through ‘windfall’ development,
i.e. a combination of sites allocated in neighbourhood plans and sites coming forward as
part of the development management process. The windfall assumption for small villages is
308 homes, which is thought to be realistic, given past rates and the fact that the HELAA
identifies a number suitable sites at smaller villages. It is important that the windfall
assumption is not too high, as the result could be that the housing target is not delivered.
 Policy D4 (Housing at other settlements) explains that: “In other settlements, permission for
the construction of new homes will only be granted in the exceptional circumstances of …
providing affordable housing to meet local housing needs established through a housing
need survey… or housing necessary for the purposes of essential rural needs, or for infilling
of small gaps in developed frontages…”
 Policy S7 (Gypsy, Traveller and travelling showpeople provision) allocates sites in order to
provide for the accommodation needs highlighted by the Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment (2017). The proposal is to provide for the
needs of both those ‘known’ to travel (i.e. lead a nomadic life) and those who may
potentially be settled (i.e. those ‘unknown’ to travel) for the first ten years, which equates to
69 pitches. Further survey work will be undertaken to establish whether the ‘unknowns’ in
fact do or do not travel, recognising that Government guidance requires that pitches need
be provided only for those who travel. Longer term need will then need to be addressed
through a Local Plan review.
Commentary on area specific policies

10.8.5

Housing mix is discussed through a number of site specific policies. Notably, D-MMO006
(Land east of Walnut Drive and west of Foscote Road; 170 homes) requires “A good mix of affordable property types and sizes reflective of the overall housing mix whilst
tak ing in to account the local needs of the district. There is currently a greater need for two
bedroom 4 person and three bedroom 5 or 6 person houses, slightly less for 1 bed 2 person
and 4 bed 7 or 8 person. Houses are generally preferred over flats. A tenure mix of 75%
rented and 25% shared ownership for the affordable dwellings would be required and 2 or 3
bed houses are preferred over flats for shared ownership. Clusters of affordable housing must
not exceed our 15 unit maximum for houses and 18 maximum for flats. Affordable units
should be built to National Affordable Housing Programme requirements and should not be
distinguishable from mark et housing in terms of overall design details, build quality and
materials. No more than 50% of the private units are to be completed until the affordable units
have been completed.”

10.8.6

It is also noted that two site specific policies require 30% affordable housing (rather than the
25% district-wide requirement, as discussed below), namely D-NLV001 (Salden Chase; 1,855
homes) and D-AGT4 (South of A41 Strategic Sites (Hampden Fields and Other Sites); 3,171
homes) reflecting agreements with developers.
Commentary on other policies

10.8.7

Policy H1 (Affordable housing) states that 25% affordable housing will be sought on
developments of 11 or more dwellings or, to prevent the development of sites with large
houses at very low densities simply to avoid the threshold, sites of 0.3 hectares or larger. This
reflects the recently introduced government threshold of 10 dwellings or fewer under which
Section 106 planning obligations for affordable housing should not be sought. The policy also
establishes further requirements, including  The type, size, tenure and location of affordable housing will be agreed with the council,
taking account of the most up to date evidence, including understanding of local needs.
 Exceptionally affordable housing provision may be provided off-site or a financial
contribution made in lieu of such provision.
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 Applicants seeking a lower percentage of affordable housing than sought by the policy must
demonstrate why it is not economically viable to provide the required level. Open book
calculations will need to be provided by the applicant and then verified at their expense by
an independent consultant chosen by the council who will then give it their consideration.
10.8.8

Polcies H2-H3 deal with schemes to meet specific housing needs, namely rural exception
sites (Policy H2) and rural workers dwellings (Policy H3). The policies establish the criteria
that must be for proposed schemes to be permitted. The policies are positively worded,
recognising that such schemes can be important in terms of meeting specific housing needs.

10.8.9

Policy H6 (Housing mix) seeks to ensure that new residential development provides a mix of
housing types and sizes to meet current and future housing needs. Perhaps most notably it
states: “Larger residential development schemes proposing 100 dwellings and above in
strategic settlements will be expected to provide an element of self -contained extra care
dwellings as part of the overall mix, or an equivalent amount in an alternative location if this is
agreed to be more appropriate.”

10.8.10

Policy D10 (Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites) sets out a criteria based
approach to assess potential allocations and any applications for new sites or for expanding
current sites within the district. The policy supports sites that have access to services,
facilities and potential sources of employment; and which will promote inclusive communities ,
but which will not be out of scale with or dominate nearby settled communities.
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.8.11

A very positive approach to providing for housing needs is proposed, recognising that housing
needs arise not only from within Aylesbury Vale District, but also from elsewhere within the
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA), and that Aylesbury is the best placed of the
Buckinghamshire authorities to provide for housing needs. The spatial distribution of housing
growth is also broadly supported, with work having been completed to demonstrate that
16,558 homes can be delivered at Aylesbury across the plan period, i.e. it is not the case that
infrastructure delivery or problems of local market saturation will be a barrier to delivering this
quantum of growth at the town (with implications for the housing trajectory / maintenance of a
rolling five year housing land supply).

10.8.12

Policy is proposed to ensure that a range of specific and specialist housing needs are met,
including affordable housing needs and the needs of Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople communities. With regards to affordable housing, viability work leads to the
conclusion that policy can require 25% affordable housing on developments of 11 or more
dwellings. With regards to Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling Showpeople, the proposal is to take
a precautionary approach, in that accommodation will be provided over-and-above that
necessary to meet the needs of those ‘known’ to travel (i.e. lead a nomadic life). This reflects
the likelihood that a number of those ‘unknown’ to travel will travel. Government guidance
states that pitches/plots must be provided only for those known to travel.

10.8.13

In conclusion, significant positive effects are predicted.
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10.9

Landscape

Protect, enhance and manage the character and appearance of the landscape and townscape, maintaining
and strengthening distinctiveness and its special qualities
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.9.1

Landscape has been applied as a key constraint through the site selection process, i nformed
by a bespoke Landscape Study, which informed both the selection of sites and the definition of
site extents (i.e. the study served to inform amendments to site boundaries in a number of
instances). Allocations within designated landscapes - i.e. the nationally designated Chilterns
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the locally designated Areas of Attractive
Landscapes (AALs) and Local Landscape Areas (LLAs) - have been avoided, and more
allocations within more sensitive non-designated landscapes have also been avoided,
informed by the Landscape Study.

10.9.2

The primary concern potentially results from the expansion of Aylesbury to the south and
southeast, in the direction of the Chiltern’s AONB. A recently completed study examining the
‘cumulative effects’ of growth at Aylesbury concluded “There would be direct visual effects on the AONB as a result of the cumulative development
sites. The visual extent of the cumulative development sites, combined with the existing
development at Aylesbury and nearby settlements, would be readily apparent. However,
development across the sites will be predominantly low-rise and incorporate substantial
mitigation planting, reducing the impact on views across the low-lying vale landscape from the
elevated viewpoints within the AONB. The k ey characteristics of views across the wider
landscape would be fundamentally unchanged, in that they would remain expansive across
the settled vale landscape. It is considered unlikely that there would be significant cumulat ive
residual landscape and visual effects on the AONB.”

10.9.3

Wendover is another highly sensitive location, given the adjacent AONB. The proposal is to
follow a low growth strategy at the town itself, but to support the redevelopment of nearby RAF
Halton. Landscape is a key constraint at this site, given the adjacent AONB 37 - however, as a
the site is currently developed the assumption is that sensitive redevelopment could be
undertaken thereby avoiding negative impacts and potentially supporting landscape
objectives. It is also noted that the extent of woodland locally limits views into the site.

10.9.4

It is also the case that a low growth strategy is proposed for villages in close proximity to and known to be within the setting of - the AONB, notably Aston Clinton, Cheddington,
Ivinghoe, Marsworth and Pitstone. Nil allocations are proposed at all of these settlements.

10.9.5

However, higher growth is proposed at Edlesborough, including 40 home greenfield site to
the east of the village that is c.1km from the AONB, and likely to be visible from nearby
Dunstable Downs. The Landscape Study concludes that “… Topography on the site is flat, with the land form elevating in the distant east towards the
elevated rolling hills, exposing views into the site… There is little urban fringe character within
the site and as such, there is a relatively strong sense of tranquillity… Potential to develop
60% of the site… maintaining buffer to proposed designated local landscape to the south.
Green infrastructure buffer required along north east boundary to minimise impact on adjacent
landscape character alongside the River Ousel.”

10.9.6

Finally, it is noted that the two proposed allocations at Cuddington (21 homes in total) are the
only two proposed allocations within a proposed locally designated landscape.

37

The site is also currently ‘washed over’ by the Metropolitan Green Belt. However, the Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment
(2016) concluded that the extent of built development means that its contribution to Green Belt purposes is limited.
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Commentary on area specific policies
10.9.7

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) lists a range of detailed principles that
development ‘should’ adhere to, including “Creation of distinctive environments which seek to achieve a minimum of 50% land within the
proposed garden communities as local and strategic green infrastructure which should be
designed as multifunctional, accessible, and maximise benefits such as wildlife, recreation and
water management… Site specific Supplementary Planning Documents will be developed as
required to set out clear and detailed requirements for place mak ing.”

10.9.8

With regards to site specific policies for the Aylesbury urban extension sites, it is noted that a
high proportion of the ‘place shaping principles’ listed for each site (within supporting text,
ahead of actual policy) are focused on landscape considerations. For example, the following
principles are listed for Aylesbury South:
 “Integration between existing built up area of Aylesbury and new development
 Maintain the settings and individual identity of Stok e Mandeville
 Connections to existing footpaths and cycleways…
 Tak e account of long distance views across the site to the Chilterns AONB
 Respond positively to the best characteristics of the surrounding area
 Provision of green corridors...”

10.9.9

Continuing with Aylesbury South as an example, Policy D-AGT1 establishes a vision that
might well be described as to some extent landscape-led “To deliver a comprehensive development that brings the individual sites together to form a
high quality urban extension to Aylesbury, including all necessary infrastructure, services and
facilities. To successfully link new development with existing development whilst protecting the
setting of Stok e Mandeville. To link to the green infrastructure network .”

10.9.10

Policy D-AGT2 (South West Aylesbury; 1,550 homes) is also notable for the vision beginning
with a clear statement on landscape considerations that must be reflected in any scheme “To create a new garden community an urban extension to the town which is derived from the
field pattern and mature landscape features on the site. The design and layout of the site
should tak e account of the proximity to lower density housing in Stok e Mandeville and the
existing edge of Aylesbury. The site layout and design should also take account with k ey long
distance views to the Chiltern Hills, and also the new hard boundary of the site HS2 and
associated linear park alongside it.”

10.9.11

Similarly, the vision set within Policy D-AGT4 (South of A41 Strategic Sites (Hampden Fields
and Other Sites); 3,171 homes) begins “To create a ‘21st Century Garden Suburb’ as an urban extension to the town which is derived
from the field pattern and mature landscape features on the site, the proximity to lower density
housing in Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville, together with k ey long distance views to the
Chiltern Hills.”

10.9.12

In comparison, Policy D-AGT3 (Land north of A41; 1,760 homes) includes less of a clear focus
on landscape considerations, although there is a clear statement that: “The development
should be integrated with the existing build area of Aylesbury, and maintain the settings and
individual identity of Aston Clinton, Broughton and the existing urban edge. ”

10.9.13

Numerous other site specific policies reference landscape constraint, notably -
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 D-NLV001 (Salden Chase; 1,855 homes) - whilst the policy makes limited reference to
specific landscape constraints/issues to be addressed, the supporting text does state that
expansion of Milton Keynes: “must provide a long term defensible boundary to the western
edge of Milton Keynes.” N.B. this site has resolution to grant planning permission.
 D-HAL003 (RAF Halton; 1,000 homes) explains that: “… it is considered that
redevelopment and/or refurbishment of existing buildings in the first phase of development
would be appropriate and not require that the site be removed from the Green Belt at this
stage… The proximity of the Chilterns AONB will need to be addressed in the design and
layout of any development.”
 D-WIN001 (Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road; 585 homes) states: “The
development shall be based on a design code to be prepared for the site because it is a
large strategic site in a sensitive location on the edge of the settlement and will create a
new residential edge to the settlement… The development will limit built form beyond the
watercourse, development will only be to the south of this neares t to the existing built up
area…”
 D-HAD007 (Land north of Rosemary Lane; 315 homes) states: “The development will limit
built form with no development past where the land rises to the north west of the site,
following a similar line of built form to that in the approved scheme on the adjacent airfield
site.”
 The majority of site specific policies state that: “The site will be designed using a landscape
led approach”, and additionally several sites reference the need to take into account long
distance views from the AONB.
10.9.14

With regards to the sensitive site at Edlesborough, Policy D-EDL021 (Slicketts Lane; 40
homes) states: “For site specific criteria please refer to Policy EP2 in the Edlesborough
Neighbourhood Plan.”
Commentary on other policies

10.9.15

Policy S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development) seeks to direct growth to
identified settlements (with a population over 100) and avoid development in the open
countryside “other than for specific proposals”, especially where it would “compromise the
character of the countryside between settlements, and result in a negative impact on the
identities of neighbouring settlements or communities resulting in their coalescence.” It is
noted that the equivalent policy at the Draft VALP (2016) stage referenced the need to avoid
‘open character’ being compromised. This change to the policy is supported, from a
landscape perspective.

10.9.16

Policy S4 (Green Belt) lists the types of ‘small scale development’ that can be appropriate
within the Green Belt, providing that the effect is not to impact on openness of other Green
Belt purposes. For example, the policy supports: “redevelopment of previously developed
sites where the gross floorspace of the new buildings are not out of proportion of the original
buildings, normally by no more than 25-30% increase…” The policy also supports improved
public access to the Green Belt.

10.9.17

Policy NE5 (Landscape character and locally important landscape) requires development to
have regard to the Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment 2008 (as amended 2015
and any future review). The policy goes on to prioritise matters including  Settlement form, field pattern, topography and ecological value
 Spacing, height, scale, plot shape and size, elevations, roofline and pitch, overall colour
palette, texture and boundary treatment (walls, hedges, fences and gates)
 minimise the impact of lighting to avoid blurring the distinction between urban and rural
areas, and in areas which are intrinsically dark and to avoid light pollution to the night sky
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10.9.18

Policy NE4 (The Chilterns AONB and setting) lists the stringent criteria that must be met for
any proposal for major development within the AONB to be acceptable. Socio-economic
benefits are a consideration; however, even where socio-economic benefits can be
demonstrated, there will be a need to meet a range of other criteria. For example, there is a
need to avoid impacts to:
 “the Chilterns AONB’s special qualities which include the steep chalk escarpment with
areas of flower-rich downland, broadleaved woodlands (especially beech), commons,
tranquil valleys, the network of ancient routes, villages with their brick and flint houses,
chalk streams and a rich historic environment of hillforts and chalk figures;”
 “locally distinctive patterns and species composition of natural features such as chalk
downland, trees, hedgerows, woodland, field boundaries, rivers and chalk streams.”
 tranquillity, remoteness and the need to avoid intrusion from light pollution, noise, and
transport.

10.9.19

Policy C1 (Conversion of rural buildings) encourages the re-use of existing rural buildings for a
variety of uses, in accordance with corporate policies relating to economic growth and
diversification. However, the policy also recognises the need to avoid new isolated homes in
the countryside unless there are special circumstances, such as where the development
would re-use a redundant or disused building and lead to an enhancement to the immediate
setting. Proposals are referred to the AVDC Designs Guides for Conversion of Traditional
Farm Buildings and Conversion of Listed Historic Farm Buildings.

10.9.20

Policy C2 (Equestrian development) sets out the council’s approach to equestrian activities in
the countryside, which seeks to promote a strong rural economy whilst also protecting
environmental quality and other rural character. The policy and supporting text cover both t he
keeping of horses for private recreational purposes and commercial enterprises. As stated by
the supported text “In the Vale, the riding and k eeping of horses are popular leisure pursuits and equestrian
businesses can contribute to the rural economy. However, both of these activities have the
potential to adversely affect environmental quality and the rural character of the district.”

10.9.21

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) recognises the need for proposals to avoid conflict with “the
historic environment including designated and non-designated assets and their settings.”

10.9.22

Policy D4 (Housing at other settlements) explains that: “In other settlements, permission for
the construction of new homes will only be granted in the exceptional circumstances of…
providing affordable housing to meet local housing needs established through a housing need
survey… or housing necessary for the purposes of essential rural needs, or for infilling of small
gaps in developed frontages…”

10.9.23

Policy H3 (Rural workers dwellings) sets out the council’s approach to the provision of
dwellings for agricultural, forestry and other full-time workers in the countryside where there is
an essential need for them to live at or near their place of work. A new permanent
occupational dwelling will only be permitted: for a full-time (rather than part-time) occupational
worker; if it can be justified on a functional and financial basis; if the identified accommodation
need cannot be met in any other way and; if it is of an appropriate size, design and is wellsited.
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Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan
10.9.24

Landscape has been applied as a key constraint through the site selection process, informed
by a bespoke Landscape Study, which informed both the selection of sites and the definition of
site extents (i.e. the study served to inform amendments to site boundaries in a number of
instances). Allocations within designated landscapes - i.e. the nationally designated Chilterns
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the locally designated Areas of Attractive
Landscapes (AALs) Local Landscape Areas (LLAs) - have been avoided, and allocations
within more sensitive non-designated landscapes have also been avoided, informed by the
Landscape Study. The primary concern potentially results from the expansion of Aylesbury to
the south and southeast, in the direction of the Chiltern’s AONB (and also a 40 home
allocation at Edlesborough, in close proximity to the AONB); however, a recently completed
study examining the ‘cumulative effects’ of growth at Aylesbury concluded that significant
landscape and visual effects on the AONB are unlikely.

10.9.25

Site specific policies for the new communities at the edge of Aylesbury Garden town mostly
include stringent wording in respect of landscape, and it seems fair to conclude that a
‘landscape-led’ approach is proposed. Numerous other site specific policies also set policy to
ensure that landscape capacity is not breached unduly, for example policy for the ‘Land north
of Rosemary Lane’ site at Haddenham (315 homes) states: “The development will limit built
form with no development past where the land rises to the north west of the site, following a
similar line of built form to that in the approved scheme on the adjacent airfield site.”

10.9.26

In conclusion, significant negative effects are not predicted, although there remains
considerable uncertainty ahead of detailed masterplanning.

10.10

Natural resources

Protect and conserve natural resources
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.10.1

A significant consideration is the need to take into account the economic and other benefits of
the ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, which the NPPF defines as that which is
classified as either grade 1, grade 2 or grade 3a, according to the national agricultural land
classification.

10.10.2

The ‘Agricultural Land Classification Provisional (England)’ dataset, available at magic.gov.uk,
shows the majority of agricultural land in the borough to be either ‘grade 3’ or ‘grade 4’, with
some notable patches of higher quality ‘grade 2’ land in the south of the District. However,
this data-set is of a very low resolution (e.g. some large villages are not even recognised as
‘urban’ on the map), and hence is not suitable for differentiating sites. Also, the dataset does
not distinguish between ‘grade 3a’ and ‘grade 3b’.

10.10.3

The most reliable dataset is the ‘Post 1988 Agricultural Land Classification (England) dataset,
also available at magic.gov.uk, which is suitable for differentiating site options at the boroughscale, and does distinguish between grade 3a and grade 3. However, because surveying land
using the ‘post 1988’ criteria involves fieldwork, the data is very patchy. Within Aylesbury Vale
District, whilst much of the land surrounding Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow has been surveyed, elsewhere surveyed land is very limited.

10.10.4

Taking account of both the low resolution national (‘provisional’) dataset, as well as the patchy
higher resolution/accuracy dataset, points to note regarding the spatial strategy include  Virtually all of the land to the south and east of Aylesbury has been surveyed in detail,
generally finding the land to be of grade 3b quality, but also showing some limited areas of
grade 3a.
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 At Buckingham all three proposed allocations will result in the loss of either grade 2 or
grade 3a agricultural land.
 At Haddenham the proposed large allocation to the north comprises a mixture of grade 2
and grade 3a agricultural land.
 At Winslow the proposed allocation partly comprises grade 2 agricultural land.
 Halton Camp is a brownfield site, and hence its allocation is supported, from an agricultural
land (and wider ‘natural resources’) perspective.
Commentary on area specific policies
10.10.5

There is little potential to mitigate the loss of agricultural land through policy, although it could
be argued that provision for allotments does this to some extent. Allotments are a requirement
of D-NLV001 (Salden Chase; 1,855 homes).
Commentary on other policies

10.10.6

Policy S8 (Previously developed land) states that: “Development in Aylesbury Vale will be
expected to mak e efficient and effective use of land. We will encourage the reuse of
previously developed (brownfield) land in sustainable locations, subject to site specific
considerations including environmental value and the impact on local character, and s ubject to
other policies in the plan.”

10.10.7

Policy NE8 (Best and most versatile agricultural land) states: “Subject to the development
allocations set out in the VALP, the council will seek to protect the best and most versatile
farmland for the longer term. Where development involving loss of best and more versatile
agricultural land is proposed, those areas on site should be preferentially used as green open
space and built structures avoided. Where development would result in the loss of best and
more versatile agricultural land, planning consent will not be granted unless: there are no
otherwise suitable sites of poorer agricultural quality that can accommodate the development
and the benefits of the proposed development outweighs the harm resulting from the
significant loss of agricultural land.” It is recommended that the requirement for using better
quality agricultural land for green space is changed to ‘allotments’ (as there is no reason to
suggest that higher quality agricultural land is better suited to provision of green space than
lower quality agricultural land, or indeed non-agricultural land).
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.10.8

Whilst the proposal to expand Aylesbury is supported, other aspects of the spatial strategy are
more questionable, including the proposal to support high growth at Buckingham, Haddenham
and Winslow. All three of these settlements are associated mainly with best and most
versatile agricultural land.

10.10.9

With regards to thematic policy, Policy NE8 (Best and most versatile agricultural land) is of
particular note. It states: “Where development of best and more versatile agricultural land is
proposed, planning consent will not be granted unless: there are no otherwise suitable sites of
poorer agricultural quality that can accommodate the development and the benefits of the
proposed development outweighs the harm resulting from the significant loss of agricultural
land.”

10.10.10

In conclusion, proposed allocations will result in the loss of a significant area of best and most
versatile agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects are predicted.
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10.11

Pollution

Reduce air, soil and water pollution
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.11.1

A Water Cycle Study (WCS) was published in February 2017, concluding “Overall, there are some significant areas where further investigation and planning will be
required in order to ensure that the planned scale and location of the proposed development
within the Aylesbury Vale District and be managed in terms of water supply and wastewater
services. The WCS has identified that water supply and wastewater infrastructure in both the
Anglian Water and Thames Water regions would need to be upgraded in order to
accommodate the planned growth. Timely planning and provision of infrastructure upgrades
will be undertak en through regular engagement between AVDC, AW, TW, the EA and
developers.”

10.11.2

The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial
strategy, in particular as there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at
Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential
to generate capacity through upgrade works. Breach of capacity at a WwTW can result in
significant pollution to the water environment.
N.B. the WCS also examined capacity in the sewerage network, identifying a number of areas
where there is limited capacity. However, this is a matter of less relevance to the spatial
strategy, as it will usually be possible to increase sewerage capacity to support development.
Whilst there will be cost implications, the costliness of upgrading WwTWs is much higher.

10.11.3

The WCS undertook ‘water quality assessments’ for the WwTWs which will receive and treat
additional wastewater from potential allocations within the Aylesbury Vale District, in order to
assess if the increased effluent discharges from WwTWs as a result of the proposed level of
developments could lead to an adverse impact on the quality of the receiving watercourse. It
was found that:
 The proposed growth is predicted to lead to class deteriorations for Whaddon, Wing
Cublington and Winslow, and the majority of the WwTW sites have more than 10%
deterioration. At all but Buckingham, deterioration could be redressed by applying a tighter
permit and upgrade to treatment, within the bounds of current technology.
 At Buckingham, the predicted deterioration in Phosphorous could not be prevented even by
using Best Available Technology. Therefore, at Buckingham, environmental capacity could
be a constraint to growth.

10.11.4

This is quite a clear conclusion, regarding the constraint to growth at Buckingham and Maids
Moreton, and this is further commented on below.

10.11.5

Finally, there is a need to give consideration to other ‘pollution’, and more generally
‘environmental health’ considerations  The proposal to focus growth at south/east Aylesbury does lead to air quality concerns,
given the potential to increase traffic through two of the district’s three Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs), namely the A41 (Tring Road) AQMA and the A413 (Stoke
Road) AQMA. The third AQMA is located within the town centre, and hence also has the
potential to receive increased traffic as a result of growth at Aylesbury. However, it is the
case that the proposed new garden community sites have been selected for the very reason
that they will support the delivery of a series of outer ring roads, and therefore take pressure
of the radial routes into Aylesbury, and the town centre (i.e. the roads along which the
AQMAs are located).
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 Several sites are constrained by overhead power lines, or underground gas pipelines. Also,
sites are constrained by adjacent major roads and railways. Most notably, the proposed
South West Aylesbury garden community will abut the HS2 route along its entire length,
therefore requiring extensive mitigation, in the form of open space and landscaping / noise
attenuation measures.
 The ‘Land north of A41’ (or ‘Woodlands’) MDA may be constrained by odour etc. from the
nearby Arla ‘Super Dairy’.
Commentary on area specific policies
10.11.6

Site specific policies for all proposed allocations at Buckingham and Maids Moreton include
the following “An assessment of sewerage capacity and water resources and water supply will be required
in consultation with Anglian Water. The water supply is lik ely to require an infrastructure
upgrade by Anglian Water to serve the level of growth on the site. The Buck ingham
Wastewater Treatment Works needs upgrading and the delivery of the site will need to work
with Anglian Water's Asset Management Plan for delivering the needed upgrade. The Surface
Water Network capacity for the sewerage system also needs upgrading.”

10.11.7

With regards to site specific policies for the Aylesbury urban extension sites, it is noted that
policy for South West Aylesbury includes a focus on “Consideration of the impact of HS2 and
flood risk on the site.” Policy D-AGT2 (South West Aylesbury) goes on require: “Buffer zone
for HS2 and noise mitigation.” N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal recommended that
the potential extent of the necessary buffer zone might be given. In response, the Council
stated: “… the size and form of the buffer will depend on a number of factors – the details of
the HS2 infrastructure at South West Aylesbury and on the VALP site how high buildings are,
how solid a ‘barrier’ the buildings will create , where the road and green infrastructure go etc.”
Commentary on other policies

10.11.8

Policy S5 (Infrastructure) states: “In planning for new development, appropriate regard will be
given to existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure provision. Development proposals
must demonstrate that these have been tak en into account when determining the
infrastructure requirements for the new development. The provision of infrastructure should
be link ed directly to the phasing of development to ensure that infrastructure is provided in a
timely and comprehensive manner to support new development.” This is a key policy, which
helps to allay concerns regarding capacity at WwTWs.

10.11.9

Policy I5 (Water resources) deals with water quality, water resource availability, wastewater
treatment and planning obligations. Notable requirements include  “Planning applications must tak e into account the capacity availabl e at Wastewater
Treatment Work s.”
 “Where appropriate, phasing of development will be used to enable the relevant water
infrastructure to be put in place and planning obligations will be used to secure contributions
to capacity improvements required as a result of development.”

10.11.10

Policy NE7 (Pollution, air quality and contaminated land) covers noise pollution, light pollution,
air quality and contaminated land. It prioritises a range of matters, including  “Where necessary, planning conditions will be imposed and / or a planning obligation
sought in order to specify and secure acceptable noise limits, hours of operation and
attenuation measures.”
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 “Developments requiring planning permission that may have an adverse impact on air
quality will be required to prove through a submitted Air Quality Impact Ass essment that:
The effect of the proposal would exceed the National Air Quality Strategy Standards (as
replaced); or The surrounding area would not be materially affected by existing and
continuous poor air quality.” N.B. an earlier iteration of this appraisal recommended that
this policy be expanded, to reflect the potential for air quality impacts beyond ‘the
surrounding area’ (i.e. the potential for offsite air quality impacts as a result of traffic
generated). In response, the Council stated: “Air Quality issues are considered to be
localised either to an Air Quality Management Area where quality is poor or just the
surrounding area to a site allocation/planning application . The nature of Aylesbury Vale as
a rural area is we don’t have extensive areas with poor air quality. The Garden Town SPD
may say more about how through traffic is re-routed away from the town centre and a
greater reliance is placed on travel by train/bus.”
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan
10.11.11

The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial
strategy. In particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at
Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential
to generate capacity through upgrade works. Breach of capacity at a WwTW can result in
significant pollution to the water environment. A recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded
that capacity at Buckingham WwTW could be a constraint to growth at Buckingham and Maids
Moreton.

10.11.12

Policy I5 (Water resources) is of central importance. It states that “Where appropriate,
phasing of development will be used to enable the relevant water infrastructure to be put in
place and planning obligations will be used to secure contributions to capacity improvements
required as a result of development.” Furthermore, site specific policies for the proposed
allocations at Buckingham and Maids Moreton all require: “An assessment of sewerage
capacity and water resources and water supply… in consultation with Anglian Water”. The site
specific policies go on to state that: “The Buck ingham Wastewater Treatment Work s needs
upgrading and the delivery of the site will need to work with Anglian Water's Asset
Management Plan for delivering the needed upgrade.”

10.11.13

In conclusion, there is a need to ‘flag’ uncertain negative effects, given the issue of WwWT
capacity at Buckingham; however, site specific policy should serve to ensure delivery of
capacity upgrades as necessary, ahead of housing growth.

10.12

Transport

Increase the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, reduce the need to travel and improve the efficiency
of transport networks
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.12.1

Traffic is a key issue locally, both on strategic and local roads (where a range of ‘hotspots’
have been identified); hence growth options must be scrutinised in terms of the potential to
support modal shift (i.e. walking cycling and use of public transport, rather than reliance on the
private car), minimise any worsening of traffic along key routes and at key junctions and
deliver required upgrades to transport infrastructure. Modal shift (and minimisation of the
need for trips, and trip lengths) is also an important climate change mitigation consideration
(plus traffic/transport impacts are cross cutting in other respects, e.g. with implications for
‘communities’ objectives and air quality objectives).
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10.12.2

The proposal is to provide for growth of 16,558 homes at Aylesbury over the plan period,
representing 57% of the homes proposed for the district as a whole. This scale of growth will
lead to major challenges, from a transport and traffic perspective; however, Aylesbury is well
placed to meet this challenge, given that A) the town has Garden Town status, which will aid
delivery of infrastructure upgrades; and B) a detailed Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) has
recently been prepared (in conjunction with the County Council and a wide range of other
partner organisations). The ATS prioritises  completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre and
allow public transport priority improvements to take place on the main radial roads closer to
the town centre, improving public transport journey time reliability;
 implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other, to
key destinations and to the town centre by active travel and public transport;
 considering new ways to redesign roads within central area of Aylesbury to ensure access
for all;
 undertaking a parking study to understand current supply and demand in order to reassess
parking provisions and controls;
 completing gaps in cycling/walking network, particularly connections between the radial
gemstone cycle network;
 improving pedestrian crossing options where safety is an issue or where major roads act as
a barrier to pedestrian movements, including the inner relief road around the town centre;
and
 ensuring a strategic approach is in place for providing sustainable transport access to all
new development and ensuring good transport links are in place to all three rail stations
around the town centre.

10.12.3

There is clearly a major opportunity to deliver new infrastructure at Aylesbury; however, there
is also a need to consider that the proposed new garden communities will be some distance
from the town centre - see Figures 10.3 and 10.4.
Figure 10.3: Aylesbury Garden Communities - site boundaries
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Figure 10.4: Lik ely development areas

10.12.4

The other key notable aspect of the spatial strategy include  The proposed high growth strategy at Buckingham potentially gives rise to some concerns,
as the A421 is understood to be a particular traffic hotspot within the District. There is the
strong possibility of future upgrades to the road (potentially dueling between Buckingham
and Milton Keynes) as a result of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway scheme; however,
this is not certain. Furthermore, a Buckingham Transport Strategy has been prepared
(alongside the ATS discussed above), with a particular focus on ensuring that opportunities
for improvements to public transport and walking/cycling infrastructure are realised.
 The reduced quantum of growth proposed at lower order villages, relative to the quantum
proposed at the Draft VALP (2016) stage. Through the 2016 consultation BCC noted that
growth of rural areas including Winslow, Wendover and larger villages is not supported
without more clarity on potential impacts of growth and delivery of other strategic
infrastructure investments.
– A high growth strategy is proposed for some villages, notably Edlesborough, Maids
Moreton, Steeple Claydon and Waddesdon. Of these villages, Steeple Claydon - a
‘large village’ within the settlement hierarchy - stands out as notably rural/isolated;
however, it is the third largest settlement in the north of the District, after Buckingham
and Winslow, and the proposed strategy is in accordance with the emerging
neighbourhood plan.

10.12.5

Finally, in respect of the spatial strategy, there is a need to report the headline conclusions of
the transport impact modelling work that has been completed, in support of the VALP.
Following two phases of modelling including previous draft development strategies (which
identified a new settlement at either Winslow or Haddenham) a third phase of modelling
focussed on the producing the revised local plan development scenario. In addition a set of
mitigation schemes were tested in order to try and mitigate any impacts arising from the local
plan development in terms of increased congestion and travel time. The conclusion of the
model (which examined locations and Local Plan proposals across the County) is that -
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“The settlement area that is most constrained as a result of development in the [with
mitigation] scenario is High Wycombe, where mitigation measures identified are not adequate
to prevent additional congestion forming as a result of housing and employment growth.
Haddenham also remains significantly constrained, with the mitigation measures identified
being insufficient to address congestion on the A418, and Marlow remains constrained by
congestion emanating from the Bisham roundabout.
In the majority of other areas the mitigation measures tested are successful in preventing
significant increases in congestion as a result of the proposed developments. In addition, a
number of areas see significant improvements over the Do Minimum scenario when mitigation
measures are included. Milton Keynes, Winslow, Beaconsfield and the Iver area now show
significantly less congestion.”
Commentary on area specific policies
10.12.6

Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) has been supplemented considerably since the
Draft VALP (2016) stage, taking account of the ATS. It states that: “All development in
Aylesbury should contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport Strategy.” It also goes on to
list a range of more detailed principles that development ‘should’ adhere to, including “Promote and encourage sustainable travel choices through increased walk ing, cycling and
public transport routes connecting new garden communities to the town and beyond. New
development should be planned around a user hierarchy that places pedestrians and cyclists
at the top, consideration should also be given to disability discrimination requirements. Policies
T1, T2 and T3 should be taken in to account.”

10.12.7

With regards to site specific policy, perhaps of greatest note is the proposed vision presented
as part of D-AGT3 (Land north of A41), which states: “This will provide a self-contained,
employment-led, highly sustainable, community giving people who choose to live or work here
easy access on foot or cycle to day to day facilities, all within an exceptional environment.”
Much of the proposed scheme will be beyond 3km distant of Aylesbury Town Centre, and so it
will be important to ensure not only a high degree of ‘self-containment’, but also excellent links
by public transport. It is recommended that the vision might be supplemented, to clarify how /
to what extent the scheme will be linked to Aylesbury Town Centre.

10.12.8

Another policy of note is D-WIN001 (Land to east of B4033, Great Horwood Road; 585
homes), which states: “The site should be accessed via the Great Horwood Road with the
provision of pedestrian and cycle linkages through the site, connecting into the new Winslow
to Buck ingham cycle path (in line with Policy 8 in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan), and into
the town, to the station and school. Development should also maximise opportunities to get
multiple pedestrian and cycle link ages between the site and the existing built up area to
ensure the communities become integrated and to reduce the hard barrier of the railway line.”
Commentary on other policies

10.12.9

Policy T1 (Delivering the Sustainable Transport Vision) states that “development proposals
should be consistent with and contribute to the implement ation of the transport polcies and
objectives set out in the Buck inghamshire Local Transport Plan 4 (LTP)… with particular
emphasis on encouraging modal shift with greater use of more sustainable forms of transport
and improving the safety of all road users.”

10.12.10

Policy T4 (Delivering Transport in New development) states that: “Transport and New
Development will only be permitted if the necessary mitigation is provided against any
unacceptable transport impacts which arise directly from that development.” The policy
prioritises measures/mechanisms including
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“The Council will seek to deliver the improvements identified in the county-wide and local
traffic models that underpin the Local Transport Plan to ensure new housing and employment
development identified in the plan period does not create a significant negative impact on the
highway and public transportation network .”
“The Council will assist in delivering the pedestrian, cycle, public transportation and public
realm improvements identified in Aylesbury town centre through the Aylesbury Garden Town
initiative and Aylesbury Transport Strategy as well as the proposed improvements to the
transportation network in Buck ingham through the Buck ingham Transport Strategy to help
create sustainable, healthy and thriving communities.”
10.12.11

Policies T5 (Parking), T6 (Footpaths and cycle routes) and I1 (Green infrastructure) are of
central importance to ensuring ease of movement and accessibility, including for those who
are less mobile (e.g. the elderly and disabled).

10.12.12

Policy I1 (Green infrastructure) prioritises matters including “green corridors and public rights
of way within the GI, in order to provide walk ing, cycling and other exercise opportunities.”

10.12.13

A wide range of the proposed thematic policies have positive implic ations for the achievement
of ‘transport’ objectives, through ensuring development in the right locations. For example,
Policy D6 (Town, village and local centres to support new and existing communities) supports
the existing hierarchy of centres within the district.
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.12.14

The proposed high growth strategy at Aylesbury Garden Town is driven to a large extent by
the ambition to create a network of outer link roads - which together will comprise the majority
of an outer ring road - to reduce pressure on the town centre and radial roads. This in turn will
support improved public transport, and walking/cycling (with wide ranging benefits over-andabove ‘traffic’ benefits, e.g. with regards to minimising CO 2 emissions and air pollution, and
supporting healthy lifestyles). Each proposed new garden community will deliver a segment of
the ring road, and hence is very valuable from a transport perspective; however, it is noted
that the new communities (and ‘Land north of the A41 in particular) will be some distance from
Aylesbury Town Centre.

10.12.15

Other key notable aspects of the spatial strategy include: the proposed high growth strategy at
Buckingham, which could potentially result in worsened traffic congestion along the A421; and
the reduced quantum of growth proposed at lower order villages (albeit a relatively high growth
strategy is proposed for some villages, e.g. Steeple Claydon).

10.12.16

With regards to site specific and thematic policy, perhaps of greatest note is the proposed
vision presented as part of D-AGT3 (Land north of A41), which states: “This will provide a selfcontained, employment-led, highly sustainable, community giving people who choose to live or
work here easy access on foot or cycle to day to day facilities, all within an exceptional
environment.” Much of the proposed scheme will be beyond 3km distant of Aylesbury Town
Centre, and so it will be important to ensure not only a high degree of ‘self-containment’, but
also excellent links by public transport.

10.12.17

In conclusion, whilst effects are mixed and there are a range of risks and uncertainties, it is
appropriate to conclude significant positive effects overall, recognising the potential for
growth at Aylesbury to deliver quite transformational change.
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10.13

Waste

Reduce waste generation and disposal, and achieve the sustainable management of waste
Commentary on the spatial strategy
10.13.1

It is not clear that the spatial strategy has any implications for the achievement of waste
management objectives. There are not known to be any proposed sites that might
alternatively be used for a waste management use (albeit the Buckinghamshire Replacement
Minerals and Waste Local Plan is in an early stage of preparation), 38 and it is not clear that
there are any issues in terms of Household Waste Recycling Centre capacity.
Commentary on other policies

10.13.2

Waste management is not referenced. Policy wording might be added to ensure that schemes
are designed with waste management (e.g. facilities for waste sorting and storage) in mind.
Appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan

10.13.3

It is not clear that the spatial strategy has any implications for the achievement of waste
management objectives. There are not known to be any proposed sites that might
alternatively be used for a waste management use (albeit the Buckinghamshire Replacement
Minerals and Waste Local Plan is in an early stage of preparation), 39 and it is not clear that
there are any issues in terms of Household Waste Recycling Centre capacity.

10.13.4

Waste management is not referenced in thematic policy within the VALP. It is recommended
that policy wording be added to ensure that schemes are designed with waste management
(e.g. facilities for waste sorting and storage) in mind.

10.13.5

Significant effects are not predicted.

38

See https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/minerals-and-waste-planning-policy/replacement-minerals-andwaste-local-plan/
39
See https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/minerals-and-waste-planning-policy/replacement-minerals-andwaste-local-plan/
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10.14

Conclusions on the Proposed Submission VALP

10.14.1

The appraisal finds the Proposed Submission VALP to perform well in terms of a number of
sustainability objectives, with ‘significant positive effects’ predicted in terms of Communities,
Economy, Housing and Transport. These significant positive effects mostly relate to the
proposal to meet objectively assessed needs - as established by the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) - and focus growth so as to support community
and transport infrastructure upgrades.

10.14.2

Under one heading - Natural resources - it is fair to conclude ‘significant negative effects’, as
the proposed strategy will result in significant loss of best and most versatile (BMV)
agricultural land. Several proposed growth locations are associated BMV agricultural land.

10.14.3

Also, the appraisal concludes ‘uncertain negative effects’ in respect of two topics: Climate
change adaptation’, on the basis that one of the proposed new garden communities at
Aylesbury (‘Land north of A41’) is less than ideal in flood risk terms,; and ‘Pollution’, on the
basis that a high growth strategy at Buckingham / Maids Moreton will necessitate major to the
wastewater treatment works (if a risk of pollution incidents is to be avoided).

10.14.4

The Council, and the appointed Planning Inspector, can give consideration to these appraisal
conclusions during the Examination in Public. Similarly, the Council / Inspector should give
consideration to suggested specific changes to policy wording. Suggested changes cover Biodiversity (including around the matter of setting requirements ‘biodiversity gain’); Climate
change mitigation (in particular, policy might set more stringent requirements for low carbon
infrastructure, albeit viability is constraining factor); Climate change adaptation (in particular,
detail might be added to policy requirements for ‘Land north of A41’); Communities (at two
large sites further consideration might be given to targeted community infrastructure delivery);
Pollution (policy dealing with water, noise and air pollution could all feasibly be supplemented
with added detail); Transport (AGT policies might discuss links to the town centre more
explicitly); and Waste (a thematic policy could be added).
Cumulative effects

10.14.5

The SA process has included a focus on effects not just at the Aylesbury District scale, but at
appropriate larger than local functional scales, most notably the Buckinghamshire scale, which
is known to be a functional Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market
Area (FEMA). As part of this, there has been a need to recognise that the baseline situation is
one whereby Wycombe and Chiltern / South Bucks will be pursuing their own planning
objectives, i.e. there is a need to recognise that the VALP will not be implemented in a
vacuum, but rather will impact cumulatively.

10.14.6

Housing and economic growth matters have emerged as the key ‘larger than local’
consideration, and in respect of these two matters (only) the conclusion is that the plan
performs well (see discussion of significant positive effects under the ‘Housing’ and ‘Economy
and employment’ headings).

10.14.7

Finally, under the banner of ‘cumulative effects’ it is important to recognise that emerging
plans/strategies outside of the control of VALP could potentially trigger a Local Plan Review.
The plan is clear that an early review may be needed to address the impact of the
Government’s new standard OAHN calculation, further unmet need, if applicable, and the
location of the Oxford Cambridge Expressway. The plan is also clear that the implication
could well be the need to allocate a new settlement.
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11

INTRODUCTION (TO PART 3)

11.1.1

The aim of this chapter is to explain next steps in the plan-making / SA process.

12

PLAN FINALISATION

12.1.1

Subsequent to publication stage, the main issues raised will be identified and summarised by
the Council, who will then consider whether the plan can still be deemed to be ‘sound’.
Assuming that this is the case, the plan (and the summary of representations received) will be
submitted for Examination. At Examination a government appointed Planning Inspector will
consider representations (in addition to the SA Report and other submitted evidence) before
determining whether the plan is sound (or requires further modifications).

12.1.2

If found to be ‘sound’ the plan will be formally adopted by the Council. At the time of Adoption
an ‘SA Statement’ will be published that sets out (amongst other things) ‘the measures
decided concerning monitoring’.

13

MONITORING

13.1.1

At the current time, there is a need to present ‘measures envisaged concerning monitoring’.

13.1.2

Policy S10 (Monitoring and Review) states that:
“The policies in the plan will be monitored at least annually to ascertain whether or not they
are fulfilling their aims. The plan will be reviewed, or proposals for alternative sustainable sites
considered favourably (subject to compliance with other policies in the plan), in any of the
following circumstances:
a. Site allocations are not coming forward at the rate anticipated in the housing trajectory,
leading to development not being delivered at the rate expected in the plan;
b. Evidence established through another local planning authority’s local plan process show
that its unmet need can only be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale;
c. Changes in national planning policy and guidance that mean one or more of the policies in
the plan are not up to date; or
d. Evidence in the monitoring report shows that one or more of the policies in the plan are not
achieving the plan’s objectives or is work ing contrary to effective planning in the district.”

13.1.3

This commitment to plan review ‘triggers’ is supported. In addition, given appraisal findings
discussed above, it is suggested that monitoring might focus on  Flood risk associated with ‘water compatible uses’ in the flood risk zone, including offsite
flood risk;
 Waste-water treatment upgrades, and water quality more generally;
 Delivery of low carbon infrastructure; and
 Travel patterns associated with residents of new garden communities.
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APPENDIX I - REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
As discussed in Chapter 2 above, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans Regulations 2004
explains the information that must be contained in the SA Report; however, interpretation of Schedule 2 is
not straightforward. Table A links the structure of this report to an interpretation of Schedule 2
requirements, whilst Table B explains this interpretation.
N.B. This report is not the SA Report, but aims to present the required information nonetheless.

Introduction

Table A: Questions answered by this SA Report, in-line with an interpretation of regulatory requirements
Questions answered

As per regulations… the SA Report must include…

What’s the plan seeking to achieve?

 An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan
and relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes

 Relevant environmental protection objectives,
established at international or national level
What’s the sustainability
 Any existing environmental problems which are
‘context’?
relevant to the plan including those relating to any
areas of a particular environmental importance
 Relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the plan
What’s the SA
scope?
What’s the sustainability  The environmental characteristics of areas likely to
‘baseline’?
be significantly affected
 Any existing environmental problems which are
relevant to the plan including those relating to any
areas of a particular environmental importance
What are the key issues  Key environmental problems / issues and objectives
and objectives that
that should be a focus of (i.e. provide a ‘framework’
should be a focus?
for) assessment

Part 1

Part 2

What has plan-making / SA involved up
to this point?

 Outline reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt
with (and thus an explanation of the ‘reasonableness’
of the approach)
 The likely significant effects associated with
alternatives
 Outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach
in-light of alternatives assessment / a description of
how environmental objectives and considerations are
reflected in the draft plan

What are the SA findings at this current
stage?

 The likely significant effects associated with the draft
plan
 The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and
offset any significant adverse effects of implementing
the draft plan

Part 3 What happens next?
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 A description of the monitoring measures envisaged
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Table B: Questions answered by this SA Report, in-line with regulatory requirements
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Whilst Tables A and B signpost broadly how/where this report meets regulatory requirements, as a
supplement, Table C presents a discussion of more precisely how/where regulatory requirements are met.
Table C: ‘Check list’ of how and where (within this report) requirements have been, are and will be met.
Regulatory requirement

Discussion of how requirement is met

Schedule 2 of the regulations lists the information to be provided within the SA Report
a) An outline of the contents, main objectives of
the plan or programme, and relationship with
other relevant plans and programmes;

Chapter 3 (‘What’s the plan seeking to achieve’)
presents this information.

b) The relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment and the likely evolution thereof
without implementation of the plan;

The scoping stage considered issues/objectives that
should be a focus of SA, including through
consultation on a Scoping Report.

c) The environmental characteristics of areas
likely to be significantly affected;

The outcome of scoping was an ‘SA framework’,
which is presented as Table 4.1, above.

d) Any existing environmental problems which are
relevant to the plan including, in particular,
those relating to any areas of a particular
environmental importance….;
e) The environmental protection, objectives,
established at international, Community or
national level, which are relevant to the plan
and the way those objectives and any
environmental, considerations have been taken
into account during its preparation;

Also, more detailed issues/objectives established
through scoping are presented within Appendix II.

The Scoping Report presents a detailed context
review, and explains how key messages from the
context review (and baseline review) were then
refined in order to establish an ‘SA framework’.
The SA framework is presented in Table 4.1. Also,
messages from the context review are presented
within Appendix II.
With regards to explaining “how… considerations
have been tak en into account”  Chapters 6 explains how reasonable alternatives
were established in-light of earlier consultation/
SA.
 Chapter 8 explains the Council’s ‘reasons for
supporting the preferred approach’, i.e. explains
how/why the preferred approach is justified in-light
of alternatives appraisal (and other factors).
 Chapter 10 summarises how findings and
recommendations from the past draft plan
appraisal have been taken into account.

f) The likely significant effects on the
environment, including on issues such as
biodiversity, population, human health, fauna,
flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material
assets, cultural heritage including architectural
and archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors;
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 Chapter 7 presents alternatives appraisal findings
(in relation to the spatial strategy, which is the
‘stand-out’ plan issue and hence that which should
be the focus of alternatives appraisal/consultation).
 Chapters 10 presents the Proposed Submission
Plan appraisal.
As explained within the various methodology
sections, as part of appraisal work, consideration has
been given to the SA scope.
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Regulatory requirement

Discussion of how requirement is met

g) The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce
and as fully as possible offset any significant
adverse effects on the environment of
implementing the plan or programme;

Chapter 10 presents a number of areas for further
consideration.

h) An outline of the reasons for selecting the
alternatives dealt with, and a description of how
the assessment was undertaken including any
difficulties (such as technical deficiencies or
lack of know-how) encountered in compiling the
required information;

Chapters 5 and 6 deal with ‘Reasons for selecting
the alternatives dealt with’, in that there is an
explanation of the reasons for focusing on particular
issues and options.
Also, Chapter 8 explains the Council’s ‘reasons for
selecting the preferred option’ (in-light of alternatives
appraisal).
Methodology is discussed at various places, ahead
of presenting appraisal findings, and limitations are
also discussed as part of appraisal narratives.

i) description of measures envisaged concerning
monitoring in accordance with Art. 10;

Chapter 13 presents
concerning monitoring.

measures

j) a non-technical summary of the information
provided under the above headings

The NTS is a separate document.

envisaged

The SA Report must be published alongside the draft plan, in-line with the following regulations
authorities with environmental responsibility and
the public, shall be given an early and effective
opportunity within appropriate time frames to
express their opinion on the draft plan or
programme and the accompanying environmental
report before the adoption of the plan or
programme (Art. 6.1, 6.2)

Interim SA Report were published in 2015 and 2016,
presenting targeted information.
At the current time, this SA Report is published
alongside the Proposed Submission Plan, under
Regulation 19, so that representations might be
made ahead of submission.

The SA Report must be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.
The environmental report prepared pursuant to
Article 5, the opinions expressed pursuant to Article
6 and the results of any transboundary
consultations entered into pursuant to Article 7
shall be taken into account during the preparation
of the plan or programme and before its adoption or
submission to the legislative procedure.
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The Council took into account the Interim SA
Reports of 2015 and 2016, alongside consultation
responses received, when finalising the Proposed
Submission Plan for publication.
Appraisal findings presented within this current SA
Report will inform a decision on whether or not to
submit the plan, and then (on the assumption that
the plan is submitted) will be taken into account
when finalising the plan at Examination (i.e. taken
into account by the Inspector, when considering the
plan’s soundness, and the need for any
modifications).
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APPENDIX II - CONTEXT AND BASELINE REVIEW
Introduction
Aylesbury Vale is a large district (900 km2) comprising the northern half of Buckinghamshire. To the south
are the other Buckinghamshire authorities, all of which are constrained by Green Belt and/or the Chilterns
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). To the west is Oxfordshire, to the northwest is
Northamptonshire, to the northeast is Milton Keynes and to the east is Bedfordshire.
The main settlements in the district are Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow, Wendover, and Haddenham, as
shown in Figure A. Aylesbury is by far the largest town in the district, and is the county town of
Buckinghamshire. Latest population figures (Census 2011) indicate that Aylesbury town has a population
of about 71,500 which is just over 41% of the population of the district.
Buckingham is the second largest settlement, with a population of 12,000, and is located in the northern
part of the district. It has a strong employment base and a wide range of other facilities serving the town
and surrounding villages.
There are over 80 larger, medium and smaller settlements across the district, many of which are very
attractive. A number of these settlements are larger, in particular Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow,
and provide key local facilities and services which serve surrounding rural areas.
The northern part of the district directly adjoins Milton Keynes so there are strong linkages in terms of
employment, retail and other facilities.
The southern part of the district contains substantial tracts of high quality landscape, including part of the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and is also partly within the Metropolitan Green Belt
around London.
Figure A: Strategic settlements, larger villages and infrastructure
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Biodiversity
The Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy (2011) was agreed by a consortium of stakeholders
including AVDC. It seeks to ensure that high quality green infrastructure (GI) is delivered which is
accessible, attractive, and which conserves and enhances the district’s special natural and historic
environment, its wildlife and its landscape. GI offers the opportunity to engage with the community to build
a strong sense of place, and to achieve cohesion between new and existing settlements. GI has an
important role in providing a wide range of formal and informal health and recreational benefits at little or no
cost to its users. Strategic Principle 3 of the strategy is that GI should result in a net gain of biodiversity as
identified in Biodiversity Action Plan habitats and species plans.
The Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2013) was produced to further enhance the
Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy (2009) and the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure
Strategy (2011). It identified a long list of green infrastructure projects, many of which were focused around
Aylesbury. A number of specific projects relate to Aylesbury including Vale Park, Aylesbury Linear Park,
Quarrenden Leas and the Regional Wetland Park. These proposals are part of the ‘County Green
Infrastructure Priority Action Area’, called Aylesbury Environs. This area includes a number of countryside
access gateways and links to the surrounding area namely the Waddesdon Estate (National Trust), Tring
Reservoirs Complex/College Lake and Wendover Woods.
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP), including 2009 update ‘Forward To
2020’, identifies the key principles and goals that planning decisions must take into account. The BAP’s
aim is to retain, protect and where possible enhance biodiversity now and in the future. For biodiversity in
Aylesbury Vale district to be supported sustainably, it needs to be meaningfully integrated into land
management beyond protected sites and sites managed for wildlife.
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) are the key areas in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes for the
restoration and creation of priority habitat. They are the most important areas for biodiversity and enable a
targeted landscape scale approach to conserving biodiversity, and the basis for an ecological network.
The district supports a rich variety of habitats, many of which are of regional and national significance  Part of the district south of Pitstone is in the internationally designated Chilterns Beechwoods Special
Area of Conservation (SAC).
 The district contains over 1,200 hectares of land nationally designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSIs).
– The main cluster of SSSIs is associated with the Chiltern Hills, at the southeast extent of the district.
The cluster of SSSIs extends beyond the district, following the Chilterns escarpment, with several of
the SSSIs also designated as an SAC.
– A secondary cluster is associated with woodlands in the west of the District, including woodlands
associated with the ‘Mid-Vale Ridge’ National Character Area.
– Other SSSIs in the north and east of the district are more isolated, and mostly small.
– A SSSI is located to the north of Maids Moreton (Buckingham), but otherwise SSSIs tend to be
located away from the main settlements. There are no SSSIs in the vicinity of Aylesbury.
 There are a significant number of sites of ancient woodland in the district across many parishes.
Notably; woods at Whitfield, Sheephouse, Balmore, Foxcote, Stratford, Doddershall, Broadway/Thrift,
Tittershall, Boarstall, Work/Shabbington/Oakley, Hell’s Coppice and Salden. Ancient woodland tends to
be designated as either SSSI or LWS (see below).
 Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) and Biological Notification Sites (BNSs) are non-statutory designated sites
that occur within Buckinghamshire. There are over 200 LWSs in the district and 186 BNSs.
 Local geological sites are of regional significance. The district has 14 such sites, notably including Brill
Hill, College Lake, the Ridgeway Complex, Ivinghoe Beacon to Inchcombe Hill and Wendover Woods.
 Local nature reserves (LNRs) are found at Buckingham (Buckingham Sand Pit, Coombs Quarry) and at
Haddenham (Snakemoor). These are sites managed for accessibility. There is also one National Nature
Reserve (NNR) - King’s Wood and Rushmere - south-southest of Milton Keynes.
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 There are also many non-designated sites that conform to the definition of Priority Habitat, as defined
by the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006. Such land should receive varying
degrees of protection, as set out in the Act. Locally important species, occurring within the landscape,
include Black Poplar, Water Vole, Otter and Bechsteins Bat.
– Bat populations are particularly sensitive to development that severs or disturbs movement corridors.
Examples of suitable measures include green bridges, underpasses or tunnels that are situated on
the exact traditional routes of bat populations and free from disturbance.
 The district is at the head of two major river catchment systems: the Great Ouse in the north, which
flows through Buckingham, and the Thame in the south, which is a tributary of the River Thames. The
Grand Union Canal, and its arms to Aylesbury, Buckingham and Wendover, provide local interest,
character, leisure opportunities, and habitat diversity.
 The following are Green Infrastructure Priority Opportunity Zones within the North Aylesbury Vale Priority
Action Area, as defined by the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy (2009) – O2 Ouse Valley Corridor - There are opportunities to link with the Buckingham and Milton Keynes
Local Green Infrastructure Corridor with potential to deliver a strategic approach to river corridor
habitat management, restoration and creation and develop the role of the valley as a key accessible
greenspace.
– O3 Whaddon Chase - The Whaddon Chase area offers the potential to deliver accessible
greenspace provision within the broad arc around the south and west of Milton Keynes for
communities in Winslow and north Buckinghamshire. The Chase provides a potential landscapescale approach to habitat management, restoration and creation (including the Milton Keynes urban
fringe), and the enhancement of historic environment assets.
– O4 Brickhills/Greensand Ridge, the Ouzel Valley River Corridor and Grand Union Canal Corridor This area provides opportunities to link with Green Infrastructure networks in Bedfordshire. There is
potential to develop additional open space along the Ouzel River Valley Green Infrastructure
Corridor, to address visitor issues at Stockgrove Country Park, to enhance linkages with the
Greensand Ridge Corridor through landscape-scale habitat management, restoration and creation
and enhance the management, presentation, accessibility and interpretation of Rammamere Heath.
– O5 Bernwood Royal Forest - The former Royal Forest of Bernwood area offers an important
opportunity to create new areas of accessible greenspace to address the identified shortfall in Green
Infrastructure provision for communities in Winslow. This area provides the potential for landscapescale habitat management, creation and restoration, with focus upon Tingewick Meadows and
Woods and the Ludgershall and the Claydons area. There is also opportunity to enhance the
management, presentation, accessibility and interpretation of the historic environment assets.
Figure B: Green Infrastructure Priority Opportunity Zones within the North Aylesbury Vale Priority Area
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 The following are Green Infrastructure Priority Opportunity Zones within the Aylesbury Environs Priority
Action Area, as defined by the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy (2009) – O2 East of Aylesbury - With both of current and future populations of Aylesbury there needs to be a
focus on creating and enhancing strategic green access links, corridors and paths that link Aylesbury
with the wider vale and provide necessary links to allow sustainable access to sub-regionally
important areas such as Bernwood Forest and the Chiltern Hills. An initiative which could provide an
enhancement of the Aylesbury and Wendover arms and towpaths of the Grand Union Canal,
meeting priorities identified for developing linkages between Aylesbury, Leighton – Linslade,
Wendover and Milton Keynes would be a high priority and should be supported through growth
around the town. Opportunities also exist for enhancement of the urban-edge landscapes around
the eastern fringe of Aylesbury through creation of a strong framework of trees and woodlands.
– O3 Aylesbury Southern Fringes - Opportunities exist to retain and enhance the sense of identity of
the separate villages of Bishopstone, Stoke Mandeville and Western Turville, through the provision
of a strong framework of trees, woodlands and grasslands to buffer and enhance the urban-edge
landscapes around the southern fringe of Aylesbury. The existing 'Aylesbury Linear Park' is less well
developed to the south of the town and would also benefit from an increase in green space.
Enhancement of Wendover Woods (Countryside Access Gateway (G3)) would serve the recreational
needs of Buckinghamshire and the expanded Aylesbury population and address the current
greenspace deficiencies across the District. This could be based on connectivity between Wendover
Woods (Forestry Commission), Bacombe Hill (Bucks CC) and Coombe Hill (National Trust) and
would meet District ANGSt requirements for the provision of 500 ha of strategic Green Infrastructure
for Buckinghamshire as a whole.
– O5 Bernwood Forest - The former 'Royal Forest of Bernwood' area offers an opportunity to create
new areas of accessible greenspace to address the identified shortfall in Green Infrastructure
provision for communities in Aylesbury Vale. This area provides the potential for landscape-scale
habitat management, creation and restoration, with a focus upon the Biodiversity Opportunity Area
and ancient woodland edge habitat. The southern area of Bernwood is characterised by an arc of
remnant ancient woodland between Quainton and Shabbington Woods, which is a stronghold of the
nationally protected Black Hairstreak butterfly. There is also opportunity to enhance the
management, presentation, accessibility and interpretation of historic environment assets, with the
internationally important medieval features that are present in this area.
– O6 Quainton-Wing Hills - Opportunities exist to strengthen the character and distinctiveness of the
limestone hills between Quainton and Wing and their associated historic vill ages. Green
Infrastructure provision in this area could focus on management of the Ascott Estate Tudor gardens.
There is also the potential to create and enhance access links between the Hills and LeightonLinslade on the Buckinghamshire-Bedfordshire border and buffer development proposals from
proposed growth associated with Leighton-Linslade.
Figure C: Green Infrastructure Priority Opportunity Zones within the Aylesbury Environs Priority Area
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Climate change mitigation
Baseline emissions
CO2 emissions per head increased slightly from 2011 to 2012, but have dropped since 2005. The figure, at
6.2 tonnes per person per year, is less than the average for the UK as a whole (7.1 tonnes).
Building-related energy consumption is also a significant contributor to greenhouse gas emissions, and is
the focus here. Car travel is another key issue in that it has a major bearing on per capita CO2 emissions.
Low carbon and renewable energy
The European Union Renewable Energy Directive (Directive 2009/28/EC) sets an overall target for 20% of
the energy consumed in the European Union to come from renewable sources by 2020. This overall target
is divided by country. The UK's target is 15% by 2020.
The Climate Change Act (2008) established a legal requirement for the UK to achieve an 80% cut in
carbon dioxide emissions by 2050, with a 34% cut by 2020. The Planning and Energy Act (2008) allows
local planning authorities’ policies to impose reasonable requirements for a proportion of energy used in
developments to be from renewable and low carbon sources in the locality of the development.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recognises the key role planning plays in supporting the
delivery of renewable and low carbon energy. To help increase the use and supply of renewable and low
carbon energy, the NPPF states in paragraph 97 that local planning authorities should:
 have a positive strategy to promote energy from renewable and low carbon sources;
 design policies to maximise renewable and low carbon energy development, while ensuring that adverse
impacts are addressed satisfactorily, including cumulative landscape and visual impacts; and
 identify opportunities where development can draw its energy supply from decentralised, renewable or
low carbon energy supply systems and for co-locating potential heat customers and suppliers.
The Buckinghamshire Energy Strategy establishes a long term framework for delivering a shared vision for
energy in Buckinghamshire, with the aims of improving energy efficiency of both domestic and commercial
premises as well as delivering greater local generation with the benefits this produces being received by
the community.
Energy efficiency
The need to achieve higher levels of energy efficiency (such as high quality lighting, heating c ontrols,
insulation, draught proofing etc alongside locally-produced clean, low carbon and renewable energy), is an
important aspect of sustainable construction in new developments. Improved design of buildings can also
lead to benefits in terms of water drainage and usage, waste generation, reduced fuel poverty, ecology and
quality of life for residents.
Government’s Housing Standards Review (March 2015). This radically curtailed the scope to set standards
for residential building performance through the Local Plan beyond that proposed through national policy.
The subsequent Deregulation Act also brought in a Clause which amended the Planning and Energy Act
2008 to prevent local authorities from requiring levels of energy efficiency beyond Building Regulations.
Climate change adaptation
Climate change is expected to increase instances of extreme weather, causing: greater flooding, coastal
erosion, crop failures/agricultural decline, species and habitats decline, human health risks from extreme
temperatures, more limited drinking water resources, heavy rainfall and more frequent and severe storms,
increased average sea levels and warmer, wetter winters and hotter, drier summers.
The 2009 UK Climate Projections (UKCP09) set out some key projections of climate change across the UK
over the twenty-first century. Projected changes by the 2080s, based on a 50% probability level, include:
 increases in summer mean temperatures, particularly in southern England where increases of 3.9
degrees are projected;
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 decreases in summer precipitation, again particularly in southern England where decreases of 23% are
projected; and
 increases in winter precipitation in southern England of 22%.
Communities across the UK may struggle to cope with the effects of warmer summers and wetter winters.
As a consequence of climate change, parts of the district will be at increased risk from groundwater, fluvial
and/or tidal flooding. It might not be possible to maintain hard defences in the long term.
The NPPF states that planning plays a key role in helping shape places to minimise vulnerability and
provide resilience to the impacts of climate change. The NPPF also states that local planning authorities
should adopt a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate change in line with the objectives
and provisions of the Climate Change Act 2008.
Flood risk is a key climate change adaptation issue locally. The Flood and Water Management Act 2010
assigns local authorities with a responsibility for managing flood risk. The probability of flooding can be
reduced through the management of land, river systems and flood defences, and the impact reduced
through influencing the type of development located in flood risk areas.
The NPPF requires a sequential risk-based approach to ensure that development does not take place in
areas at high risk of flooding, when appropriate areas of lower risk are reasonably available. Any risk must
be assessed using the Environment Agency flood maps and a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).
Communities
Quality of life is generally high, as demonstrated by the Government’s indices of deprivation (2015), which
show that the district falls within the 14% least deprived areas in England. However, there are pockets
within Aylesbury town which rank among the 26% most deprived in the South East region.
The population is becoming increasingly elderly: 21% of the population were aged over 60 in 2011,
compared to 17% in 2001. The latest census show that 14.8% of the population are in ethnic groups other
than white British.
The Buckinghamshire Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2013 – 2016 was published by the Buckinghamshire
Health and Wellbeing Board, which is a partnership of Councillors, GPs and other partners who work
together to achieve their shared vision of improving health and wellbeing. In addition to providing direct
health advice to Councils and GPs, it also considers other factors that can influence health and wellbeing,
such as access to transport, housing and environment. Priorities include  Work hard to protect our most vulnerable children and young people from harm, e.g. improve road safety
around schools;
 Increase the number of people who are physically active, including through transport improvements and
programmes and incentives to encourage more active travel as an alternative to the car; and
 Work with communities to reduce the number of people experiencing loneliness and social isolation, e.g.
through providing better transport links to isolated communities.
Air quality in the District is generally good; however, there is one pollutant of potential concern – nitrogen
dioxide (NO2). The main source of NO2 is vehicle emissions. There are no major industrial polluting
processes in the area, but there are a number of smaller processes which may produce emissions. By law,
local authorities must review and assess air quality in their areas against national objectives. Areas that
are unlikely to meet those objectives must declare an air quality management area (AQMA), and develop
an action plan. There are currently three AQMAs in the District, all of which are within Aylesbury - see
Figure D. The decision was taken to take a ‘whole town’ approach to air quality rather than focusing on the
AQMAs only, and the Council has therefore created a single plan covering the whole of Aylesbury. Five
priority measures were established through the Aylesbury Air Quality Plan 2010: Awareness, promotion
and behavioural change; Land use planning and sustainable travel; Transport planning to improve traffic
flow; Provision of sustainable transport infrastructure; Understanding the impact of future town growth and
the potential effectiveness of mitigation measures.
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Figure D: AQMAs within Aylesbury (also showing main roads)

Economy
The unemployment level (2016) amongst residents, at 3.5%, is significantly lower than the level for Great
Britain as a whole (5.2%). Average earnings of residents are higher than across the South East region or
Great Britain.
The district is influenced by a number of larger employment centres around its borders, particularly Milton
Keynes to the north, Luton/Dunstable and Hemel Hempstead to the east/south east, High Wycombe to the
south, and Oxford and Bicester to the west. Data from the 2011 census shows that 35,025 residents
commute out of the district to work, whilst 19,872 workers commute into Aylesbury Vale each day.
As well as centres of employment in the main settlements, there are a number of other important large
employment locations across the district. The Aylesbury Vale Employment Land Review Update (2012)
identified 16 key employment sites, including both B1/B2/B8 sites and other employment sites. The council
has reviewed the key employment sites to account for changes in circumstances since 2012, and
concluded that the following key employment sites need to be protected for B1/B2/B8 developments 1 Haddenham Business Park; 2 Triangle Business Park, Stoke Mandeville; 3 Westcott Venture Park EZ;40
4 Long Crendon Business Park; 5 Gatehouse Industrial Area, Aylesbury; 6 Rabans Lane/Coldharbour
Industrial Area, Aylesbury; 7 Pitstone Green Business Park; 8 Halton Brook Business Park, Aston Clinton;
9 Network 421, Gawcott near Buckingham; 10 Buckingham Industrial Park, Buckingham; 11 Silverstone
Circuit EZ; 12 ARLA/Woodlands EZ.
Furthermore: the RAF training base at RAF Halton, near Wendover, is of significant importance to the local
economy; the National Spinal Injuries Centre is located at Stoke Mandeville Hospital, and Stoke Mandeville
Stadium is the national centre for wheelchair sport; and there are a large number of small to medium sized
business enterprises thriving across the more rural parts of the district.

40

In November 2015, three key employment sites achieved ‘Enterprise Zone’ status: Silverstone, Westcott Venture Park and
Arla/Woodlands. These sites constitute the Aylesbury Vale Enterprise Zone, with the aim of supporting and encouraging economi c
growth across Buckinghamshire.
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Figure E: Employers by size within the Aylesbury Transport Strategy study area

The HEDNA has considered the level of employment land for offices, manufacturing and warehousing that
should be provided for in the plan. This has involved evaluating two employment forecasts and
determining which of them is the most appropriate for the economic area. Based on the chosen forecast,
the conclusion is that there is a need for 22 hectares of new existing employment land in Aylesbury Vale.
There is already 77 hectares of employment land with permission for development in the Council’s area ,
i.e. there is a surplus.
Expressway intervention could have a substantial impact on labour market catchments, for example by
2041 an additional 384,000 people are predicted to be brought into a 45 minute drive time of Milton
Keynes, 470,000 more into the Oxford Science Park catchment, 350,000 more into the Bicester catchment
and 123,000 more into an Aylesbury catchment - see Figure F.
The Expressway could deliver substantial agglomeration beneﬁts along the corridor due to improvements in
accessibility to and between a number of large economic centres. The Expressway scheme would connect
the high performance functional economic areas of Oxford, Milton Keynes and Cambridge and their wider
hinterlands. Expressway interventions could induce changes in private investment and hence the location
of economic activity, with locations affected by transport improvements typically becoming more attractive
for private investment.
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Figure F: Potential journey time improvements, and resulting expanded commuting catchments, as a result
of Oxford to Cambridge Expressway

Aylesbury town centre
Recent years have seen significant investment in the town with the development of Aylesbury Waterside
Theatre and a Waitrose store, and further development is planned as part of the Waterside North s cheme.
The town is reasonably well represented by national retailers and has a major department store. However,
in order to compete within the sub-region, Aylesbury needs to overcome the current challenges it faces
including the recession, competition with other centres and out of town or internet shopping.
Aylesbury has a large potential catchment of 259,000 people within a twenty -five-minute drive time . Three
quarters of this catchment are ‘affluent, aspirational and from the highest social profile groups in terms of
lifestyle.’ Yet the town is failing to capitalise fully on these high spending consumers. So, unless Aylesbury
improves its offer to give its catchment market what it is increasingly looking for, current leakage to
neighbouring towns will continue.
In seeking to enhance Aylesbury’s role as county town and sub-regional shopping centre, the council has
developed and approved the Aylesbury Town Centre Plan (2014) which was prepared working closely with
Aylesbury Town Council and Buckinghamshire County Council. The Town Centre Plan identifies sub areas
- see Figure G - and sets out seven guiding principles for future development.
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Figure G: Aylesbury town centre

Aylesbury Town Centre Retail Capacity Update (December 2016) provides figures for Aylesbury Town
Centre convenience floorspace capacity and district wide comparison floorspace capacity. The update
takes account of an increase in the catchment area and growth in the resident population which results in
increased expenditure availability and advises that the 2029 and 2033 capacity figures be reviewed in five
years time. In light of these studies indicative targets for retail floor space provision are as follows Convenience floor space capacity

2019

2024

2029

2033

Aylesbury town centre

-

2,970

5,260 m2

6,980m2

Buckingham

-

-

-

-

Haddenham

-

-

-

-

Wendover

-

8 m2

20 m2

29 m2

222 m2

262 m2

299 m2

328 m2

2019

2024

2029

2033

5,966 m2

14,364 m2

22,587 m2

29,289 m2

Winslow
Comparison floor space Capacity
Aylesbury Vale total

SA REPORT: APPENDICES

125

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Heritage
There are over 3,000 listed buildings, bridges, statues and other structures in the district. Over 200 of
these listed buildings are recorded as Grades I or II* and the remainder as Grade II. The district contains a
particular wealth of nationally renowned historic houses, associated with historic landscapes and gardens,
including Waddesdon Manor, Claydon House, and Stowe House, with a nine registered parks and
gardens in total.
There are 124 existing conservation areas which protect areas of architectural or historic interest, many of
them located in attractive, locally distinctive villages. Characteristic features of conservation areas in the
District include groups of listed or unlisted buildings, historic village greens, important trees, distinc tive
historic field patterns, historic parkland, linear features such as canals, well -preserved archaeological
remains and surviving historic street patterns. When defining a Conservation Area it is the special
architectural or historic interest of the whole area, rather than the merits of individual buildings and
features, that is important. Interest may be characterised by uniformity of architectural style or variety.
Aylesbury town centre is fortunate in having successfully retained its historic centre whilst accommodating
significant modern developments. A major part of its attraction is the proximity of the ‘Old Town’, centred
around St. Mary’s Church, to the main shopping area, and that within the shopping area there is a number
of historic buildings and frontages which adds to its distinctiveness and character.
Additionally, there are numerous sites of archaeological importance, as shown on the Buckinghamshire
County Historic Environment Record. Preservation of archaeological remains can involve preservation in
situ, or preservation by record.
Figure H shows conservation areas and registered Parks / Gardens. The majority of settlements are
associated with a conservation area, but not all. Notable settlements without a designated conservation
area include (N.B. all are associated with a concentration of listed building)  Stoke Mandeville and Aston Clinton in the south of the District (N.B. Aston Clinton is associated with the
Buckland Conservation Area, to the east)
 Cheddington, Eddlesborough in the east of the District; and
 Steeple Claydon in the north of the District.
Any development, be it construction, demolition, alteration, extension, or change of use, has the potential to
impact upon the character or appearance of a Conservation Area. Whils t positive change should be
welcomed as an important part of the organic growth of a settlement, there is always a risk that
development may harm an area’s special interest. Similarly, development immediately adjacent to, or
within the setting of, a Conservation Area can greatly influence the character and appearance of the area.
Scheduled Monuments are sites of national archaeological importance. They are nationally designated
heritage assets. There are sixty-one sites in the district that are included in the statutory schedule of
monuments. A list of sites is maintained by Historic England, which is available on their website :
https://historicengland.org.uk. Development which affects the physical remains of a Scheduled Monument,
or which affects their setting may harm the significance of the heritage asset.
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Figure H: Conservation Areas, Registered Park s / Gardens and Scheduled Monuments

The consent of the Secretary of State is required for any proposals that may affect the special interest of a
Scheduled Monument. This Scheduled Monument Consent can cover any works affecting a Scheduled
Monument either above or below ground, including groundworks, demolition, destruction, damage,
removal, repair, alteration, addition, flooding or tipping operations. Consent may even be required to enter
a Scheduled Monument with digging machinery. Where an application for planning permission affects a
Scheduled Monument, the Council will consult with Historic England, and will take advice as to the likely
impact of that development upon the significance of the Heritage Asset.
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Housing
Around 86% of homes in the District are privately owned, with the remainder housing association or other
public-sector homes.
Affordability of housing is an issue, with the average house price being over ten times the average income
in 2016. The total number of households on the Bucks Home Choice housing register waiting for a social
housing tenancy in April 2016 was over 3,000.
Rates of house building over recent years have remained high with an average of 1,127 dwellings built
each year over the past five years. Out of this total, an average of 349 were affordable dwellings.
HEDNA
A Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) has been completed to determine
Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) within the Housing Market Area (HMA), recognising the
NPPF requirement to provide for: “the full, objectively-assessed needs for market and affordable housing in
the housing mark et area, as far as is consistent with [sustainable development]”
A ‘best fit’ HMA has been defined to comprise Aylesbury and the other three Buckinghamshire authorities;
however, it is recognised that the ‘functional’ HMA is significantly different, with the north of the District
(including Buckingham) falling within a separate HMA to the middle and southern parts of the District.
Figure I: Functional Housing Mark et Areas

Affordable housing
The NPPF defines affordable housing as ‘social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing,
provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market. Affordable housing should include
provisions to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to be recycled
for alternative affordable housing provision.’ The definition explicitly excludes “low cost market” housing.
The Housing and Planning Act 2016 introduced starter homes into legislation. They are expected to be
added to the ‘definition of affordable housing, will cost 20% less than market value for first t ime buyers and
regulations to control their provision were expected. However the Government has since produced a
Housing White Paper (February 2017) which has suggested a different approach to their provision and
revisions to the definition of affordable housing.
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The HEDNA identifies an affordable housing need of 4,130 dwellings during the plan period. This equates
to 21.3% of Aylesbury Vale’s overall housing need, but to achieve the required number of affordable homes
an allowance must be made for the developments which will be below the 11 house threshold and will not
deliver affordable housing. Based on a viability assessment of the potential to deliver affordable housing
on new developments it is considered that a rate of 25% will deliver the required total of affordable housing
and still allow landowners and developers to secure competitive returns. The majority of affordable
housing in the district is achieved by requiring developers to provide affordable homes as part of open
market housing developments (through Section 106 agreements).
Ageing population
The HEDNA has also considered the housing need for the ageing population. The proportion of elderly
people is increasing nationally because of improved lifestyles and healthcare. The conclusi on is that the
population over 75 years old across the Housing Market Area (HMA) will increase by almost 30,000 people,
and this will lead to an increase of 5,700 dwellings (13.3% of new housing required). The Local Plan will
also need to address growth in the institutional population (those who require residential care) across the
HMA which is forecast to be 2,200 extra persons above the initial assessment. One approach may be to
require a percentage of adaptable housing within large developments for independent elderly of around
15%, with possible site allocations for care of the dependant elderly.
Landscape
The 2008 Landscape Character Assessment, as updated by LUC in 2015, is a primary source of evidence.
It divides the entire landscape into Landscape Character Areas and Landscape Character Types. All
landscapes in the district are considered to have innate value (as referred to in the NPPF, at para 109);
however, there is a hierarchy of value/sensitivity 1)

The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - in the vicinity of Wendover and
Pitstone/Edlesborough is designated as nationally important. Furthermore, a considerable extent of
the southeast of the district around Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville Weston Turville, Wendover, Aston
Clinton, and south of Cheddington has views from public vantage points to and from the Chilterns
AONB. There is no defined boundary to the AONB’s ‘setting’.

2)

Areas of Attractive Landscapes (AALs) - were first designated in the Buckinghamshire County
Structure Plan 1979 and in successive plans through the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan Adopted
2004.

3)

Local Landscape Areas (LLAs) - were designated by AVDC in the 1990s and carried forward into
AVDLP in 2004.

4)

Non-designated landscapes, , including locally important pattern of fields, hedgerows and streams.
Similarly, there is a wide range of settlements with distinctive characteristics such as the narrow
roads and high walls of Haddenham and Chearsley, to the wide main street and limestone houses of
Thornborough.
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Figure J: National and locally designated landscapes
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Natural resources
Brownfield/greenfield
Over the past five years, an average of 29% of new homes have been built on brownfield sites. This
percentage has decreased in the past 5 years and is expected to continue to decrease in the future as the
supply of available brownfield sites decreases and greenfield urban fringe sites are completed.
Agricultural land
A primary consideration is the need to conserve ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, which the
NPPF defines as that which is classified as either grade 1, grade 2 or grade 3a, according to the national
agricultural land classification.
The ‘Agricultural Land Classification Provisional (England)’ dataset, available at magic.gov.uk, shows the
majority of agricultural land in the borough to be either ‘grade 3’ or ‘grade 4’, with some notable patches of
higher quality ‘grade 2’ land in the south of the District. However, this data-set is of a very low resolution
(e.g. some large villages are not even recognised as ‘urban’ on the map), and hence is not suitable for
differentiating sites. Also, the dataset does not distinguish between ‘grade 3a’ and ‘grade 3b’.
The most reliable dataset is the ‘Post 1988 Agricultural Land Clas sification (England) dataset, also
available at magic.gov.uk, which is suitable for differentiating site options at the borough-scale, and does
distinguish between grade 3a and grade 3. However, because surveying land using the ‘post 1988’ criteria
involves fieldwork, the data is very patchy. Within Aylesbury Vale District, whilst much of the land
surrounding Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow has been surveyed, elsewhere surveyed
land is very limited. The dataset broadly shows  Aylesbury - mostly grade 3b, with a small area of grade 3a to the southeast, and grade 2 to the west.
 Buckingham - a mixture of grades 2, 3a and 3b.
 Winslow - mostly grades 2 and 3a, with some grade 3b
 MK edge - grade 3b
 Winslow - grades 2 and 3a.
Water Resources 41
Two water companies manage water resources in the Aylesbury Vale: Thames Water manages supply in
the south of the District and Anglian Water manages supply in the north. The Environment Agency has
undertaken an assessment of water stress across the UK, the assessment has classified both the Anglian
Water and Thames Water supply regions as areas of "serious" water stress.
The Water Resource Management Plans (WRMPs) demonstrate the pressures on water resources
throughout the AW and TW supply areas. The WRMPs consider pressures from increasing demand,
population growth, resource uncertainty, the impacts of climate change and the need to reduce some
abstractions in order to reduce their impacts on the environment.
However, there is some variation between the growth predicted by AW and TW within their WRMPs and
the DCLG growth forecasts. As such, Anglian Water and Thames Water are required to reassess the
supply/demand balance as part of their preparation for the next WRMPs in 2019.
Whilst neither water company has relied on new homes being more water-efficient than existing metered
homes, the opportunity, through the planning system, to ensure that new homes do meet the higher
standard of 110l/person/day, at nominal additional cost to the developer, would be in line with best practice.
The overall RAG assessment for Aylesbury Vale’s water resources is ‘green’, on the basis that there is
sufficient time to address the supply demand issues identified in the next WRMP.

41

Information taken from the Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study (2017)
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Water Supply Infrastructure41
Water supply companies make a distinction between supply infrastructure, the major pipelines, reservoirs
and pumps that transfer water around a Water Resource Zone (WRZ), and distribution infrastructure,
smaller scale assets which convey water around settlements to customers.
The WCS presents an assessment of supply infrastructure for all sites proposed to be supported through
the VALP, concluding there is capacity available to serve the proposed growth across the district in both
the 1 to 5 year and 6 to 15 year scenarios. However, 47 of the sites were found to require infrastructure
upgrades. Some settlements including Aylesbury, Haddenham and Wendover have insufficient resources
but there is planning and funding in place to meet future demand. Neither Anglian Water nor Thames
Water has identified any major constraints to the provision of new water supply infrastructure, providing
sufficient developer engagement and time is allowed for.
Pollution
Wastewater Infrastructure41
Anglian Water (AW) and Thames Water (TW) are the Sewerage Undertakers (SU) for the Aylesbury Vale
District, managing the north and the south of the District receptively. The role of the sewerage undertaker
includes collection and treatment of wastewaters from domestic and commercial premises, and in some
areas drainage of surface water from building curtilages to combined or surface water sewers. It excludes,
unless adopted by AW and TW, systems that do not connect directly to the wastewater network, e.g. SuDS
or highway drainage.
Increased wastewater flows into collection systems due to growth in population or per-capita consumption
can lead to overload of infrastructure, increasing the risk of sewer flooding and, where present, increasing
the frequency of discharges from Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs). At wastewater treatment works, as
the volume of treated effluent rises, even if the effluent quality is maintained, the pollutant load discharged
to the receiving watercourse will increase
The WCS presents an assessment of wastewater infrastructure for all sites proposed to be supported
through the VALP, examining foul sewerage network capacity and surface water network capacity. In
terms of WwTW capacity  Anglian Water has identified that there are significant constraints to the provision of additional treatment
capacity at Buckingham and Stanbridgeford.
 Thames Water has not identified any major constraints to the provision of additional treatment capacity,
providing sufficient developer engagement and time is allowed for.
Transport
Road transport links to the south of the district are reasonable, connecting to London, Heathrow and Luton
airports, and access to the M40 and M25 motorways. There is poorer access to the Thames Valley area
by road or public transport.
The northern half of the district is less well served by good road links, although places such as Silverstone
and Buckingham have reasonable north bound access to the M1 and M40 motorways via the A43.
Parts of Aylesbury town suffer from road congestion at peak times, and three air quality management areas
have been declared close to the town centre.
The district has rail links to London Marylebone from Aylesbury Parkway, Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville,
Haddenham & Thame Parkway, and Wendover. Services to the West Midlands are also available from
H&T Parkway; and Cheddington benefits from a fast service to London Euston and Milton Keynes Central.
The Government, in 2012, made commitment to the East-West Rail line to address the current connectivity
issues to the east and west by rail. When open, this will connect Aylesbury and Winslow by rail to Milton
Keynes and Oxford/Bicester.
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Oxford to Cambridge Expressway
Government is also currently considering options for an Oxford to Cambridge Expressway options - see
Box 6.3 and Figures K and L. One road that may see improvements is the A421, which through Aylesbury
Vale is currently a single carriageway road with multiple at-grade junctions. There is potential for large
scale growth along the corridor, both within Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes District . In the absence of
any upgrade these housing sites will increase trafﬁc ﬂows on the A421, intensifying existing levels of
congestion. Link capacity issues along the A421 could intensify, particularly in the PM peak which will lead
to increased rat-running through Newton Longville, Whaddon and the Horwoods.
Figure K: Schematic of the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway route options
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Figure L: Detail of the Oxford - Cambridge Expressway route options

Transport Assessment
Two scenarios are being considered which have different development scenarios for the wider Aylesbury
Vale area. For Aylesbury, the only difference between the Local Plan Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 is that a
proposed of settlement of 4,000 dwellings is to be located in the vicinity of either Haddenham or Winslow.
Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Following on from Box 6.4, some further points can be made here  Congestion hotspots are located along most radial routes, except those to the north / northeast - see
Figure M.
 Bus frequency is currently lower to the southeast and east - see Figure N.
 A new cycle route links Waddesdon to Aylesbury Vale Parkway Station.
 The Aylesbury to Haddenham cycle route is proposed to link Aylesbury and Haddenham.
 A Grand Union Canal triangular cycle route to the East of Aylesbury is proposed.
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Figure M: Congestion hotspots in Aylesbury

Figure N: Bus frequency and employment locations in Aylesbury
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APPENDIX III – REASONABLE SPATIAL STRATEGY ALTERNATIVES
Introduction
As explained within ‘Part 1’ above, a focus of work has been on the development and appraisal of spatial
strategy alternatives, with a view to informing determination of the preferred strategy.
The alternatives (in summary) are as follows –
Option

Summary description
Do min allocations at all settlements plus higher growth options involving…

% buffer over
28,770 target

1

HELAA suitable sites

4.4

2

HELAA suitable sites except where in conflict with a Neighbourhood Plan

-0.6

3

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Halton Camp

1.0

4

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Aston Clinton

0.1

5

HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in H’ Camp and Aston Clinton

3.6

6

Maximum growth at the MK edge

2.9

7

A new settlement West of Haddenham

2.9

8

A new settlement East of Haddenham

2.9

9

A new settlement at Winslow

2.9

Appraisal methodology
For each of the options, the assessment examines ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline, drawing on the
sustainability objectives identified through scoping (see Table 4.1) as a methodological framework.
Green is used to indicate significant positive effects, whilst red is used to indicate significant negative
effects. Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given the
high level nature of the policy approaches under consideration. The ability to predict effects accurately is
also limited by understanding of the baseline (now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario). In light of
this, there is a need to make considerable assumptions regarding how scenarios will be implemented ‘on
the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors will be. 42 Where there is a need to rely on
assumptions in order to reach a conclusion on a ‘significant effect’ this is made explicit in the appraisal text.
Where it is not possible to predict likely significant effects on the basis of reasonable assumptions, efforts
are made to comment on the relative merits of the alternatives in more general terms and to indicate a rank
of preference. This is helpful, as it enables a distinction to be made between the alternatives even where
it is not possible to distinguish between them in terms of ‘significant effects’.
Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the criteria presented within
Regulations. 43 So, for example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and reversibility of effects.
Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. where the effects of the plan in combination with the effects of
other planned or on-going activity that is outside the control of VALP).
Appraisal findings
Appraisal findings are presented below within 12 separate tables (each table dealing with a specific
sustainability objective) with a final table drawing conclusions.
The appraisal methodology is explained above, but to reiterate: For each sustainability topic the
performance of each scenario is categorised in terms of ‘significant effects (using red / green) and also
ranked in order of preference. Also, ‘ = ’ is used to denote instances of all alternatives performing on a par.
42

Considerable assumptions are made regarding infrastructure delivery, i.e. assumptions are made regarding the infrastructure ( of all
types) that will come forward in the future alongside (and to some extent funded through) development.
43
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.
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Protect, enhance and manage biodiversity and geodiversity
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

3

Significant
effects?

2

3

3

3

2

No
A primary consideration is the need to avoid the risk of impacts to the cluster of internationally
and nationally designated sites associated with the Chiltern Hills, at the District’s southeastern
extent. Other nationally important sites (SSSIs) are dispersed widely across the district, and in
the most part distant from potential growth locations. There is also a need to avoid impacts to
LWSs and BNAs, which are designated for their regional or local importance, and which are
quite numerous; and there is a need to recognise that non-designated land can also be of
biodiversity importance, including where it acts as a link between designated sites, i.e. forms
part of an ecological network. With regards to non-designated habitat, evidence-base is
limited; however, the location of broad Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) is known, and
work has been undertaken to define ‘green infrastructure’ corridors and priority areas.
The relative merits of the alternatives are as follows -

 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5. Buckingham and Winslow are somewhat constrained;
in particular, BUC046 to the south of Buckingham intersects the Tingewick Meadows and
Woods BOA (albeit the edge of the BOA, some way distant from its core); and the western
Discussion part of WIN001 comprises a Biological Notification Area (comprising a patchwork of fields,
hedgerows and a small woodland patch, associated with a farmhouse).
This option would also involve WHA001 at the MK edge (as per Option 2), which is adjacent
to Thrift Wood LWS, and nearby to two other woodland LW Ss. The Bucks Green
Infrastructure Strategy (2013) identifies the potential benefits that might arise from woodland
creation within this area, which it refers to as Whaddon Chase (and also identifies as a
BOA). In particular, the potential for a large area of habitat creation within the site is
identified. Development could potentially facilitate targeted habitat creation, such that there
is landscape-scale ‘biodiversity gain’; however, this is uncertain. Perhaps more likely is that
significant development would be contrary to BOA / Bucks GI Strategy objectives.
 Option 2 - arguably performs well as a lower growth option; however, there is a need to
consider the possibility that lower growth in Aylesbury Vale could result in increased
pressure to develop in other more sensitive locations in Buckinghamshire, or beyond.
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. Biodiversity is a key constraint at Halton Camp, given the
adjacent Wendover Woods LWS, which also stretches into part of the site. On the far side of
Wendover Woods is Dancersend SSSI, at c.1.2km distant.
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 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). A stream passes through land to
the northwest of the village (AST024), which is associated with mature bankside vegetation;
and a small part of this site (i.e. the northeastern-most field) is designated as a Biological
Notification Site. Also, a short distance to the west of AST024 is the more substantial ‘Moat
Meadows’ Local Wildlife Site. These locally designated and undesignated habitats are not a
major constraint, when considered at face value; however, there is a need to consider the
possibility that such habitat patches may take on increased green infrastructure / ecological
connectivity importance in the future, recognising the extent of development proposed to the
south, south east and east of Aylesbury, as part of the Garden Town programme. There is a
also need to consider the proximity of Aston Clinton to the series of SSSI reservoirs to the
east (the nearest being under 2km distant).

Discussion

 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton. In combination recreational pressure on the
Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, resulting from growth at both Aston Clinton and Halton Camp,
could also be a consideration. The nearest SAC woodland patch, is within 5km of both
locations, and hence this matter would need to be examined through Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA). Any effects would likely be very minor.
 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitted
1,855 home scheme) would be delivered. Thrift Wood LWS is adjacent to the north, and a
small LWS is adjacent to the south, associated with the railway embankement.
 Option 7 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement West of Haddenham, which is relatively unconstrained.
 Option 8 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement East of Haddenham. Whilst precise location / layout is not known, it is
apparent that this area is relatively unconstrained.
 Option 9 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement North of Winslow. This area is unconstrained by designations, although it is
noted that a stream passes through the site.
In conclusion, Options involving a concentration of growth perform well, in particular the new
settlement options, as proposed locations are relatively unconstrained.
With regard to effect significance, there is little reason to suggest that any option would result
in significant negative effects. No option would result in direct impacts to any designated site.
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Plan for the anticipated levels of climate change (‘adaptation’)
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

=

Significant
effects?

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

Uncertain
Flood risk is a key climate change adaptation issue locally, and is the issue of greatest
relevance to the appraisal of spatial strategy alternatives.
Whilst a number of sites that are a ‘constant’ across the reasonable alternatives are affected by
flood risk, the sites that area a variable across the alternatives (which number 11 in total) are
all unaffected (or mostly unaffected, such that there is confidence that any small area of flood
risk would be left undeveloped).
The conclusion the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
With regard to effect significance, there is a need to ‘flag’ the potential for all spatial strategy
options to result in significant negative effects, and hence record ‘uncertain’ effects.

This is on the basis that all would include the Woodlands strategic site to the east of Aylesbury,
which includes a large area of land intersecting Flood Zones 2 and 3, associated primarily with
Discussion the Bear Brook, but also with the Drayton Mead Brook (to the east, in the vicinity of the College
Farm). There has been detailed work undertaken to explore how flood risk can be avoided in
practice, by leaving the land at risk undeveloped as open space, or using it only for flood
compatible uses such as sports pitches and associated facilities; however, it remains the case
that a preferable approach, from a flood risk perspective, would be to leave the site in its
current use (which in turn would leave open the option of using the land for flood attenuation in
the future). Furthermore  Access/egress routes will pass through Flood Zone 3 (i.e. high risk), which - whilst potentially
acceptable in planning terms - is problematic nonetheless, given the need to ensure potential
for evacuation, in the event of a major flood.
 Whilst uses defined as flood compatible will be directed to the flood risk zones, it remains the
case that flooding could cause disruption to these uses (e.g. flooding can disrupt sporting
events; and it is notable that the proposal is to provide facilities for disabled sporting events,
complementing the events held at Stoke Mandeville Stadium).
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Minimise the district's contribution to climate change (‘mitigation’)
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

2

Significant
effects?

2

2

2

2
No

Car travel is a key issue in that it has a major bearing on per capita CO 2 emissions; however,
this matter is best considered below under ‘Transport’.
Instead, the discussion here focuses on the potential to support renewable or low carbon
energy infrastructure, and hence minimise per capita CO 2 emissions from the built
environment. In practice, this means supporting larger scale developments, of several
hundred homes (or clusters of smaller developments that can be developed in a coordinated
way), as development at scale enables delivery of the necessary infrastructure.
The conclusion here is quite clear: All options perform well, as they would involve
concentration of growth through support for a relatively small number of large schemes,
including schemes above 500 homes that could potentially give rise to opportunity to design-in
low carbon infrastructure and/or achieve higher standards of sustainable design and
Discussion construction above the standards set by Building Regulations; however, Options 6 to 9 perform
best, as they would involve the greatest concentration of growth. Whilst there can be no
certainty, in the absence of detailed proposals, it is fair to assume that a 3,000 home scheme
could enable Combined Heat and Power (CHP) generation (potentially even fuelled by
biomass), with a network of piping to provide district heating. There would also be a likelihood
of delivering a new secondary school and/or employment and/or a local centre, which could be
supportive of district heating, on the basis of there being demand for heat across the day.
[N.B. a 3,000 home Salden Chase scheme could feasibly be masterplanned in coordination
with the adjacent 1,855 home scheme that has recently gained outline planning permi ssion;
however, in practice this is not likely, as outline planning permission has been granted for the
1,855 scheme, which does not include a requirement for CHP / district heating.]
With regard to effect significance, it is not possible to draw strong conclusions, recognising
that climate change mitigation is a global issue.
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Safeguard and improve

community, health, safety and well-being.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9

Rank

All
HELAA
suitable

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

4

4

Significant
effects?

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

3

2
Yes

The sustainability objective here is to “Safeguard and improve community, health, safety and
well-being”, a broad objective that overlaps considerably with a number of other sustainability
objectives including those relating to ‘Economy’, ‘Housing’ and ‘Transport’. Given the need to
avoid overlap and repetition, it is appropriate to focus here on the matter of community
infrastructure (capacity / access).
The relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:
 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2).

Discussion

At Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow the approach would be to deliver a level of growth
above that determined to be suitable through recent neighbourhood planning work, which is
potentially indicative of higher growth being problematic (or at least ‘not supported’) from a
‘communities’ perspective. Furthermore, it is noted that none of the sites in question would
directly result in the delivery of significant new community infrastructure (BUC043 would
deliver sports pitches/recreation space). However, on the other hand, all three settlements
are associated with ‘communities’ related growth opportunities – Buckingham is the District’s second town, and also recognising the opportunities that
exist, in particular in respect of transport infrastructure upgrades (as set out within the
Buckingham Transport Strategy, 2017) and expansion of the town’s education role
(Buckingham University).
– At Winslow there is an opportunity associated with East-West Rail, and the opening of a
new station at Winslow in the near future.
– Haddenham’s location in the south of the District, close to where unmet needs are
arising from, and also good accessibility to a train station with a frequent service to
London, are reasons to suggest that higher growth has merit, from a communities
perspective.
With regards to WHA001 at the MK edge, there is little certainty what ‘planning gain’ could
be achieved through growth at this location. Secondary school capacity at Milton Keynes is
an issue currently; however, this may be less so in the future, recognising that the recently
permitted Salden Chase scheme (1,855 homes), at MK’s southern edge, will deliver a new
secondary school.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options (i.e.
options in accordance with neighbourhood plan aspirations) at Buckingham, Haddenham
and Winslow. As discussed above, it is difficult to conclude whether higher growth at these
three settlements is supported, or not, from a ‘communities’ perspective.
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 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. Halton Camp represents something of an ‘opportunity’, in
communities terms, as: there is an expectation that the site would deliver a new primary
school and a local centre; without allocation of Halton Camp Wendover would see notably
low growth over the plan period, potentially leading to issues around stagnation within the
town centre; and there is potential to deliver a heritage-led scheme, with a high quality urban
realm and also excellent access to Wendover Woods and the wider Chilterns AONB.
 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). Aston Clinton has a very high
level of existing completions/commitments, i.e. is already set to grow significantly in a
manner that is to some extent ‘unplanned’. This is a strong argument for not allocating land
for further housing through VALP; however, there is a counter-argument in that allocation of
a strategic scale scheme could deliver a much needed new primary school. The current
situation is that, once further committed sites are built out, children from Aston Clinton will
have to travel elsewhere to attend a primary school. New schools are set to be delivered to
the east / south east of Aylesbury, as part of new strategic urban extensions; however, the
potential to accommodate children from Aston Clinton is not established.
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton. As discussed above, there is something of an
‘opportunity’ associated with development at both Halton Camp and Aston Clinton; however,
there is also a need to consider draw-backs to higher growth at Aston Clinton.
 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitted
1,855 home scheme) would be supported. Given the scale of this scheme, there would
undoubtedly be the potential to deliver a new centre, and targeted community facilities in
coordination with the adjacent permitted Salden Chase scheme (e.g. a large scheme
proposed in past included land for a Park and Ride). However, on the other hand, it is noted
Discussion that the possibility of a large scheme at Salden Chase has been considered in the past, over
many years, and been found to have drawbacks, hence the recent focus on a more modest
(1,855 home) scheme.
 Option 7, 8 and 9 - all perform well, in that they would involve a concentration of growth at a
new settlement, where there would be good potential to deliver new strategic infrastructure in all likelihood to include a secondary school - to ensure that new residents have good
access to community facilities, and benefit existing residents. The options differ mainly in
the sense that two would relate closely to the existing settlement (i.e. Haddenham or
Winslow), whilst the third would be an entirely stand-alone new settlement (to the east of
Haddenham). From a communities perspective there is benefit to extending existing
settlements, and it is noted that in both instances the extension would be separated by a
railway from the existing settlement, thereby helping to ensure a distinct identity; however,
another consideration is that a stand-alone new settlement would have the potential to gain
designation as a Garden Village (and thereby receive Government funding for infrastructure).
In conclusion, Option 6 to 9 have merit in that there is a clear opportunity for concentrated
housing growth to result in the delivery of new strategic community infrastructure. Quite a clear
message received through consultation in 2016 - notably from Buckinghamshire County
Council and Chiltern, Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Clinical Commissioning Groups (NHS)
- was that there is merit to concentrating growth in such a way that critical mass is achieved,
thereby enabling infrastructure delivery. Options 3 to 5 also perform well, in that there are
specific growth related opportunities at Halton Camp (Wendover) and Aston Clinton; however,
it is noted that the high level of completions/commitments at Aston Clinton is potentially a
reason to resist any VALP allocation.
With regard to effect significance, all options are judged to result in significant positive effects,
once account is taken of the ‘planning gain’ that will be achieved through growth at the sites
that are a constant across the alternatives. Most notably, high growth at Aylesbury Garden
Town is set to be coordinated in such a way that new community infrastructure is delivered, to
the benefit of new and existing residents.
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Develop a dynamic, diverse and knowledge-based economy that excels in innovation with higher
value, lower impact activities.
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

Rank

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

2

Significant
effects?

2

2

2

Yes
Given the need/demand for employment land in Aylesbury Vale established through the
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), there is arguably no need
to deliver employment land at any of the 11 sites that are variable across the alternatives.
However, it is worthwhile giving consideration to the potential to deliver new employment land
nonetheless, recognising that employment growth forecasts are inherently uncertain. Also,
there a need to give consideration to the matter of delivering new homes - and therefore a
workforce - in proximity to existing and planned employment areas.
The relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). The sites at Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow would not deliver
employment land. As for the site at the MK edge, it could potentially deliver employment
land, recognising that it abuts the A421 - a road that may well see significant upgrades as
part of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway - however, there is no certainty in this respect.
The recently permitted Salden Chase scheme, which is adjacent to the southwest (and also
abuts the A421) will deliver only a small employment area (precise size yet to be
determined). As a more general point, this site obviously relates to MK more so than the
wider Aylesbury Vale District, and as such the HEDNA conclusions regarding limited
Discussion demand for additional employment land will not apply fully at this location.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow. As discussed above, there may be some
opportunity to deliver employment land at WHA001; however, there is no certainty. A more
general point is that new housing growth on the edge of Milton Keynes, and on a road that
may well form part of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway, is supported in terms of
ensuring a workforce within commuting distance of regionally - and potentially nationally important employment growth areas.
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. It is not clear that there is an ‘employment’ opportunity
associated with housing growth at Halton Camp.
 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). It is not clear that there is an
‘employment’ opportunity associated with housing growth at Aston Clinton, albeit the sites in
question are adjacent to the A41 (and therefore have relatively good access to the M25), and
the Arla Enterprise Zone is within walking distance.
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is ‘swapped’ for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton.
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 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitt ed
1,855 home scheme) would be supported. There might well be the potential to deliver
employment land, given the scale of the development; however, it is noted that the presence
of a woodland would likely prevent employment land from being located adjacent to the main
road (A421).
 Option 7, 8 and 9 - would all involve a new settlement at which it is likely that there would be
the potential to deliver new employment land. The final decision on a preferred route for the
Oxford to Cambridge Expressway could potentially make any of the locations attractive, as
Discussion locations for new employment land. However, it may be fair to conclude that Option 8
performs less well, as the new settlement would be located in a rural location, and not
directly on an A-road. Similarly, there would be poor access to a train station, unlike the new
settlements under Options 7 and 9.
In conclusion, whilst there is little certainty, there could be some merit to the options that
would focus growth at the MK edge, or involve a new settlement adjoining either Haddenham
or Winslow.
With regard to effect significance, all options are judged to result in significant positive effects,
once account is taken of the proposal to deliver employment land at the sites that are a
constant across the alternatives.
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Protect, enhance and manage sites, features and areas of historical, cultural
archaeology…

heritage and

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All HELAA Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
suitable
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

Rank

4

Significant
effects?

3

3

3

3

2

2

No
A primary consideration is the need to avoid impacts to conservation areas, registered parks /
gardens and the 200+ buildings that are Grades I or II* listed (out of the 3,000+ listed
buildings). Other features/assets are also of importance to the appraisal of spatial strategy
alternatives, including clusters of Grade II listed buildings, individual Grade II listed building,
sites of known or likely archaeological importance (‘notification areas’) and non-designated
heritage assets; however, there is a need to recognise that it will often be possible to suitably
avoid or mitigate impacts at the development management stage, through masterplanning,
landscaping and design measures.
The relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:
 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). At Haddenham the decision to support higher growth leads to concerns, as
HAD007 to the north of the village (315 homes) borders the northern edge of the
conservation area (CA), with a number of Grade 2 listed buildings in proximity. Also,
WHA001 at the MK edge performs poorly on the basis that it would reduce the landscape
gap between the edge of MK and the Whaddon CA, and indeed abuts the CA.

Discussion

 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow.
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. There are a number of important heritage constraints at
Halton Camp, including: several large listed buildings; the adjacent to Halton House
Registered Park and Garden; and a scheduled monument (“long barrow 200 m east of
parade ground”) at the edge of the site. However, as the site is currently developed, the
assumption is that ‘heritage led’ redevelopment could be undertaken (particularly by finding
new uses for redundant, but listed, buildings e.g. barrack blocks ) thereby avoiding negative
impacts and potentially supporting heritage objectives.
 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). Land to the north of Aston Clinton
is relatively unconstrained from a historic environment perspective; however, Buckland CA is
to the east of AST001, and both sites are in close proximity to a scheduled monument (a
former moated farmstead, in both instances). The extent to which land to the north of Aston
Clinton contributes to the setting of these heritage assets is not clear, but there appears to be
some potential for the northern site (AST001) to contribute to the s etting of the CA
(recognising that a footpath connects the site to the CA). N.B. there are also several listed
buildings, on the edge of Aston Clinton, that are in proximity; however, any rural setting that
these buildings might currently have is set to be impacted by permitted housing schemes.
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 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitted 1,855
home scheme) would be supported. This site is relatively unconstrained, other than by
archaeological notification areas.
 Option 7 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement West of Haddenham. The Haddenham CA does extend to the west of
railway line at the village’s southern extent (Church End); however, there are no listed
buildings here, and it is likely that impacts could be avoided by masterplanning, landscaping
etc. Also, the site is constrained by an extensive archaeological notification area.

Discussion

 Option 8 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement East of Haddenham. Whilst precise location / layout is not known, there
would be a risk of impacts to the Aston Sandford CA, plus there would be a need to consider
the extensive scheduled monument at Waldridge Manor Grade 2* listed building (‘medieval
village of Waldridge’).
 Option 9 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement North of Winslow, which is relatively unconstrained, from a heritage
perspective.
In conclusion, Options 6 and 9 are best performing, as both would involve a focus of growth at
locations that are relatively unconstrained - Salden Chase and North of Winslow respectively thereby negating the need to ‘bring in’ more sensitive sites. The other two new settlement
options are second best performing (Option 7 - W of Haddenham; Option 8 - E of Haddenham)
recognising that, whilst the new settlement locations in question are potentially constrained,
there will be good potential to avoid/mitigate impacts. Option 1 performs least well, as higher
growth options would be followed at the locations with clear constraint, namely WHA001 at the
MK edge and HAD007 to the north of Haddenham.
With regard to effect significance, it is not clear that any option would result in significant
negative effects. Even under Option 1, whilst there would be impacts to a number of heritage
assets, the number of such assets is relatively few in the context of the district as a whole.
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Provide affordable and good quality

housing for all.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

Rank

5

Significant
effects?

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

3

2

4

4

4

5

Yes
The first point to note is that Option 1 performs well a ‘high growth option’. It would involve
providing for 29,830 homes, i.e. a figure 3.7% above the 28,770 home target. The 28,770
home target already has a 5% contingency ‘built-in’ - i.e. 28,770 homes is 5% more than is
needed in order to provide for the District’s Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) and
agreed unmet needs from elsewhere - and so in effect Option 1 would involve providing for a
larger contingency of 8.7%. Providing for a contingency is an important element of Local Planmaking, recognising the likelihood of unforeseen deliverability issues, i.e. one or more sites not
delivering at the anticipated rate. As stated within the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF): “Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt
to rapid change.”
Focusing on spatial distribution, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). The sites at Haddenham and Winslow (less so sites at Buckingham) are
assumed to be relatively ‘deliverable’, in that they will be able to come forward in a timely
fashion, and involve minimal risk of unforeseen delay. This is an important consideration,
recognising the need to ensure not only the delivery of 28,770 homes within the plan period,
Discussion but also a steady ‘trajectory’ of housing delivery across the entire plan period (such that
there is a rolling ‘five year housing land supply’). Higher growth at Haddenham is also
supported on the basis of its location in the south of the District, close to where unmet needs
arise from.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow. WHA001 would clearly relate more closely to MK
than to the wider Aylesbury Vale District, and as such potentially performs well in that it
would involve new housing to meet needs arising from MK. MK has a very large number of
committed sites (19,725 as at March 2016, according to the recently published ‘Plan MK’
consultation document); however, additional land supply might nonetheless be welcomed as
it will generate housing to meet the needs arising in the Milton Keynes HMA .
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. Halton Camp is supported in that it is located at the
District’s southern extent, which is the direction from which unmet needs arise, and also on
the basis that without its allocation Wendover would see low housing growth over the plan
period, potentially leading to some very localised unmet housing needs (unquantified);
however, there is an inherent deliverability question-mark regarding Halton Camp. There is
a need to wait for the RAF to vacate the site, and it could also be a complex site to
redevelop.
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 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). These sites are unconstrained
greenfield locations, and hence are likely to be ‘deliverable’. There c ould be some issues
around local market saturation, given the high level of completions/commitments at Aston
Clinton; however, there is no certainty on this point. Again it is the case that Aston Clinton’s
location in the south of the District is seen as a ‘plus’, given unmet needs.
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton.
 Option 6 - 9 - would involve a particular concentration of growth, which potentially gives rise
to deliverability concerns, i.e. a risk that if the site is delayed there would be a significant
Discussion impact to the District’s housing trajectory / five year housing land supply position. With
regards to location, the main point to note is that Haddenham (Options 7 and 8) benefits
from being located in the south of the District, from which direction unmet needs arise.
In conclusion, an overriding consideration relates to the extent of the contingency / buffer that
is put in place, with other considerations relating to the need to weight growth towards the
south of the District, and the need to allocate a mix of sites, including sites able to deliver early
in the plan period. On this basis, Options 1 and 5 perform well. The options involving a
concentration of growth perform least well, on the basis of deliverability concerns.
With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that all alternatives would result in
significant positive effects, as the Local Plan would provide for the District’s OAHN figure,
agreed unmet needs and a contingency.
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Protect, enhance and manage the character and appearance of the landscape and townscape,
maintaining and strengthening distinctiveness and its special qualities
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK
in-line
edge;
edge;
with NPs bring in
bring in
Halton
Aston
Camp
Clinton

2

Significant
effects?

2

3
No

2

Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
of
of
of
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp &
Aston
Clinton

3

4
Uncertain

No

Landscape was a major consideration (i.e. constraint) taken into account by the Council when
developing reasonable alternatives (see discussion in Chapter 6, above), recognising that
there is a particular need to avoid greenfield development within the AONB; which extends into
the southeast of the District) within areas of land that contribute to the setting of the AONB, and
within locally designated landscapes (AALs and LLAs).
The relative merits of the alternatives are as follows  Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). These are all sensitive urban edge locations; however, the recent Landscape
Study has shown all of the sites to have capacity. There is little potential to differentiate
between them.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow. The Landscape Study concludes the following on
WHA001: “Potential to develop 35% of the site as residential development, to the north of
Shenley Rd, east of Bottle House Farm and against the eastern edge of Milton Keynes.
Existing block s of woodland along north, south and east boundaries could be extended to
enclose development and minimise its effect on surrounding landscape. Topography of
Discussion remaining site exposes it to surrounding landscape mak ing it less suitable to develop.”
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. This is an inherently sensitive site, given the adjac ent
AONB, in the form of the Chiltern’s scarp slope; however, the scarp slope is heavily wooded
in this area, and so views into the site are minimised. The site is also currently ‘washed over’
by the Metropolitan Green Belt; however, the Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment
(2016) concluded that the extent of built development means that its contribution to Green
Belt purposes is limited.
 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes). These sites, to the north of the
village, are relatively unconstrained, with the Landscape Study preferring AST024, stating:
“Potential to develop 80% of the site. There are limited sensitivities associated with the site,
with potential to develop most of the site without significant impact. However, this would alter
the scale and character of the settlement, particularly when viewed on approach from the
north and west.”
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton. There is little reason to suggest that there could
be a cumulative impact on the setting of the AONB, from development of both locations.
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 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitted
1,855 home scheme) would be supported. The Landscape Study finds this site to be
constrained, concluding that the southern half of the site is unsuitable “due to extent of
exposure and isolation from settlement, which would be difficult to mitigate.”
 Option 7 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement West of Haddenham. The landscape analysis presented as Appendix A to
the Aylesbury Vale New Settlement Scoping Study (2016) concluded ‘high potential’,
identifying “few landscape constraints” (N.B. the precise location was uncertain).
 Option 8 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement East of Haddenham. The landscape analysis presented as Appendix A to
the Aylesbury Vale New Settlement Scoping Study (2016) concluded ‘high potential’, stating:
“Few landscape constraints and would need to avoid the more sensitive ridgeline/AAL to the
north. Also potential impact on setting on the Chilterns AONB to the south, albeit this is
approximately 5k m away. Tree planting is characteristic could be used to integrate
development and reinforce landscape structure. Small scale woodland blocks could also aid
Discussion landscape integration, especially in long distance views from the AONB.”
 Option 9 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement North of Winslow. The landscape analysis presented as Appendix A to the
Aylesbury Vale New Settlement Scoping Study (2016) concluded ‘high potential’, stating:
“Generally poor condition due to a large part of the area being a disused airfield where the
ground has been levelled and the field pattern removed. Opportunities to improve landscape
structure as part of any new development.”
In conclusion, Options 7-9 perform best, as they would involve a concentration of growth at a
new settlement. All of the new settlement options have been identified as relatively
unconstrained in landscape terms. Options 2 and 5 perform less well, given the sensitivities
associated with Halton Camp, and Option 6 performs least well, given the findings of the
Landscape Study in relation to a large (3,000 home) scheme at Salden Chase (extending the
recently permitted 1,855 home scheme).
With regard to effect significance, it is appropriate to flag ‘uncertain’ significant negative
effects for Option 6, recognising that there would be the potential to minimise landscape
impacts, through reducing the scale of the scheme and designing in landscaping etc.
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Protect and conserve natural resources
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs bring in
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

2

Significant
effects?

2

2

2

2

2

2

Yes
A significant consideration is to take into account the economic and other benefits of ‘best and
most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, which the NPPF defines as that which is classified as
either grade 1, grade 2 or grade 3a, according to the national agricultural land classification.
The ‘Agricultural Land Classification Provisional (England)’ dataset, available at magic.gov.uk,
shows the majority of agricultural land in the borough to be either ‘grade 3’ or ‘grade 4’, with
some notable patches of higher quality ‘grade 2’ land in the south of the District. However, this
data-set is of a very low resolution (e.g. some large villages are not even recognised as ‘urban’
on the map), and hence is not suitable for differentiating sites. Also, the dataset does not
distinguish between ‘grade 3a’ and ‘grade 3b’.
The most reliable dataset is the ‘Post 1988 Agricultural Land Classification (England) dataset,
also available at magic.gov.uk, which is suitable for differentiating site options at the boroughscale, and does distinguish between grade 3a and grade 3. However, because surveying land
using the ‘post 1988’ criteria involves fieldwork, the data is very patchy. Within Aylesbury Vale
District, whilst much of the land surrounding Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow
has been surveyed, elsewhere surveyed land is very limited.

Taking account of both the low resolution national (‘provisional’) dataset, as well as the patchy
Discussion higher resolution/accuracy dataset, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows  Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). It seems that development at most of these sites would result in the loss of
BMV agricultural land – Buckingham - both sites comprise mostly grade 3a agricultural land, with some grade 2
associated at least with the BUC046 to the south of the A421.
– Haddenham - land to the north of Haddenham comprises a mixture of grade 2 and grade
3a agricultural land.
– Winslow - land to the north of Winslow is partly grade 2 agricultural land.
– WHA001 at the MK edge comprises grade 3b (i.e. non-BMV) agricultural land.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow.
 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. This is a brownfield site, and hence is supported, from an
agricultural land (and wider ‘natural resources’) perspective.
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 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes ). Land to the north of Aston
Clinton has not been surveyed, nor has adjacent land, and so there is a need to rely on the
low resolution national dataset, which indicates ‘grade 3’ agricultural land.
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton.
 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes) would be supported. This site has
mostly been surveyed, with the available surveying work finding grade 3b (i.e. non-BMV)
agricultural land.
 Option 7 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement West of Haddenham. The low resolution national dataset indicates ‘grade 3’
agricultural land; however, adjacent land has been surveyed in detail, using the ‘post 1988
criteria’ and been found to comprise grade 2 and grade 3a agricultural land (with some grade
Discussion 3b).
 Option 8 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement East of Haddenham. The land has not been surveyed, and so there is a
need to rely on the low resolution national dataset, which is inconclusive showing grades 2 to
4 agricultural land in the vicinity.
 Option 9 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement North of Winslow. The low resolution national dataset indicates ‘grade 3’
agricultural land; however, a significant area of land to the north of Winslow has been
surveyed in detail, using the ‘post 1988 criteria’ and been found to comprise grade 2 land.
In conclusion, Options 2 and 6 perform well, as development would be concentrated at sites
that have been surveyed (or mostly surveyed) in detail, and found to comprise grade 3b - nonbest and most versatile - agricultural land.
With regard to effect significance, all options would result in significant loss of best and most
versatile agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects, although all options would
seek to maximise brownfield development.
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Reduce air, soil and water pollution
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

2

Significant Uncertain
effects?

Discussion

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

2
No

2

2

Uncertain

2
No

The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial
strategy. In particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at
Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential
to generate capacity through upgrade works. Breach of capacity at a WwTW can result in
significant pollution to the water environment.
In respect of WwTW capacity, a recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded that capacity at
Buckingham could be a constraint to growth. There is likely to be good potential to deliver
capacity upgrades as necessary, ahead of housing growth; however, this is uncertain at the
current time, and so it is appropriate to highlight Options 1, 3, 4 and 5 as performing poorly,
and also to highlight the potential for ‘uncertain’ negative effects.
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Increase the proportion of travel by sustainable modes, reduce the need to travel and improve the
efficiency of transport networks
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
All
HELAA
suitable

Rank

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

3

Significant
effects?

3

2

3

Yes
Traffic is a key issue locally, both on strategic and local roads (where a range of ‘hotspots’
have been identified); hence growth options must be scrutinised in terms of the potential to
support modal shift (i.e. walking cycling and use of public transport, rather than reliance on the
private car), minimise worsened traffic along key routes and at key junctions and deliver
required upgrades to transport infrastructure.
 Option 1 - would involve high growth around the edge of Buckingham, Haddenham and
Winslow, as per Options 3, 4 and 5, and also the ‘middle growth option’ at the MK edge (as
per Option 2). High growth at Buckingham and the MK edge potentially gives rise to some
concerns, as the A421 is understood to be a particular traffic hotspot within the District, and
traffic congestion on the A418 is also a constraint to growth at Haddenham . There is the
possibility of future upgrades to roads (including potentially dualling of the A421 between
Buckingham and Milton Keynes, as part of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway scheme);
however, this is not certain.
 Option 2 - would involve WHA001, as per Option 1, but would involve low growth options at
Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow. It is preferable, from a ‘traffic’ perspective.

Discussion

 Option 3 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for Halton
Camp, to the east of Wendover. There are understood to be some existing issues in
Wendover, focused on the B4009 and its junctions with the A413; however, a proportion of
trips might be northwards, towards the A41 / away from Wendover. Also, it is important to
bear in mind that there are existing car movements from Halton Camp. Another possible
concern, relating to the Halton Camp site, is the attractiveness of ‘rat running’ through Halton
(a small village), in order to reach Aylesbury. Finally, it is noted Halton Camp is beyond easy
walking distance of the centre of Wendover (and there is a hill to contend with); however, the
proposal is to deliver a new local centre and secondary school as part of the development,
which will help to ‘internalise’ some trips.
 Option 4 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Aston Clinton (AST001 or AST024; 750 homes. Aston Clinton is a lower order
settlement, and hence inherently less suited to receiving growth, from a transport
perspective. It is also noted that there could be some localised traffic impacts, recognising
the potential for a 750 home scheme to impact in combination with other committed schemes
(completions and commitments at Aston Clinton total 627 homes).
 Option 5 - is as per Option 1, except that WHA001 at the MK edge is swapped for higher
growth at Halton Camp and Aston Clinton. There is little reason to suggest that there could
be a cumulative traffic impact as a result of growth at these two locations.

SA REPORT: APPENDICES

154

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

 Option 6 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, except at the MK edge, where a
large site at Salden Chase to the south (3,000 homes, extending the recently permitted
1,855 home scheme) would be supported. As discussed above, high growth along the A421
corridor gives rise to traffic concerns, ahead of a decision on a preferred route for the Oxford
to Cambridge Expressway.
 Option 7 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement West of Haddenham. The scheme would be well linked to the centre of
Haddenham, and Haddenham and Thame Parkway train station.
 Option 8 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
new settlement East of Haddenham. There would be limited potential to walk or cycle to
Haddenham, and increased traffic along minor roads would be a concern. Worsened traffic
congestion at known ‘traffic hotspot’ junctions along the A418, in the direction of Aylesbury,
would also be a concern.
 Option 9 - would involve minimal growth at all locations, with growth instead directed to a
Discussion new settlement North of Winslow. Winslow is currently relatively isolated; however, a new
station is set to be delivered on the East West Rail line, and there is the possibility of
significant road infrastructure enhancements as part of the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway.
In conclusion, there is evidence to suggest that options involving high growth along the A421
corridor - namely Options 1 and 6 - could result in problematic traffic congestion, ahead of
upgrades to the road. It is also considered that Winslow performs better than Haddenham as a
location for a new settlement, and that the worst performing new settlement option is the option
of a stand-alone new settlement to the east of Haddenham. Through the 2016 Draft VALP
consultation both Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire County Councils stated their preference
for Winslow, as a location for a new settlement, given transport concerns associated with a
new settlement at Haddenham.
With regard to effect significance, the overriding consideration is that all options will involve
delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town ambitions, many of which relate to transport infrastructure
upgrades. As such, whilst all options will result in mixed effects, and there are a range of risks
and uncertainties, it is appropriate to conclude significant positive effects overall, for all options.

Reduce waste generation and disposal, and achieve the sustainable management of waste
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9

Rank

All
HELAA
suitable

Reduce
in-line
with NPs

=

=

Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in
bring in
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

Significant
effects?

No

Discussion

This objective is not applicable to the current appraisal. It should be possible to manage
waste sustainably under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.
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Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings
Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All
HELAA
suitable

Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
in-line
edge;
edge;
edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
with NPs
except except W except E except N
bring in
bring in bring in MK edge
of
of
of
Halton
Aston
Halton
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
Camp
Clinton Camp &
Aston
Clinton

Biodiversity

3

2

3

3

3

Climate
change
mitigation

2

2

2

2

2

Climate
change
adaptation

=

=

=

=

=

Community

4

4

3

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

5

3

2

2

3

2

3

Economy

Heritage

4

Housing

2

Natural
resources

2

2

2

2

Pollution

2

2

2

2

Transport

3

Waste

=
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2
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4
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2
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3
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Landscape

=

2

4
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=
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Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All
Reduce Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
HELAA
in-line
in-line edge and edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
suitable with NPs; with NPs; reduce at bring in
except except W except E except N
bring
in
Buck’ham
Halton
MK
edge
of
of
of
bring in
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
W’dlands Halton ; bring in Camp &
Camp W’dlands
Aston
& H’
Clinton
Camp

Conclusion
All options are associated with pros and cons (as is to be expected). Options involving a concentration of
growth, and in particular options involving a new settlement, are notable for performing best in terms of a
several sustainability topics; however, the appraisal also serves to indicate draw-backs.
 Biodiversity - Options involving a concentration of growth perform well, in particular the new settlement
options, as proposed locations are relatively unconstrained.
 Climate change mitigation - Options 6 to 9 perform best, as they would involve the greatest
concentration of growth. Whilst there can be no certainty, in the absence of detailed proposals, it is fair
to assume that a 3,000 home scheme could enable combined heat and power generation, with a network
of piping to provide district heating.
 Climate change adaptation - In respect of flood risk, whilst it is not possible to differentiate the
alternatives, ‘uncertain significant negative effects’ have been ‘flagged’ for all alternatives, as all would
involve allocation of ‘Land north of A41’ (also known as ‘Woodlands’) at Aylesbury , which includes a
large area of land intersecting Flood Zones 2 and 3. There has been detailed work undertaken to
explore how flood risk can be avoided in practice; however, it remains the case that a preferable
approach, from a flood risk perspective, would be to leave the site in its current use.
 Communities - Option 6 to 9 have merit in that there is a clear opportunity for concentrated housing
growth to result in the delivery of new strategic community infrastructure. Options 3 to 5 also perform
well, in that there are specific growth related opportunities at Halton Camp (Wendover) and Aston Clinton
(albeit there are also arguments against allocation at Aston Clinton). With regards to effect significance,
all options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to
deliver employment land at the sites that are a constant across the alternatives.
 Economy - There could be some merit to the options that would focus growth at the MK edge, or involve
a new settlement adjoining either Haddenham or Winslow, in respect of delivering new employment land
and/or providing for a skilled workforce in proximity to employment centres. With regards to significance,
all options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to
contribute fully to the achievement of economic objectives at the Aylesbury Garden Town scale, and also
at the sub-regional (FEMA) scale.
 Heritage - Options 6 and 9 are best performing, as both would involve a focus of growth at locations that
are relatively unconstrained - Salden Chase and North of Winslow respectively - thereby negating the
need to ‘bring in’ more sensitive sites. The other two new settlement options are second best
performing, recognising that, whilst locations in question are potentially constrained, there will be good
potential to avoid/mitigate impacts.
 Housing - an overriding consideration relates to the extent of the contingency / buffer that is put in place,
with other considerations relating to the need to weight growth towards the south of the District, and the
need to allocate a mix of sites, including sites able to deliver early in the plan period. On this basis
Options 1 and 5 perform well. The options involving a concentration of growth perform least well, on the
basis of deliverability concerns. With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that all
alternatives would result in significant positive effects, as the Local Plan would provide for the District’s
OAHN figure, agreed unmet needs and a contingency.
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Rank of performance / categorisation of effects
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9
Topic

All
Reduce Reduce Nil at MK Nil at MK
Do
Do
Do
Do
HELAA
in-line
in-line edge and edge; minimum minimum minimum minimum
suitable with NPs; with NPs; reduce at bring in
except except W except E except N
of
of
of
bring in bring in Buck’ham Halton MK edge
Had’ham Had’ham Winslow
W’dlands Halton ; bring in Camp &
Camp W’dlands
Aston
& H’
Clinton
Camp

 Landscape - Options 7 to 9 perform best, as they would involve a concentration of growth at a new
settlement. All of the new settlement options have been identified as relatively unconstrained in
landscape terms. Options 2 and 5 perform less well, given the sensitivities associated with Halton
Camp, and Option 6 performs least well, given the findings of the Landscape Study in relation to a large
scheme at Salden Chase. With regard to significance, it is appropriate to flag ‘uncertain’ significant
negative effects for Option 6, recognising that there would be the potential to minimise landscape
impacts, through reducing the scale of the scheme and designing in landscaping etc.
 Natural resources - Options 2 and 6 perform well, as development would be concentrated at sites that
have been surveyed (or mostly surveyed) in detail, and found to comprise grade 3b - non-best and most
versatile (BMV) - agricultural land. With regard to effect significance, all options would result in
significant loss of BMV agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects.
 Pollution - The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial
strategy. In particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at Wastewater
Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential to generate capacity
through upgrade works. A recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded that capacity at Buckingham
could be a constraint to growth. There is likely to be good potential to deliver capacity upgrades as
necessary, ahead of housing growth; however, this is uncertain at the current time, and so it is
appropriate to highlight options involving higher growth at Buckingham as performing poorly.
 Transport - there is evidence to suggest that options involving high growth along the A421 corridor namely Options 1 and 6 - could result in problematic traffic congestion, ahead of upgrades to the road. It
is also considered that Winslow performs better than Haddenham as a location for a new settlement, and
that the worst performing new settlement option is the option of a stand-alone new settlement to the east
of Haddenham. With regard to effect significance, the overriding consideration is that all options will
involve delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town ambitions, many of which relate to transport infrastructure
upgrades. As such, whilst all options will result in mixed effects, and there are a range of risks and
uncertainties, it is appropriate to conclude significant positive effects overall, for all options.
 Waste - Waste management objectives are not applicable to the current appraisal. It should be possible
to manage waste sustainably under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.
The intention is for the Council and stakeholders to take these findings into account when considering how
best to ‘trade-off’ between competing objectives, and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option
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