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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 

Background 

The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) was submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities 
and Local Government, for examination by an appointed Planning Inspector, on 28th February 2018.  
Examination hearings sessions were held in July 2018. 

Following hearings the Inspector published Interim Findings on 29th August 2018, following which agreement 
was reached on the need for modifications to the submitted plan to cover a range of matters, most importantly 
the spatial strategy, in respect of which it was established that: 

A) the housing requirement for the Local Plan is 28,600 homes, which is an increase on the figure of 
27,400 within the submission plan;  

B) there is a need for the VALP to provide for a land supply in the region of 30,100, i.e. 5% higher than 
the requirement (as per the submission plan), as a ‘buffer’ to reflect uncertainty;  

C) the latest trajectory shows the submission strategy to support 28,985 homes during the plan period, 
leaving a shortfall of 1,117 homes to be provided for through main modifications in order to reach the 
30,100 homes target; and 

D) additional housing land supply – i.e. additional land allocated for housing through modifications to the 
submitted VALP - should be on the Milton Keynes edge; there is no need to allocate additional land for 
housing at Buckingham or at the villages. 

Work was subsequently undertaken to prepare proposed modifications, which are now published for 
consultation, with this SA Report Addendum published alongside. 

This SA Report Addendum 

The Local Plan is being developed alongside a process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA), a legally required 
process that aims to ensure that the significant effects of an emerging draft plan (and alternatives) are 
systematically considered and communicated.     

The aim of this SA Report Addendum is essentially to present information on the proposed modifications, and 
alternatives, with a view to informing the current consultation and subsequent plan finalisation. 

In order to achieve this aim, this SA Report Addendum sets out to answer three questions: 

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

- particularly in terms of the consideration given to reasonable alternatives.  

2) What are the SA findings at this stage? 

- i.e. in relation to proposed modifications. 

3) What happens next? 

Each of these questions is answered in turn below. 

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

This part of the report explains the process of establishing and appraising reasonable alternatives – specifically 
reasonable ‘spatial strategy’ alternatives – and feeding back findings to the Council, in order decision-making. 

The reasonable alternatives ultimately arrived at are presented in Table A, whilst summary alternatives 
appraisal findings are presented in Table B.  The Council’s response the appraisal / reasons for supporting the 
preferred option are not presented here for brevity, but can be seen within Section 7 of the main report. 
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With regards to appraisal methodology: Table B comprises 12 rows - one for each of the sustainability topics 
that make up the SA framework (see Table 3.1 within the main report).  Within each row the alternatives are 
categorised in terms of potential to result in ‘significant effects’ (using red / green) as appropriate (N.B. it is not 
always possible to conclude significant effects) and ranked in order of relative performance (with ‘ = ’ used to 
denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par, i.e. it is not possible to differentiate between them). 

Table A: The reasonable alternatives (2019) 

Additional site for allocation on the MK edge 

Number of additional homes 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Eaton Leys (67.5 ha) c.1,150   

Salden Chase Extension (76.5 ha)  c.1,150  

Shenley Park (99 ha)   c.1,150 

Table B: Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings (2019) 

Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Eaton Leys Salden Chase Extension Shenley Park 

Biodiversity 2 3 
 

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

3 2 
 

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

= = = 

Community 3 
 

2 

Economy = = = 

Heritage 
  

2 

Housing = = = 

Landscape 2 
  

Natural 
resources 

2 
  

Pollution  = = = 
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Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Eaton Leys Salden Chase Extension Shenley Park 

Transport 
 

3 2 

Waste  = = = 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, all alternatives have pros and cons; however, the appraisal has not been able to conclude the 
likelihood of any of the alternatives leading to ‘significant’ effects, either positive or negative. 

The appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as performing relatively well in respect of several objectives; 
however, it does not necessarily follow that this site is the most suitable or sustainable overall, as the various 
objectives are not assigned any weighting.  For example, the appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as 
performing relatively poorly in respect of heritage objectives, and the Council - as decision-makers - might 
assign particular weight to this matter.  Equally, Shenley Park is judged to perform less well than Salden 
Chase Extension in respect of ‘Communities’ objectives, due to uncertainties in respect of secondary school 
delivery, and the Council might assign particular weight to this. 

What are the SA findings at this stage? 

This part of the report presents an appraisal of the proposed modifications under each of the topic headings 
that comprise the SA ‘framework’ (see Table 3.1 of the main report).  Summary appraisal findings are 
presented below. 

Biodiversity 

The key issue is in respect of the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, which falls within a Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area (BOA) that extends across the cluster of ancient woodlands at the southwest extent of Milton 
Keynes and represents the remnants of a former royal hunting forest; however, a detailed ecology study has 
explored the potential for avoidance and mitigation of effects, and served to inform site selection and the 
drafting of site specific policy.  Also of note is the proposed supplementary detail added to Policy I1 (Green 
Infrastructure) and Policy NE1 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity).  In conclusion, significant negative effects 
are not predicted, in respect of biodiversity. 

Climate change adaptation 

The proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well, from a climate change adaptation 
perspective, in that it is not subject to fluvial flood risk, and subject to only modest surface water flood risk.  
However, revised Policy H6b could potentially result in some C2 development being directed to Flood Zone 2.  
On this basis, it is appropriate to flag the risk of the proposed modifications leading to negative effects in 
respect of climate change adaptation.   

Climate change mitigation 

The proposed modifications are not predicted to result in notable effects in respect of per capita emissions 
from the built environment (N.B. per capita transport-related emissions are a focus of discussion below, under 
‘transport’).  The new proposed strategic site at Shenley Park should be suited to achieving standards of 
sustainable design and construction over-and-above building regulations, but is unlikely to deliver low carbon 
infrastructure (e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated with a district heating network). 
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Communities 

The decision to deliver new housing in the north of the District through allocation of a single new strategic site 
is strongly supported, from a ‘communities’ perspective, as the scale of the scheme enables delivery of a range 
of community infrastructure, although there remains a degree of uncertainty in respect of secondary school 
delivery.  The proposed approach to allocating sites and broad areas to meet C2 housing needs is also 
supported, although there remains a question-mark regarding the suitability of existing employment areas as 
locations for C2 accommodation.  Overall, the proposed modifications are predicted to lead to positive effects 
in respect of communities objectives, although there is a degree of uncertainty. 

Economy  

There are potentially minor positive implications associated with the proposal to allocate a new strategic 
housing site at a location that falls within the Oxford to Cambridge growth corridor, and there are also minor 
positive implications associated with the redrafting of Policy E5 and Policy E6.  In conclusion, the proposed 
modifications are predicted to lead to minor positive effects in respect of economy related objectives. 

Heritage 

The proposed allocation of a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in respect of 
heritage objectives; however, robust site-specific policy is proposed, which should serve to ensure that effects 
are appropriately avoided/mitigated.  Another important proposed modification relates to the addition of 
heritage focused site-specific policy requirements in respect of the RAF Halton allocation.  On balance, the 
proposed modifications are not predicted to lead to negative effects in respect of heritage objectives.  

Housing 

The proposed modifications are predicted to result in positive effects.  The proposal is to allocate additional 
land in order to ensure that established housing needs (28,600 homes over the plan period) are met in full.  
Furthermore, the proposed approach to allocating sites and broad areas to meet C2 housing needs is strongly 
supported.  The proposed change to Policy D5 (Housing at other settlements; formerly D4) is also of note. 

Landscape 

The proposed allocation of a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in respect of 
landscape objectives.  Site specific policy is proposed in order to address this matter, and further detailed 
matters will be addressed through a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) ahead of any planning 
application, although it is recommended that VALP policy might be further strengthened.   

There is also potentially a more limited degree of landscape sensitivity associated with WIN020 at Winslow, 
which is proposed for C2 accommodation uses through proposed modifications to Policy H6.  This is a 
Neighbourhood Plan allocation for employment uses; however, the scheme is unimplemented and the 
Neighbourhood Plan is set for review.   

On balance, it is appropriate to flag the risk of minor negative effects in respect of landscape objectives. 

Natural resources 

The proposed modifications give rise to mixed effects on the basis that, whilst the new proposed allocation 
at Shenley Park will avoid loss of ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, the (much smaller) new 
proposed allocation of WIN020 does comprise BMV land.  This site is an existing allocation within the Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan; however, it is unimplemented and the Neighbourhood Plan is set for review. 

Pollution 

The proposed modifications are supported on the basis that the new proposed allocation at Shenley Park is 
not predicted to result in increased traffic through an air quality management area (AQMA), nor lead to any 
problems in respect of Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) capacity.  On this basis, significant negative 
effects are not predicted. 
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Transport 

The proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well in the sense that it is located at the edge 
of Milton Keynes, which is a major employment location.  The site also has good potential to gain access from 
the major road network, and there is moderately good potential to support modal shift away from reliance on 
the private car and towards walking, cycling and use of public transport.  Also, deletion of BUC051 is also 
supported, given traffic in Buckingham town centre.  On this basis, the proposed modifications are predicted 
to result in positive effects. 

Waste 

The proposed modifications do not lead to any significant implications in respect of waste objectives.  

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

The appraisal predicts positive effects in respect of: communities, economy, housing and transport objectives; 
however, the appraisal predicts negative effects in respect of: climate change adaptation (flood risk), landscape 
and natural resources objectives. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

The SA Report concluded as follows, in respect of the Proposed Submission Plan: 

“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.     

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. 

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). 

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…” 

This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications. 

What happens next? 

Subsequent to the current modifications consultation the Inspector will consider all representations received, 
before then considering whether or not there is a need for further examination hearing sessions.  In due course, 
the Inspector will then prepare a report on the soundness of the Local Plan.   

Once the Inspector is able to find the plan ‘sound’, it will then be adopted by the Council.  At the time of adoption 
an ‘SA Statement’ will be published that explains the process of plan-making / SA in full and presents 
‘measures decided concerning monitoring’. 

Finally, with regards to monitoring plan implementation, the submitted SA Report (2018), suggested the need 
to consider an increased focus on 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.  These recommendations broadly hold-true in light of the proposed modifications, e.g. there will 
be merit to closely monitoring low carbon measures at the new proposed Shenley Park strategic allocation. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background  

1.1.1 The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) was submitted to the Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government, for examination by an appointed Planning Inspector, on 
28th February 2018.  Examination hearings sessions were held in July 2018. 

1.1.2 Following hearings the Inspector published Interim Findings on 29th August 2018, which 
concluded as follows: 

“At the end of the hearing sessions, I offered the opinion that VALP is capable of being made 
sound.  That remains my opinion…  These interim findings, together with matters agreed 
following my questions prior to the hearing sessions are intended to help the Council work 
towards producing a series of main modifications to the plan…  I would be pleased to work with 
the Council to help draft an agreed set of modifications before they are subject to SA and HRA 
(as far as necessary) and then published for consultation.” 

1.1.3 The Council responded to the Inspector on 7th September 2018, before the Inspector then 
published a discussion document (titled ‘Acting on Interim Findings’) on 2nd December 2018, 
which concluded as follows: 

“My Interim Findings led the Council to respond in relation to four matters.  In this discussion 
document I have sought to provide clarity in relation to my findings on OAN and the housing 
requirement.  These result in a need for the Council to do some work in the preparation of 
modifications.  I have also sought to clarify my Interim Findings in relation to Leighton-Linslade.  
These do not require any modification to be put forward but simply an affirmation of the Council’s 
intentions subsequent to the further work on the OAN and any consequential housing allocations 
which may arise from that.  I have also sought to clarify my Interim Findings in relation to the 
CaMKOx arc and the need for a review of the plan and of the timetable for that work.” 

1.1.4 The Council then responded on 21st February 2019, addressing a number of matters, but most 
notably:  

A) suggesting that the housing requirement for the Local Plan should be 28,600 homes, which 
is an increase on the figure of 27,400 within the submission plan, but less than the figure of 
31,500 suggested by the Inspector in his Interim Findings;  

B) suggesting that there is a need to provide for a land supply in the region of 30,100, i.e. 5% 
higher than the requirement, as a ‘buffer’ to reflect uncertainty, as per the submission plan;  

C) identifying that the latest trajectory shows the submission strategy to support 29,589 homes 
during the plan period (based on the latest monitoring data on completions), leaving a shortfall 
of ~500 homes to be provided for through main modifications in order to reach 30,100 homes;  

D) agreeing with the Inspector that there is a need to redress the perceived imbalance 
between proposed development in the north and south of the district by increasing allocations 
in close proximity to Milton Keynes; and  

E) stating in relation to villages that: “Given that the required increase in housing numbers only 
equates to 500 homes and this can be met through allocations in close proximity to Milton 
Keynes, it seems clear that there is no need to allocate additional land for housing in the 
villages…” 

1.1.5 The Inspector then responded on 4th March, broadly agreeing in respect of the above points. 

N.B. correspondence is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/examination-updates  
  

https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/examination-updates
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1.1.6 Work to inform the selection of one or more additional sites for allocation was subsequently 
undertaken, alongside additional targeted work to inform the preparation of proposed main 
modifications (henceforth proposed modifications),1 which are published for consultation at the 
current time. 

1.2 This SA Report Addendum 

1.2.1 The Local Plan is being developed alongside a process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA), a 
legally required process that aims to ensure that the significant effects of an emerging draft plan 
(and alternatives) are systematically considered and communicated.  It is a requirement that SA 
is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the Environmental Assessment of Plans 
and Programmes Regulations (the ‘SEA Regulations’) 2004.   

1.2.2 The aim of this SA Report Addendum is essentially to present information on the proposed 
modifications, and reasonable alternatives, with a view to informing the current consultation and 
subsequent plan finalisation. 

Structure of this report 

1.2.3 In order to achieve this aim, this SA Report Addendum sets out to answer three questions: 

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

– particularly in terms of the consideration given to reasonable alternatives.  

1. What are the SA findings at this stage? 

– i.e. in relation to proposed modifications. 

2. What happens next? 

N.B. This report is known as an SA Report ‘Addendum’ on the basis that it is an Addendum to 
the SA Report published in 2017 / submitted in 2018.  The focus of this report is proposed 
modifications, as opposed to the plan as a whole (the remit of the SA Report).2 

  

                                                      
1 As well as proposed main modifications, the Council has also prepared a list of proposed additional modifications; however, proposed 
additional modifications need not be a focus of SA, as by their very nature they are minor edits (e.g. correcting typos) and hence do not 
lead to the potential for significant effects. 
2 Whilst the focus of this report is on proposed modifications (and alternatives), there is a need to bear in mind that the proposed 
modifications will (if taken forward) be implemented alongside the rest of the Local Plan, i.e. those parts of the plan not set to be modified.  
For this reason, explicit consideration is also given to the effects of the Local Plan as modified (i.e. the cumulative effects of the proposed 
modifications and the rest of the Local Plan as submitted). 
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2 WHAT IS THE PLAN SEEKING TO ACHIEVE? 

2.1.1 The aim here is to provide a brief introduction to VALP (albeit mindful that the focus of this report 
is proposed modifications, and alternatives, as discussed above). 

2.2 VALP objectives 

2.2.1 The broad aim of VALP is to 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.  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 communities 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 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 then be located at 
Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow, Wendover and the north east of Aylesbury Vale adjacent 
to Milton Keynes 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 villages (see Figure 2.1) 
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. 

2.3 What is VALP not seeking to achieve? 

2.3.1 It is important to emphasise that the plan will be strategic in nature.  Even the allocation of sites 
/ establishment of site-specific policy through VALP 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 VALP is reflected in the scope of the SA. 
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3 WHAT’S THE SCOPE OF THE SA? 

3.1.1 The scope of SA work is introduced in detail within the SA Report (2017).  Essentially, the scope 
is reflected in a list of sustainability objectives, and associated issues, which collectively provide 
a methodological ‘framework’ for appraisal - see Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: The SA framework 

Sustainability objective Sustainability issues 

1. Protect, enhance and manage biodiversity and 
geodiversity 

• Internally and nationally designated sites  

• Locally designated sites 

• Biodiversity at the landscape scale 

2. Minimise the district's contribution to climate 
change (‘mitigation’) 

• Emissions from transport 

• Emissions from the built environment 

3. Plan for the anticipated levels of climate change 
(‘adaptation’) 

• Increased flood risk 

• Water resources 

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

• Community, health, sport and leisure facilities 

• Open space and green infrastructure 

• Needs of the ageing population 

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

• Employment land to meet the varying needs of 
businesses. 

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

• Designated assets/areas and their settings 

• Non-designated assets/areas and their settings 

7. Provide affordable and good quality housing for all. • Objectively assessed housing needs 

• Mix of types and tenures 

• Specialist housing needs 

8. Protect, enhance and manage the character and 
appearance of the landscape and townscape, 
maintaining and strengthening distinctiveness and 
its special qualities 

• Chilterns AONB  

• Locally important landscapes  

• Character of the wider countryside 

• 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. 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 

• Traffic congestion hotspots 

• Infrastructure upgrades 

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

• Local and strategic facilities for waste separation, 
recycling and recovery. 
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4 INTRODUCTION (TO PART 1) 

4.1.1 The Local Plan-making / SA process has been ongoing for several years, as explained within 
Part 1 of the SA Report (2018), and summarised in Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1: Overview of the VALP plan-making / SA process 

 

4.1.2 At the current time, rather than recap the whole story, there is a need to explain the work 
undertaken in 2019, subsequent to examination hearings and written correspondence with the 
Inspector, which led to the development of proposed modifications. 

4.1.3 Specifically, in-line with regulatory requirements, there is a need to explain how work was 
undertaken to develop and then appraise reasonable alternatives, and how the Council then 
took into account alternatives appraisal findings when determining a preferred approach. 

Reasonable alternatives in relation to what? 

4.1.4 There is a need to revisit quite a wide range of VALP elements through proposed modifications; 
however, it does not follow that there is a need to formally give consideration to reasonable 
alternatives (RAs) ahead of each and every decision on a proposed modification.  Rather, there 
is a need to explore RAs where there is a choice between alternative policy approaches that 
represent genuinely different strategies, and where there is the likelihood of being able to 
differentiate the RAs in terms of ‘significant effects’.   

4.1.5 Work to explore RAs ahead of preparing the VALP for publication and submission, as reported 
in the SA Report (2018), focused exclusively on the ‘spatial strategy’, i.e. the approach taken to 
the allocation of sites to meet objectively assessed development needs (primarily housing).  
There is no reason to suggest that this approach was in any way unreasonable, with the 
Inspector stating within his Interim Findings (August 2018) that: “I consider that the Sustainability 
Appraisal has been adequate so far…”  As such, in early 2019 it was recognised that a focus 
on spatial strategy alternatives was once again justified.   

4.1.6 In addition, in early 2019, the Council and AECOM recognised that there was a need to maintain 
a ‘watching brief’ in respect of formally exploring reasonable alternatives in relation to other 
matters due to be a focus of proposed modifications.  However, ultimately no matter(s) stood 
out to the Council and AECOM as giving rise to a strategic choice / the potential to differentiate 
alternatives in terms of significant effects.   

4.1.7 One area where consideration was given to the possibility of formally exploring reasonable 
alternatives was the matter of allocating sites for older persons housing (i.e. C2 planning use 
class); however, on balance it was determined that this was not warranted - see Box 4.1. 
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Box 4.1: Selecting sites to allocate for older persons housing (C2 use class) 

There are a range of different categories of older persons housing; however, at the current time there is a 

need for additional VALP allocations to deliver the “extra care, enhanced sheltered and dementia” 

categories.  Specifically, there is a need for allocations to provide for 1,930 units over the plan period.   

Development for older persons C2 accommodation does not require large sites, because such 

developments are usually multi-storey with limited parking and only communal open space.  However, they 

need to be accessible by public transport to a good range of facilities and the Council should aim to distribute 

C2 development across the District.  The provision of older persons C2 accommodation also has an 

employment element, and so may be a good alternative use for employment land.  Finally, there is a need 

to consider factors common to any development proposal, including in respect of neighbouring uses, access, 

infrastructure, ground conditions, flood risk, hazardous risks, pollution and contamination, landscape 

sensitivity, nature and heritage conservation and availability / viability / deliverability. 

On the basis of these key site selection considerations the Council implemented a site selection process to 

identify suitable locations from a shortlist of sites comprising: A) those judged to be ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ 

by the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA); and B) additional sites previously 

promoted and/or that have been in the development management process.  The Council’s process is 

explained in two documents that have been submitted to the VALP examination, namely ED 212A & 

ED212B.  An important step in the process (albeit only one step) involved application of the following 

accessibility criteria: 

 

This site selection process was reviewed and determined to have suitably integrated sustainability 

considerations, including the list of SA objectives set out in Table 3.1, above.   

As such, a separate process of assessing the site options against sustainability criteria was not warranted.  

The preferred approach is however a focus of appraisal within Part 2 of this report.  

  



 SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

 

SA REPORT ADDENDUM 

PART 1: PLAN-MAKING / SA UP TO THIS POINT 
13 

 

Structure of this Part of the report 

4.1.8 This part of the report is structured as follows:  

Chapter 5 - explains the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with 

Chapter 6 - presents an appraisal of the reasonable alternatives 

Chapter 7 - explains reasons for selecting the preferred option 

Who’s responsibility? 

4.1.9 It is important to be clear that: 

• Selecting reasonable alternatives - is the responsibility of the plan-maker (AVDC), with 
AECOM acting in an advisory capacity. 

• Appraising the reasonable alternatives - is the responsibility of AECOM. 

• Selecting the preferred option - is the responsibility of the plan-maker (AVDC). 

5 SELECTING REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The aim here is to explain the work undertaken in early 2019 to establish reasonable spatial 
strategy alternatives.  This is explained as a broadly three step process: 

1) Explore strategic (‘top-down’) issues / options, with a focus on the Inspector’s guidance. 

2) Explore detailed (‘bottom-up’) options, e.g. sites in contention for allocation. 

3) Establish RAs on the basis of (1) and (2) and on the basis of pragmatic rules.  

5.1.2 The process is further explained in Figure 5.1. 

5.2 High-level issues / options 

5.2.1 On the basis of correspondence between the Inspector and the Council, which culminated in 
the Inspector’s letter of 4th March, the understanding is that:  

A) the housing requirement for the Local Plan is 28,600 homes, which is an increase on the 
figure of 27,400 within the submission plan;  

B) there is a need to provide for a land supply in the region of 30,100, i.e. 5% higher than the 
requirement (as per the submission plan), as a ‘buffer’ to reflect uncertainty;  

C) the latest trajectory shows the submission strategy to support 28,985 homes during the plan 
period (see Box 5.1), leaving a shortfall of 1,117 homes to be provided for through main 
modifications in order to reach the 30,100 homes target; and 

D) additional supply should be on the MK edge; there is no need to allocate additional land for 
housing at Buckingham (see Box 5.2) or at the villages. 
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Box 5.1: The supply trajectory supported by the submission plan 

There is a need to update the supply trajectory supported by the submission plan in two respects.   

Changes to projected completions at certain sites 

Firstly, there is a need to update the trajectory to reflect changes to projected completions from deliverable 

sites in the trajectory.  Some are corrections to capacity, e.g. where demolitions were not factored into the 

net capacity, and some are where the Council’s continued review of sites has led to a revised capacity.  This 

has come about either through discussions with the Inspector, such as at STO008, or through updated 

understanding attained through the planning application process. 

Deletion of BUC051 at Buckingham 

Secondly, there is a need to update the supply trajectory to reflect deletion of one of the proposed 

allocations, namely BUC051 at Buckingham (located to the west of the town, south of the A422), which was 

proposed for 300 homes.  The allocation of BUC051 derived from the Buckingham Neighbourhood 

Development Plan (BNDP, 2015), which allocated BUC051 (shown as site ‘M’) as a reserve site, i.e. a site 

supported only under a scenario whereby delivery problems at one or more of the other allocated sites leads 

to a situation whereby the town cannot deliver its housing target.  The latest situation is that the housing 

target is set to be met - on the assumption that two sites with a total combined capacity of 500 homes deliver 

at least 80 homes by 2025 - and so there is little prospect of the site coming forward under the BNDP.3   

There are also transport infrastructure issues associated with the site.  Debate at the Examination (17 July 

2018 Day 5 Agenda Session 25) considered the dependency of the BUC051 site on delivery of a Western 

Relief Road between the A421 Buckingham Bypass & the A422 Brackley Road to relieve traffic impact on 

Buckingham Town Centre.  The Inspector in his interim findings (para 49) then stated: “during a hearing 

session it became apparent that BUC051 is dependent on a road proposal contained within the Buckingham 

Transport Strategy but nowhere mentioned in VALP”.  The Councils (AVDC & BCC as the highways 

authority) subsequently commissioned further detailed modelling work to fully understand the traffic impacts 

on Buckingham town centre.  That work is now complete and concludes that:4 

“In relation to Buckingham, our view is that the detailed town centre modelling shows that BUC051 would 

have an unacceptable impact on the town centre, even if the development was phased.  The only mitigation 

to congestion in the town centre that we have been able to identify is the Western Relief Road, as set out in 

the Buckingham Transport Strategy.  However, it has been acknowledged that the scale of the proposed 

BUC051 allocation would be insufficient to provide funding for this mitigation measure.  One option would 

be to increase the size of the allocation in order that the development was able to deliver the relief road.  

However, this would lead to a much larger allocation at Buckingham resulting in further modelling work being 

required to assess the potential impact on the A421.  This suggestion does not take into account any site 

constraints such as flood risk.  The second option would be to delete the BUC051 site from the draft VALP”. 

  

                                                      
3 Specifically, the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan states: “The reserved allocated site will only be required if a Local Plan requires a 
higher number of dwellings for Buckingham or for reasons set out in 6.2.”  Paragraph 6.2 then states: “If one or more of the allocated sites, 
with a total of 80 outstanding units, is not brought forward before 2025 then the reserve site will be released for the shortfall amount.” 
4 Jacobs Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report 24 May 2019 
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Box 5.2: Ruling-out additional supply at Buckingham 

There has already been discussion (see para 1.1.4) of the need to redress the perceived imbalance between 

proposed development in the north and south of the District by increasing allocations in close proximity to 

Milton Keynes, and regarding the lack of any need to consider additional allocations at the villages.   

The final question relates to the possibility of allocating land for additional supply at Buckingham to reflect 

its location in the north of the District, and the decreased supply following deletion of BUC051 (see Box 5.1).   

A starting point is paragraphs 36 and 37 of the Inspector’s Interim Findings, which state:  

“Whilst accepting that the Buckingham and Winslow Neighbourhood Plans seek to make those towns 

much more self contained communities and recognising that all settlements must be allowed to grow to 

retain their vitality and viability, the contrast between the north of the district where the dominant settlement 

is not allowed to dominate the development strategy and the south of the district where the dominant 

settlement is encouraged to dominate the development strategy is startling. It is hard to escape the 

conclusion expressed by several representations that the spatial strategy in the north of the district would 

lead to increased lengths of commuting flows to and from Milton Keynes”.  

“This would be contrary to national policy expressed in paragraph 34 of the NPPF which advises that plans 

should ensure that developments which generate significant movement are located where the need to 

travel will be minimised.  It is therefore unsound.  A modification to the plan is required to redress the 

balance, by increasing allocations in close proximity to Milton Keynes.  For reasons summarised earlier, I 

reach the conclusion that insufficient land has been identified for housing and that additional allocations 

need to be made.  This inevitably means revisiting the decision which led to the spatial development 

strategy known as option 3 in the Sustainability Appraisal being selected for VALP and so gives rise to an 

opportunity to redress the balance of the chosen spatial development strategy in the north of the district”. 

The Inspector’s findings do not lend support for seeking to replace BUC051, and the Council’s broad view 

is that the quantum of growth directed to Buckingham, without BUC051, namely 2,009 homes in the plan 

period, is appropriate given the scale, function and character of the town.  However, it is nonetheless 

appropriate to give consideration to the omission sites that could feasibly replace BUC051 in Buckingham.   

The first port of call is BUC025, which is located to the south of the A421 (west of BUC046, which is an 

allocation), on the basis that it is the only omission site supported by the Council’s Housing and Economic 

Land Availability Assessment (HELAA, 2017).  Specifically, the HELAA identified the site as ‘part suitable’ 

and assigned a potential yield of 360 homes.   

BUC025 was considered through the SA process prior to submission.  Specifically, it featured in two of the 

six reasonable spatial strategy alternatives identified and appraised for Buckingham, as reported in the SA 

Report Technical Annex (2017; see page 33).  However, the appraisal identified the site as performing 

relatively poorly, and enabled a decision to be reached that the site should not progress to the district-wide 

reasonable spatial strategy alternatives (see pg.37 of the Technical Annex, and pg. 36 of the SA Report).  

In particular, there is a concern regarding severance caused by the A421. 

Another option at Buckingham would involve a southern extension to allocated site BUC046 despite this not 

being an option given consideration through either the HELAA or SA prior to submission.  However, there 

are constraints and transport concerns, noting the A421 severance issue and distance from the town centre.  

In conclusion, in light of strategic considerations (namely the need to rebalance the spatial strategy in the 

north of the District towards Milton Keynes) and site-specific considerations (in particular concerns regarding 

growth to the south of the A421 at Buckingham) the decision was taken (by the Council and AECOM) to 

rule-out additional supply at Buckingham, for the purposes of establishing reasonable spatial strategy 

alternatives.  The decision was also taken mindful that the made Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan is due 

for review, and that the Review will be able to consider allocating further sites for housing. 
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5.3 Site options 

Identifying site options in close proximity to Milton Keynes 

5.3.1 Site options can be thought of as the building blocks for establishing reasonable spatial strategy 
alternatives.  Site options are derived from the Council’s Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA), which identifies a number of sites on the MK edge.  Figure 
5.1 shows HELAA sites on the MK edge, which is the area that warrants a focus of attention, for 
the reasons discussed above, within Section 5.2.    

Figure 5.1: HELAA sites on the Milton Keynes edge 

 

5.3.2 The green-shaded site (SHM012) has planning permission, and so can be discounted from 
further consideration.  This leaves Shenley Park (WHA001) as the clear ‘stand out’ site, on the 
basis that the HELAA identifies it as being part suitable for housing.   

5.3.3 However, there is also a need to consider the possibility of allocating one or more sites identified 
by the HELAA as unsuitable.  Following discussions between the Council and AECOM, the 
conclusion was reached that the following sites should be explored further: 

• GRB002 (“Eaton Leys”; 67.5 ha) 

• WHA001 (“Shenley Park”; 99 ha)   

• MUR001, MUR002 and NLV020 (“Salden Chase Extension”; 187 ha) 

N.B. this same list of sites was a focus of SA work prior to submission, as reported in the SA 
Report (2017; see pg. 35) and SA Report Technical Annex (2017; see pg.21).   
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5.3.4 The next port of call might be the ‘NLV’ HELAA unsuitable sites in the vicinity of Newton 
Longville; however, there is limited opportunity for strategic expansion here, in particular given 
the need to maintain a landscape gap between Newton Longville and the MK edge, and hence 
more limited potential to deliver new and upgraded infrastructure alongside new housing.  These 
sites are sequentially less preferable to the sites discussed above. 

5.3.5 Remaining sites are: 

• The ‘SHM’ HELAA unsuitable sites in Stoke Hammond Parish – these sites would deliver only 
piecemeal urban extensions and, in any case, expansion here would not relate well to the MK 
settlement edge. 

• GRB003 – would only ever come forward subsequent to GRB002 to the north, and even at 
that point would not relate well to the MK settlement edge. 

• GRB004 - could not deliver a strategic urban extension on its own or in combination with any 
other site in Aylesbury Vale District (i.e. it does not relate well to GRB002); in practice this site 
relates closely to the much larger parcel of land to the north that falls within the administrative 
boundary of Milton Keynes. 

Refining site options 

5.3.6 The decision was taken to rule out sites MUR001 (22.6 ha) and MUR002 (20 ha), i.e. to take 
forward only NLV020 (76.5 ha) as a potential “Salden Chase Extension”.  This was considered 
to be a reasonable step on the basis that NLV020 adjoins NLV001 to the north, which is a 
submission VALP allocation, and in the knowledge that landscape sensitivity increases in a 
westwards direction, given elevated views across this land from the west.  Furthermore, neither 
MUR001 nor MUR002 is being actively promoted for development, and the combined housing 
capacity of the three sites would significantly exceed the target figure (1,117 homes). 

5.4 Establishing the reasonable alternatives 

5.4.1 On the basis of the strategic (‘top down’) factors discussed in Section 5.2 and the site-specific 
(‘bottom up’) factors discussed in Section 5.3, it was possible to identify three reasonable 
alternative approaches to providing for additional supply on the MK edge - see Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1: The reasonable alternatives (2019) 

Site 

Number of additional homes 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Eaton Leys (67.5 ha) c.1,150   

Salden Chase Extension (76.5 ha)  c.1,150  

Shenley Park (99 ha)   c.1,150 

N.B. it can be seen that the gross area of all sites (67.5 ha, 76.5 ha and 99 ha respectively) suggests the 
potential to deliver well in excess of the target figure, on the basis of a simple 35 dwellings per hectare (dph) 
assumption.  This matter is discussed further within the appraisal. 
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6 APPRAISING REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 Table 6.1 presents summary appraisal findings in relation to the reasonable alternatives 
introduced above.  Detailed appraisal findings are presented in Appendix I. 

6.1.2 With regards to appraisal methodology:  

The appraisal table comprises 12 rows - one for each of the sustainability topics that make up 
the SA framework (see Table 3.1).  Within each row the alternatives are categorised in terms of 
potential to result in ‘significant effects’ (using red / green) as appropriate (N.B. it is not always 
possible to conclude significant effects) and ranked in order of relative performance (with ‘ = ’ 
used to denote instances where the alternatives perform on a par, i.e. it is not possible to 
differentiate between them).5 

  

                                                      
5 Red shading is used to indicate significant negative effects, whilst green shading is used to indicate significant positive effects.  Every 
effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given uncertainty regarding how policy will be 
implemented in practice.  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 policy will be implemented 
‘on the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors will be.  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’.  It is also important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the 
criteria presented within Schedules I and II of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (SEA) Regulations [2004].  So, 
for example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and reversibility of effects.  Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. effects 
resulting from the development in combination with other on-going or planned activity).   
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Table 7.1: Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings 

Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Eaton Leys Salden Chase Extension Shenley Park 

Biodiversity 2 3 
 

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

3 2 
 

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

= = = 

Community 3 
 

2 

Economy = = = 

Heritage 
  

2 

Housing = = = 

Landscape 2 
  

Natural 
resources 

2 
  

Pollution  = = = 

Transport 
 

3 2 

Waste  = = = 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, all alternatives have pros and cons; however, the appraisal has not been able to conclude the 
likelihood of any of the alternatives leading to ‘significant’ effects, either positive or negative. 

The appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as performing relatively well in respect of several objectives; 
however, it does not necessarily follow that this site is the most suitable or sustainable overall, as the various 
objectives are not assigned any weighting.  For example, the appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as 
performing relatively poorly in respect of heritage objectives, and the Council - as decision-makers - might 
assign particular weight to this matter.  Equally, Shenley Park is judged to perform less well than Salden 
Chase Extension in respect of ‘Communities’ objectives, due to uncertainties in respect of secondary school 
delivery, and the Council might assign particular weight to this. 
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7 DEVELOPING THE PREFERRED APPROACH 

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 The aim of this Chapter is to present the Council’s response to the appraisal of reasonable 
alternatives, i.e. the Council’s ‘outline reasons’ for selecting its preferred approach, in-light of 
alternatives, in respect of each of the three issues in question. 

7.2 Outline reasons for supporting the preferred option 

7.2.1 The Council has provided the following text: 

“Following examination into our Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) the Inspector in his interim 
conclusions (August 2018) considered that any increased housing requirement in VALP should 
be accommodated in close proximity to Milton Keynes.   

The Inspector confirmed in his March 2019 response to the Council that this new housing should 
be allocated in the Milton Keynes area (Inspector’s Response to the Council’s Reply to D5 04 
March 2019):-  

“In my Interim Findings and in Discussion document 5, I stated that it was for the Council to 
decide how it wished to meet the need for any additional allocations. The suggestion that it be 
met entirely by an allocation in the Milton Keynes area would adequately address the specific 
recommendation of paragraph 37 of my Interim Findings. The source for identifying the 
allocation is entirely within the Council’s discretion. I have no reason to dispute the Council’s 
choice of focussing its attention on those sites identified on pages 248-254 of the HELAA 
report V4 (January 2017) (The council’s response to my discussion document refers to page 
255 but I think that must refer to a more recent edition)”.   

While the HELAA is not the sole determinant in site selection it represents a useful sounding 
board for site allocation. 

As a consequence the Council revisited both the conclusions of the HELAA and its spatial 
strategy regarding development around the southern & south western edges of Milton Keynes.  
Almost the entire arc of land in north east Aylesbury Vale around Milton Keynes was promoted 
as available for development in the January 2017 version.  In addition to the allocation at Salden 
Chase WHA001 – Shenley Park was also identified as part suitable (Shenley Park was included 
in the 2016 Draft VALP).  Housing numbers at the time did not require the allocation of Shenley 
Park in VALP.  

A decision was made to concentrate development on one strategic site rather than split the new 
housing figure up between sites to maximise infrastructure provision and lessen the impact on 
the countryside and existing settlements.  Following a Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment update three strategic sites were selected for further investigation and evidence 
gathering:  

• Shenley Park;  

• Eaton Leys; and   

• Extension to allocated Salden Chase site 

Considering the HELAA, constraints and updated evidence base (transport, flood assessment, 
landscape, ecology etc.) enabled a conclusion on which site performed best and should be 
included as an allocation in VALP.  This assessment process came out in support of Shenley 
Park as the preferred site.” 
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8 INTRODUCTION (TO PART 2) 

8.1.1 The aim of this part of the report is to present appraisal findings in relation to the proposed 
modifications (to the plan as submitted) that are currently published for consultation. 

8.1.2 Before presenting the appraisal, there is firstly a need to discuss: A) methodology; and B) a 
process of ‘screening-out’ proposed modifications that do not need to be a focus of the appraisal 
on the basis that they do not give rise to any potential for significant effects, either alone or in 
combination with other proposed modifications. 

8.2 Methodology 

8.2.1 The appraisal identifies and evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ of proposed modifications on 
the baseline, drawing on the sustainability topics / objectives identified through scoping (see 
Table 3.1) as a methodological framework.   

8.2.2 The focus of the appraisal is on the proposed modifications (given that it is the proposed 
modifications that are currently the focus of consultation); however, explicit consideration is also 
given to the effects of the Local Plan as modified (i.e. the cumulative effects of the proposed 
modifications and the rest of the Local Plan as submitted).  

8.2.3 Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given 
the high-level nature of the policy approaches under consideration and understanding of the 
baseline.  Given uncertainties there is inevitably a need to make assumptions, e.g. in relation to 
plan implementation and which/how aspects of the baseline would be impacted.   

8.2.4 Assumptions are made cautiously and explained within the text.  The aim is to strike 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 effects in more general terms.   

8.2.5 It is important to note that effects are predicted taking account of the criteria presented within 
Schedule 1 of the SEA Regulations.6  So, for example, account is taken of the probability, 
duration, frequency and reversibility of effects as appropriate.  Cumulative effects are also 
considered, i.e. effects that become apparent once the effects of the proposed modifications / 
the submission plan plus modifications are considered in a wider context. 

8.3 Screening the proposed modifications7 

8.3.1 Firstly, there is a need to reiterate the point already made above, which is that the focus is on 
proposed main modifications, i.e. those which could potentially effect a substantive change to 
the structure or content of the plan, and not proposed ‘minor’ modifications. 

8.3.2 Secondly, there is a need to consider screening the 287 proposed main modifications 
(henceforth proposed modifications), noting that many do not affect the policy intent of the plan 
and relate only to the manner in which content is organised or presented.  Also, whilst some 
main modifications seek to clarify or expand upon original policy wording, the effect is only to 
clarify rather than to modify the original policy intent.   

8.3.3 The starting point for the screening process was a summary of proposed modifications prepared 
by the AVDC officers.8  The summary groups proposed modifications into 13 categories, and 
hence the task was to ‘screen’ each category – see Table 8.1.  The table identifies seven 
categories that should be a focus of the appraisal and six categories can be ‘screened-out’.  

  

                                                      
6 Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 
7 To reiterate, the focus is on ‘main’ modifications only. 
8 See examination document ED229 
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Table 8.1: Screening proposed modifications 

Category of proposed modification Screen in or out? 

Amended spatial strategy with additional site 
allocation of WHA001 at the MK edge. 

Screen-in 

High likelihood of significant effects. 

Other minor changes to spatial strategy / site 
capacity and adjustments to site specific policy. 

Screen-in 

A number of the adjustments reflect decisions taken 
through the development management process, which 
must be reflected in the VALP, and hence need not be 
a focus of appraisal; however, it is also the case that 
certain adjustments have been made for policy 
reasons.  Table 8.2 provides further detail. 

Key infrastructure requirements and other 
standards to be set out in the Plan rather than 
supporting documents or SPDs 

Screen-in 

Presentational, and hence inherently challenging to 
conclude the potential for significant effect, but 
warrants a commentary. 

Redraft of policy H6 (housing mix), including 
new C2 allocations 

Screen-in 

The selection of sites and broad areas for C2 housing 
is an important element of the proposed modifications 
(as discussed above, within Section 5). 

Inclusion of heritage criterion to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

Screen-in 

A very specific matter but warrants appraisal. 

New Policy D2 and modifications to subsequent 
(non-site-specific) “D”policies  

Screen-in 

Whilst new policy D2 simply lists allocations, and 
hence can be screened-out, there is a notable policy 
change to Policy D4 (Housing at other settlements; 
formerly Policy D3), which warrants appraisal. 

Including all transport schemes in the plan text 
and showing on the policies map Screen-out 

Mainly presentational, with little or no substantive 
change to policy intent. Ensuring all policy requirements are in the 

policies rather than supporting text 

Amendments to policies on development outside 
town centres and shops and business frontages 

Screen-in 

A very specific matter but warrants appraisal. 

Various modifications to eliminate 
inconsistencies and increase clarity 

Screen-out 

Mainly presentational or procedural, with little or no 
substantive change to policy intent. 

Various modifications to the Policies Maps to 
reflect updated situation/circumstances and to 
ensure accuracy.  

Clarify the role of neighbourhood plans in 
delivering housing in villages 

Reducing the number of supplementary planning 
documents (SPDs) referred to in the Plan to 
eight from over 20. 
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Table 8.2: Screening modifications to specific site allocations 

Allocation Overview of proposed modifications 
Screen in 
or out? 

D-AGT1 South Aylesbury 
Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector.  

Out 

D-AGT2: South west 
Aylesbury 

Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector. 

Minor increase to housing yield to reflect planning 
application. 

Out 

D-AGT3: Aylesbury north of 
A41 

Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector. 

Modest adjustment housing yield (1,660 to 1,757 homes) to 
reflect planning application (N.B. there is a resolution to 
grant permission for 200 ha of the 253 ha site). 

Out 

D-AGT4 Aylesbury south of 
A41 

Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector. 

Out 

D-AGT5: Berryfields 

Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector; also some 
minor adjustments to policy requirements (N.B. the housing 
element of the site has permission). 

Out 

D-AGT6: Kingsbrook 

Policy requirements moved from supporting text to the 
policy itself, as per request from the Inspector; also some 
minor adjustments to policy requirements (N.B. the site has 
permission). 

Out 

D-AYL032 Ardenham Lane, 
Aylesbury 

Modest adjustment to housing yield to reflect latest 
understanding of capacity (70 to 54 homes) 

Out 

D-AYL073 Land at Thame 
Road/Leach Road, Aylesbury 

No notable changes proposed Out 
D-AYL052 PO Sorting Office, 
Cambridge Street, Aylesbury 

D-AYL059 Land at junction of 
Buckingham Street and New 
Street, Aylesbury 

D-AYL077 Oaklands Hostel, 
3 Bierton Rd, Aylesbury 

Site for 13 homes deleted as unavailable Out 
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Allocation Overview of proposed modifications 
Screen in 
or out? 

D-AYL063 Hampden House, Aylesbury 

No notable changes proposed Out 
D-AYL068 Land north of Manor Hospital, 
Bierton Rd, Aylesbury 

D-AYL115 Rabans Lane, Aylesbury 

D-NLV001 Salden Chase  

Policy requirements moved from supporting 
text to the policy itself, as per request from the 
Inspector; also some minor adjustments to 
policy requirements (N.B. the site has 
resolution to grant planning permission, subject 
to agreement on S.106) 

Out 

D-WHA001 Shenley Park New policy In 

D-BUC043 Land west of AVDLP 
allocation BU1 Moreton Road, 
Buckingham 

Minor adjustments to site-specific policy Out 

D-BUC046 Land off Osier Way (south of 
A421 and east of Gawcott Road) 

Minor adjustments to site-specific policy Out 

D-BUC051 West Buckingham, land bound 
by Brackley Road and the River Great 
Ouse 

Deleted to reflect findings of transport 
assessment (see discussion in Box 5.1) 

In 

D-HAD007 Land north of Rosemary Lane 
Notable adjustment housing yield (315 to 269 
homes) to reflect planning application. 

In 

D-HAL003 RAF Halton Notable adjustments to site-specific policy In 

D-WIN001 Land to east of B4033, Great 
Horwood Road 

Significant adjustment to housing yield (585 to 
315 homes) and modest adjustments to site-
specific policy 

In 

D-SCD003 Land at Queen Catherine 
Road 

Deleted from VALP as now a commitment. Out 

D-SCD008 Land at Molly’s Folly/Molly’s 
Field, west of Addison Road 

D-STO008 Land south of Creslow Way, 
Stone 

Notable increase in housing yield (10 to 26 
homes); however, a review of the site finds it to 
be subject to limited constraint. 

Out 

D-WHI009 Holt’s Field, Whitchurch No notable changes proposed Out 

D-CDN001 Land north of Aylesbury Road 
and rear of Great Stone House 

Modest increase in housing yield (6 to 8 
homes)  

Out 

D-CDN003 Dadbrook Farm No notable changes proposed Out 
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Allocation Overview of proposed modifications 
Screen in 
or out? 

D-ICK004 Land off Turnfields 
Notable increase in housing yield (20 to 30 
homes) to reflect planning application; planning 
permission now granted. 

Out 

D-MMO006 Land east of Walnut Drive 
and west of Foscote Road 

Adjustment to site boundary (now 0.7 ha 
bigger); however, the quantum of homes 
unchanged; also modest adjustments to site-
specific policy to reflect ‘resolution to grant 
planning permission, subject to agreement on 
S.106’. 

Out 

D-MGB003 Leopold Farm and area to the 
west 

Deleted from VALP as now a commitment. Out 

D-NLV005 Land south of Whaddon Road 
and west of Lower Rd, Newton Longville 

No notable changes proposed Out 
D-QUA001 Land south west of 62 Station 
Road, Quainton 

D-QUA0014-016 Land adjacent to Station 
Road, Quainton 
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9 APPRAISAL OF PROPOSED MAIN MODIFICATIONS 

9.1 Introduction 

9.1.1 This section presents an appraisal of the screened-in proposed modifications, namely those that 
fall within one of the seven categories assigned either a green or an amber rating in Table 8.1.  
Also, consideration is given to the effects of ‘the submitted plan plus proposed modifications’.  
The appraisal is presented below under the SA framework (see Table 3.1). 

9.2 Biodiversity 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.2.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy with 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The amended spatial strategy directs additional growth to a single strategic site on the 
Milton Keynes fringe (site WHA001).  Site WHA001 delivers 1,150 of the overall 
increase of 1,200, with the residual increase being delivered through minor 
amendments to the capacities of other sites across the district. 

An ‘Ecological Headlines’ study has examined site WHA001, known as Shenley Park, 
relative to other competing sites (see discussion in Section 6), and concluded: “With 
regard to which of the sites could accommodate the allocation proposed with minimised 
impact to ecological assets, Shenley Park would appear to be more appropriate 
compared to the Salden Chase Extension and Eaton Leys.  The Shenley Park site is 
situated adjacent to existing development and supports large field parcel features that 
could accommodate larger blocks of development with minimised hedgerow severance 
(compared to Salden Extension which has a number of smaller field parcels and 
hedgerow linkages within it).” 

The study also concludes that issues associated with all of the sites examined, including 
Shenley Park, can be mitigated “through standard approaches” and also that: “None of 
the sites have a direct impact on statutory designated sites and the majority have only 
small areas of notable habitat within or adjacent to the site boundary.” 

Shenley Park falls within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) that extends across the 
cluster of ancient woodlands at the southwest extent of Milton Keynes that represents 
the remnants of a former royal hunting forest.  One of the ancient woodland patches is 
designated as a nationally important SSSI; however, this woodland (Howe Park Wood) 
has already been assimilated within the urban boundary of Milton Keynes (it is located 
c.1km to the east of Shenley Park).  The Bucks Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(2013) identifies the potential benefits that might arise from quite extensive woodland 
creation within the BOA.  In particular, the potential for a large area of habitat creation 
within or in proximity Shenley Park is identified.  Development could potentially facilitate 
targeted habitat creation, such that there is landscape-scale ‘biodiversity gain’. 

In this respect, it is noted that the proposed site-specific policy states: “An ecological 
management plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council, covering 
tree planting, hedge planting, pond creation, and ongoing management of the site…  
Existing vegetation should be retained where practicable, including existing woodlands 
and hedgerows. Specific attention should be made to enhancing Briary Plantation, 
Bottlehouse Plantation and other significant blocks of woodlands/hedgerows within or 
on the edge of the site.” 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

Deletion of D-BUC051 is potentially supported, from a biodiversity perspective, as the 
site is subject to a degree of constraint given its location within a meander of the River 
Ouse; however, the proposal was to deliver a significant area of green infrastructure as 
part of any scheme. 

A reduced housing yield at D-WIN001 is also potentially supported.  There are few 
designated sites around the edge of Winslow; however, there is a series of locally 
designated Biodiversity Notification Sites to the north of the village, and one of these 
intersects a significant part of WIN001.  Specifically, this is the Brickyard Farm part of 
the site, which is noted as an old quarry.  This area comprises a patchwork of fields, 
hedgerows and a small woodland patch, associated with a farmhouse.   

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

The additional detail added to Policy I1 (Green Infrastructure) and Policy NE1 
(Biodiversity and Geodiversity) is supported.   

Policy I1 principally aims to set detailed Accessible Natural Greenspace Standards to 
ensure new development provides access to greenspace, including by protecting 
existing greenspace from unnecessary loss.  Although such spaces are not biodiversity 
designations in themselves, there could be some potential for the provision of new 
greenspace within new development to contribute to maintaining and enhancing wildlife 
corridors etc.  

Policy NE1 has good potential to achieve positive effects in relation to biodiversity, 
particularly through the addition of text at paragraph c) which now requires “a net gain 
in biodiversity on minor and major developments”.  A presumption against unnecessary 
loss of existing green infrastructure is also established. 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The redrafted Policy H6 allocates three sites for C2 use via Policy H6b (Housing for 
Older People).  One of these allocations is within site WHA001 at the Milton Keynes 
edge and this site as a whole is considered separately above.   

The remaining two sites are at Tring Road, Aylesbury (0.5 ha) and at Buckingham 
Road, Winslow (4.2 ha; an allocation for employment within the Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan).  The Tring Road site is within the urban area of Aylesbury and 
is distant from any designated sites or habitats, although it is close to the Grand Union 
Canal (Aylesbury Arm).  The Buckingham Road site is greenfield; however, 
biodiversity sensitivity is likely limited to its perimeter hedgerows.   

N.B. Proposed modifications also identify ‘broad locations’ for potential future older 
persons accommodation; however, these are conceptual options (i.e. key employment 
sites; other employment sites) which makes it challenging to draw a conclusion on 
potential effects in relation to biodiversity. 

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for biodiversity. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for biodiversity. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

The amendments to town centre policies are not anticipated to give rise to effects in 
relation to the biodiversity SA theme. 
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Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.2.2 The key issue is in respect of the proposed allocation of Shenley Park, which falls within a 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) that extends across the cluster of ancient woodlands at the 
southwest extent of Milton Keynes and represents the remnants of a former royal hunting forest; 
however, a detailed ecology study has explored the potential for avoidance and mitigation of 
effects, and served to inform site selection and the drafting of site specific policy.  Also of note 
is the proposed supplementary detail added to Policy I1 (Green Infrastructure) and Policy NE1 
(Biodiversity and Geodiversity).  In conclusion, significant negative effects are not predicted, 
in respect of biodiversity. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.2.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan -  

“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. 

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.   

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). 

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.”  

9.2.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the ‘submission plan plus proposed modifications’. 
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9.3 Climate change adaptation 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.3.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001 

The key considerations when exploring potential climate change adaptation effects are 
in relation to flood risk and urban heating.   

Focusing on WHA001 (Shenley Park), this site has no areas of fluvial flood risk, and the 
ribbons of high surface water flood risk permeate the site are narrow and could likely be 
incorporated into open space as necessary.  It is noted that the proposed site-specific 
policy requires: “A surface water drainage strategy will be required for the site, based 
on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment submitted to the Council for 
approval and should ensure that development does not increase flood risk elsewhere. 
The strategy will create new green infrastructure corridors along major surface 
flowpaths. Development on this site, which would drain into the management area for 
the Loughton Brook, will seek to reduce flood risk downstream on the Loughton Brook.” 

In terms of heating the site is of sufficient scale that areas of green infrastructure and 
open space could be incorporated to minimise expanses of hard surfaces where 
possible.  The site-specific policy notably states: “Hard and soft landscaping scheme 
will be required to be submitted for approval.” 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

Deletion of D-BUC051 is supported, from a flood risk avoidance perspective, as the site 
intersects the flood risk zone.  There is the potential to avoid built development within 
the flood zone; however, a degree of residual risk might remain.  There is also feasibly 
an opportunity to deliver a flood alleviation scheme to reduce risk to the site and the 
wider area; however, there is no certainty regarding deliverability.   

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

Policy I1 (Green Infrastructure) does not explicitly reference flood risk or flood risk 
prevention, though by taking steps to ensure delivery of new on-site green infrastructure 
the policy could help limit expansive areas of hard surfacing which could help to both 
reduce the risk of surface water flooding and to assist with urban cooling.  

The additional detail of Policy I4 (Flooding) includes a requirement for all development 
proposals over 1ha in size or within flood zone 1 to include a Flood Risk Assessment 
and further details on ensuring that new development does not increase surface water 
discharge rates.  

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The C2 site allocation at Tring Road in Aylesbury is partially within an area of fluvial 
Flood Zone 2 associated with Bear Brook.   

In contrast, sites at WHA001 and at WIN020 are unaffected by fluvial flood risk  

N.B. Proposed modifications also identify ‘broad locations’ for potential future older 
persons accommodation; however, these are conceptual options (i.e. key employment 
sites; other employment sites) which makes it challenging to draw a conclusion on 
potential effects in relation to climate change adaptation.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for climate change adaptation. 
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.Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for climate change adaptation. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for climate change adaptation. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.3.2 The proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well, from a climate change 
adaptation perspective, in that it is not subject to fluvial flood risk, and subject to only modest 
surface water flood risk.  However, revised Policy H6b could potentially result in some C2 
development being directed to Flood Zone 2.  On this basis, it is appropriate to flag the risk of 
the proposed modifications leading to negative effects in respect of climate change adaptation.   

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.3.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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. 

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’. 

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’. 

9.3.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.   

9.4 Climate change mitigation 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.4.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

Focusing on the matter of greenhouse emissions from the built environment (noting that 
there is a stand-alone discussion of ‘transport/travel’ below), a key issue relates to the 
proposed allocation of WHA001 (Shenley Park). 

The proposed site-specific policy requires “high sustainable design and construction 
standards”, which is supported; however, there is also the need to consider the potential 
for the site to deliver low carbon infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power station, 
associated with a district heating network.   

The scale of the site indicates that there could be potential to achieve the economies of 
scale necessary to deliver low carbon infrastructure; however, in practice there may be 
limited opportunity.  It is noted that none of the recent major planning permissions 
granted at the MK edge require low carbon infrastructure, reflecting viability 
considerations, i.e. the need to divert limited funds elsewhere.   
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

The proposal to reduce the number of homes at WIN001, from 585 to 315 homes, 
potentially leads to a degree of tension with climate change mitigation objectives, as the 
larger scheme could potentially achieve the economies of scale necessary to deliver 
low carbon infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated with a 
district heating network.  However, no such scheme is thought to have been proposed 
by the site promoter, and evidence from other sites of this scale or larger, across the 
District, would suggest little or no opportunity in practice. 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

Policy T7 of the plan now sets out clear expectations in relation to the provision of 
electric vehicle charging points in new developments, including a need for one electric 
vehicle charging point per house with a garage or driveway and at least 10% of parking 
bays for flats to be provided with charging points.  This will contribute to positioning 
electric vehicles as viable and practical choices, facilitating this mode of sustainable 
transport.  

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

Focusing on greenhouse gas emission from the built environment the proposed 
strategy in respect of delivering sites for C2 uses is not thought likely to lead to 
notable implications.  These will be small sites, not well suited to delivering low carbon 
infrastructure or higher standards of sustainable design and construction.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for climate change mitigation. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for climate change mitigation. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for climate change mitigation. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.4.3 The proposed modifications are not predicted to result in notable effects in respect of per 
capita emissions from the built environment (N.B. per capita transport-related emissions are a 
focus of discussion below, under ‘transport’).  The new proposed strategic site at Shenley Park 
should be suited to achieving standards of sustainable design and construction over-and-above 
building regulations, but is unlikely to deliver low carbon infrastructure such as a combined heat 
and power station, associated with a district heating network. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.4.4 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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. 
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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). 

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. 

9.4.5 This conclusion broadly holds true for the ‘submission plan plus proposed modifications’.  
Aylesbury Vale District Council declared a climate emergency in September 2019, which is an 
important consideration, in that it serves to highlight the rate of reduction in per capita C02 
emissions that must be achieved; however, it does not follow that there is a now a need to 
conclude significant negative effects resulting from the VALP.   
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9.5 Communities 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.5.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The decision to deliver new housing in the north of the District through allocation of a 
single new strategic site is supported, from a ‘communities’ perspective, given good 
potential to deliver new community infrastructure alongside housing.  As set out in the 
site specific policy, the proposed new strategic allocation at WHA001 (Shenley Park) is 
set to deliver: “a balanced mix of facilities to ensure that it meets the needs and 
aspirations of new and existing residents, at least 1,150 homes, 110 bed care 
home/extra care facility, new primary school, subject to need a site for new secondary 
school, multi-functional green infrastructure (in compliance with Policies I1 and I2 and 
associated Appendices) [and a] mixed use local centre…” 

However, there potentially remains a degree of uncertainty in respect of secondary 
school provision.  There is a need to avoid children having to travel longer distances to 
attend school if possible, but equally Buckinghamshire County Council favours larger 
secondary schools, namely schools that require between 7 and 9 hectares of land.  This 
means that the County Council may accept contributions to secondary school 
expansion, rather than requiring provision of a new secondary school as part of the new 
development.  See further discussion within Appendix I. 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

Deletion of D-BUC051 potentially leads to a degree of tension with the achievement of 
‘communities’ related objectives, as the site was supported by the local community 
though the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan process, and was expected to deliver 
targeted community infrastructure, in the form of a riverside walk.   

The reduced number of homes at HAD007 and WIN001 is not thought likely to lead to 
any notable implications in respect of community infrastructure delivery / capacity, with 
neither site expected to deliver anything of strategic importance.  It is noted, however, 
that WIN001 is well located, in that Winslow has good secondary school capacity, with 
the existing school soon to move to a new site.  Indeed, WIN001 will be in very close 
proximity to the new school (which will be to the north of the railway, west of the Great 
Horwood Road), along with other proposed new uses in this area, namely sports 
pitches, employment and the railway station. 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

Positive effects in relation to the communities SA theme are anticipated from the 
inclusion of key infrastructure requirements in the plan itself.  This is on the basis that 
the plan will now be directly responsible for setting the parameters for key community 
infrastructure provision, including in relation to sport and recreation facilities (Policy I2) 
and community facilities (Policy I3).  The departure from the submission plan’s relative 
silence on community infrastructure provision is considered to be a significant positive.  
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The redrafting of Policy H6 clarifies and expands upon the potential for community 
infrastructure delivery.   

The new Policy H6b is anticipated to lead to positive community effects in terms of 
meeting the needs of an aging population through the allocation of a total of 270 units 
of C2 specialist older persons accommodation at three sites.   

With regards to the ‘broad locations’ identified by Policy H6b for potential future older 
persons accommodation, these are conceptual options (i.e. key employment sites; other 
employment sites), which makes it challenging to draw a detailed conclusion on 
potential effects in relation to communities; however, it is noted that three of the 
conceptual options include allocating sites which are currently in employment use.  It is 
important to flag that some employment sites, particularly key employment sites which 
can include large edge-of-settlement business or industrial estates, may not be well 
located for access to many services and facilities.  Additionally, the built environment of 
many key employment sites may not be well suited for supporting C2 uses, particularly 
where there is a prevalence of B2 or B8 uses which may involve frequent HGV traffic or 
non-standard business hours.   

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

The addition of paragraph J to the RAF Halton allocation policy could lead to positive 
effects in relation to the community SA theme as the policy now explicitly requires the 
retention of existing sports facilities after the site is released for civilian use for the 
benefit of the wider community, including new residents.  

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for communities related objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for communities related objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.5.2 The decision to deliver new housing in the north of the District through allocation of a single new 
strategic site is strongly supported, from a ‘communities’ perspective, as the scale of the scheme 
enables delivery of a range of community infrastructure, although there remains a degree of 
uncertainty in respect of secondary school delivery.  The proposed approach to allocating sites 
and broad areas to meet C2 housing needs is also supported, although there remains a 
question-mark regarding the suitability of existing employment areas as locations for C2 
accommodation.  Overall, the proposed modifications are predicted to lead to positive effects 
in respect of communities objectives, although there is a degree of uncertainty. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.5.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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.   



 SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

 

SA REPORT ADDENDUM 

PART 2: APPRAISAL FINDINGS AT THIS CURRENT STAGE 
36 

 

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. 

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. 

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. 

9.5.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.6 Economy  

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.6.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The new proposed strategic allocation at WHA001 (Shenley Park) will not serve to 
deliver any new employment land; however, housing growth in this location may be 
supportive of employment growth objectives in the local area, noting that the site is 
located along the east-west corridor, at the southern edge of Milton Keynes, which is 
an emerging growth corridor, noting the following conclusion recently reached within the 
Plan:MK Inspector’s Report (pg. 14): “There is a scale of growth coalescing around the 
existing A421 corridor through the Marston Vale, Milton Keynes and through to the 
Aylesbury Vale.  This growth is aligning to the emerging east west corridor containing 
both East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.”   

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

No implications for economy-related objectives. 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

No implications for economy-related objectives.  
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The allocation of C2 units at sites in Aylesbury, Winslow and at the Milton Keynes 
edge are not considered likely to result in notable positive effects on the economy, 
though there would necessarily be localised job creation at the facilities themselves.  

The proposed allocation at Buckingham Road, Winslow (4.2 ha) is an existing 
employment allocation within the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan; however, there has 
been low interest in the site for B1, B2 or B8 uses and the NP is due to be updated. 

The broad conceptual options for potential future C2 allocations are mostly predicated 
on the conversion or replacement of existing B class employment uses with C2 facilities. 
This would necessarily involve the loss of employment floorspace.  There could be 
potential to re-provide lost employment floorspace elsewhere, though it is not clear that 
there would necessarily be an overall net economic benefit of doing so in principle, 
particularly if it is simply the need for C2 which drives any such re-provision.      

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for economy-related objectives. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for economy-related objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

The redrafted Policy E5 and E6 now include sequential testing criterion and detail on 
development within primary and secondary shopping frontages. This could help 
introduce greater certainty into the decision-making process for commercial and retail 
applications, though it is not anticipated that this will give rise to significant effects in 
relation to the economy SA theme.  

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.6.2 There are potentially minor positive implications associated with the proposal to allocate a new 
strategic housing site at a location that falls within the Oxford to Cambridge growth corridor, and 
there are also minor positive implications associated with the redrafting of Policy E5 and Policy 
E6.  In conclusion, the proposed modifications are predicted to lead to minor positive effects 
in respect of economy related objectives. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.6.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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. 

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. 
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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 town-
specific to the sub-regional (FEMA). 

9.6.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.7 Heritage 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.7.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

A Heritage Appraisal has explored proposed allocation WHA001 (Shenley Park), finding 
that, whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary (a total of 
nine non-designated heritage assets are recorded within the site boundary), there is 
high potential for encountering both recorded and previously unrecorded archaeological 
remains.  Additionally, development of the site has the potential to affect the setting of 
a number of designated heritage assets that are located around the site.  These include 
the setting of the Whaddon Conservation Areas and associated listed buildings.   

These sensitivities are reflected in the proposed site-specific policy, which states:  

“g. Conserve the setting of Whaddon village and Conservation Area by creating a 
substantial, well designed and managed countryside buffer (not formal open space) 
and enhanced Briary Plantation woodland belt between the development and the 
village of Whaddon 

l. Archaeological assessment and evaluation shall be required to be submitted to the 
Council. Development must minimise impacts on the Statutory Ancient Monument of 
Site of Snelshall Monastery on the northern boundary of the site  

m. The scheme layout shall have regard to the findings of an archaeological 
investigation and preserves in situ any remains of more than local importance.”  

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

Deletion of BUC051 is potentially supported, from a heritage perspective, as 
development would impact on the landscape gap between Buckingham and the small 
village of Radclive, which is designated as a conservation area and includes a Grade I 
listed church; however, a landscape gap would remain (in perpetuity, given that the 
proposed development site is bounded at its western extent by the Great Ouse).  The 
site also includes an archaeological notification area; however, this part of the site falls 
within the flood risk zone, and so would presumably be left undeveloped. 

A reduced housing yield at HAD007 is also potentially supported, as the site borders 
the northern edge of the conservation area (CA), with a number of Grade 2 listed 
buildings in proximity.  Specifically, the site borders the ‘Rudd’s Lane and Rosemary 
Lane’ part of the CA, which is described as: “Situated at the north-eastern end of the 
village and characterized by sporadic historic development interspersed between 
modern infill developments.” 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

No implications for heritage objectives. 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The three C2 site allocations in Policy H6b are not at locations with notable heritage 
sensitivity.   

Site WIN020 (4.2 ha; an allocation for employment within the made Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan) is open and rural in character and this may give it a role in 
preserving the wider rural setting of the Winslow Conservation Area; however this could 
be potentially addressed through detailed design and layout of the final scheme, and 
the site itself is not within the setting of Winslow Conservation Area.   

The broader heritage sensitivity of Site WHA001 is discussed above, whilst the Tring 
Road site is not considered to have potential for effects in relation to heritage.  

The ‘broad locations’ identified by Policy H6b for potential future older persons 
accommodation are conceptual options (i.e. key employment sites; other employment 
sites) which makes it challenging to draw a meaningful conclusion on potential effects 
in relation to heritage as effects will be location-dependent.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

Policy D-HAL003 (RAF Halton) allocates around 1,000 homes at the site of RAF Halton 
barracks which will be released for housing during the plan period.  The addition of 
criteria (i) to the policy takes account of the need to consider the potential heritage value 
of historic assets and their settings on the site.  Although it is not made explicitly clear 
in the revised policy, this is likely to include assets which, through their current military 
function and association with the site’s military history, contribute to the character of the 
site as a whole and could be important in embedding that distinctive character into new 
development.  This particularly applies in relation to seven Grade II listed buildings at 
the Groves and Henderson Barracks, though could potentially also apply in relation to 
un-designated assets elsewhere on the site.   

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for heritage objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for heritage objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.7.2 The proposed allocation of a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in 
respect of heritage objectives; however, robust site-specific policy is proposed, which should 
serve to ensure that effects are appropriately avoided/mitigated.  Another important proposed 
modification relates to the addition of heritage focused site-specific policy requirements in 
respect of the RAF Halton allocation.  On balance, the proposed modifications are not 
predicted to lead to negative effects in respect of heritage objectives.  

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.7.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 
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The proposed expansion of Aylesbury 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. 

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. 

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. 

9.7.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.8 Housing 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.8.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The modified plan delivers an additional 1,200 dwellings in total over the plan period, in 
order to meet the revised VALP housing requirement of 28,600 and directs a greater 
proportion of growth to locations other than Aylesbury.   

It is anticipated that the principle of additional housing provision and broader distribution 
of this growth will give rise to positive effects, as well as in relation to providing a good 
mixture of types and tenures of housing, including greater opportunities to deliver 
specialist accommodation to meet specific needs within the community.  

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

No implications for housing objectives. 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

The inclusion of key infrastructure requirements in the plan directly, rather than in 
supporting SPDs, is not considered to have direct effects upon the housing SA theme 
as this infrastructure does not affect the extent to which housing needs are met, the 
degree of housing mix to be provided or the provision of specialist housing needs. 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The subdivision of the former policy H6 into subsections A, B and C enables the plan to 
calibrate its housing mix to more clearly address the range of housing needs identified 
in the plan area through the HEDNA. Policy H6a sets the requirements for housing mix, 
identifying the importance of ensuring specific negotiations on housing mix over the plan 
period be informed by the most up to date evidence at the time.  

Policy H6b (housing for older people) allocates three sites for delivery of a total of 270 
units of specialist older persons C2 accommodation, comprising 100 units at Winslow, 
110 units on the Milton Keynes edge and 60 units in Aylesbury. Additionally, a further 
four broad locations are identified with potential to deliver future provision of C2 
accommodation later in the plan period, indicating a pipeline of supply going forwards 
to meet future specialist housing needs.  

The addition of these allocations is a notable positive in terms of ensuring the plan 
meets specialist housing needs in the district, and this is considered to give rise to 
significant positive effects in relation to housing, particularly as the allocations are well 
distributed across three different settlements within the district.   

Policy H6c focusses on accessibility to housing, setting a requirement for all new homes 
to be at least Category 2 ‘accessible and adaptable dwelling’ standard, with at least 
10% of private and 15% of affordable housing to be Category 3 standard. 

Collectively, it is considered that policy H6a, H6b and H6c will help meet a broad range 
of accommodation needs within the district and that this represents a significant positive 
effect in relation to the housing SA theme.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

It is not considered that the addition of heritage criterion to the site’s allocation policy 
(HAL003) will have a direct effect in relation to the housing SA theme, though it is noted 
that design and materials should reflect the distinctive heritage of the site and that this 
may help ensure high quality design is achieved.  

Changes to “D” 
policies 

Policy D5 (Housing at other settlements; formerly D4) deals with housing at smaller 
settlements.  The proposal is to delete support for affordable housing in the exceptional 
circumstances to meet local housing needs established through a housing need survey, 
or housing necessary for the purposes of essential rural needs. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for housing objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.8.2 The proposed modifications are predicted to result in positive effects.  The proposal is to 
allocate additional land in order to ensure that established housing needs (28,600 homes over 
the plan period) are met in full.  Furthermore, the proposed approach to allocating sites and 
broad areas to meet C2 housing needs is strongly supported.  The proposed change to Policy 
D5 (Housing at other settlements; formerly D4) is also of note. 
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Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.8.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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).  

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.  

In conclusion, significant positive effects are predicted. 

9.8.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.9 Landscape 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.9.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

Proposed new strategic allocation WHA001 has been examined through a Strategic 
Landscape and Visual Capacity Study (2017), which finds that only around 35% of the 
site is likely to be suitable for development on the basis of sensitivity within the 
landscape.  However, it recognizes that there is potential to minimize adverse effects 
through retaining and enhancing existing areas of perimeter woodland, and to this effect 
site specific policy states: 

“The site will be designed using a landscape-led approach. The development design 
and layout will be informed by a full detailed landscape and visual impact assessment 
(LVIA). It will provide a long term defensible boundary to the western edge of Milton 
Keynes. This recognises that whilst being located totally within Aylesbury Vale, the 
development will use some facilities in Milton Keynes, given its proximity. Milton 
Keynes also provides an access point into the site.” 

It is noted that development of this site will be guided by an SPD; however, it is 
nonetheless recommended that this policy might ‘go further’ by specifying broad areas 
within the site that are more sensitive, from a landscape perspective. 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

A reduced housing yield at HAD007 is potentially supported, from a landscape 
perspective. There are clearly landscape sensitivities given: the scale of HAD007; its 
prominence from Churchway (the main route linking the village to the A418); its 
proximity to the Haddenham Conservation Area; and the fact that a strategically 
important public footpath passes through the site (one of relatively few that radiate out 
from Haddenham, and the key route between Haddenham and the attractive 
countryside to the north).  However, the Aylesbury Landscape Study (2017) identifies 
limited concerns.  The Study examines the full extent of HAD007, i.e. both the part 
subsequently deemed suitable, and the part subsequently deemed unsuitable.  In 
addition to discussing sensitivities relating to the conservation area, the study states: 
“The scale of the site coupled with views of the rural wider landscape to the east and 
west afford the site a sense of remoteness and tranquillity. This is further exaggerated 
by vegetation filtering views to housing to the south.”  However, this statement is likely 
to refer primarily to the part of the site subsequently determined to be unsuitable.   

A reduced housing yield at WIN001 is potentially supported, from a landscape 
perspective. Given the scale of this site there are bound to be landscape sensitivities; 
however, the site benefits from not being highly visible from any of the main approaches 
to Winslow (the B4403 Great Horwood Rd. runs along the site, but there is a thick hedge 
which should provide good screening).  The Aylesbury Landscape Study (2017) 
identifies limited concerns.  The Study examines the full extent of WIN001, i.e. both the 
part subsequently deemed suitable, and the part subsequently deemed unsuitable.  The 
study does describe the site as: “very rural with little evidence of urban fringe character.”  
However, this statement is likely to refer primarily to the part of the site subsequently 
determined to be unsuitable.  Also, there is a need to consider that there are already 
set to be ‘urbanising influences’ added to the landscape north of Winslow, through the 
commitments west of the Great Horwood Road (new railway station, school, 
employment, sports pitches). 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

The inclusion of key infrastructure requirements in the plan is not anticipated to give rise 
to effects in relation to the landscape SA theme.  

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

Site WIN020 (4.2 ha; an allocation for employment within the made Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan) is open and rural in character and this contributes to the rural 
setting and character of Winslow, particularly on the approach from the west.  
Development therefore has potential to result in adverse affects; however this might be 
addressed through detailed design and layout of the final scheme, including screening.  

The broader landscape sensitivity of Site WHA001 is discussed above, while the site at 
Tring Road is considered to have no notable landscape or townscape sensitivity.  

The ‘broad locations’ identified by Policy H6b for potential future older persons 
accommodation are conceptual options (i.e. key employment sites; other employment 
sites) which makes it challenging to draw a meaningful conclusion on potential effects 
in relation to heritage as effects will be location-dependent.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

The addition of heritage criteria to the RAF Halton allocation policy is not anticipated to 
give rise to significant effects in relation to the landscape SA theme.  There could be 
potential for minor positive effects on landscape through the protection of the setting of 
the Grade II listed Groves and Henderson Barracks which may contribute to preserving 
the existing landscape setting of Halton.  
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for landscape objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for landscape objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.9.2 The proposed allocation of a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives rise to certain tensions in 
respect of landscape objectives.  Site specific policy is proposed in order to address this matter, 
and further detailed matters will be addressed through an SPD ahead of any planning 
application, although it is recommended that VALP policy might be further strengthened.   

9.9.3 There is also potentially a more limited degree of landscape sensitivity associated with WIN020 
at Winslow, which is proposed for C2 accommodation uses through proposed modifications to 
Policy H6.  This is a Neighbourhood Plan allocation for employment uses; however, the scheme 
is unimplemented and the Neighbourhood Plan is set for review.   

9.9.4 On balance, it is appropriate to flag the risk of minor negative effects in respect of landscape 
objectives. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.9.5 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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. 

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.” 

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

9.9.6 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  As 
discussed, there is a tension in respect of the new proposed strategic allocation at Shenley 
Park; however, it does not follow that it is appropriate to predict significant negative effects for 
the plan as a whole. 
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9.10 Natural resources 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.10.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

Detailed survey data indicates that WHA001 (Shenley Park) is underlain by Grade 3b 
agricultural land, i.e. land that is not classed as ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV). 
Therefore, although the majority of the site appears to currently be in productive 
agricultural use and development would necessitate the cessation of this, this would not 
represent the loss of BMV land.  

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

Both HAD007 and WIN001 have been surveyed in detail (i.e. using ‘post 1988’ criteria) 
and shown to comprise BMV agricultural land (a mixture of grades 2 and 3a); however, 
it does not follow that the reduced housing yield proposed for the two sites will result in 
any agricultural land being retained within the boundary of either site.  

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

No implications for ‘natural resources’ objectives. 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

The redrafted Policy H6b includes C2 site allocations at two greenfield locations, Site 
WHA001 at the Milton Keynes edge (discussed above) and at Site WIN020 at Winslow.  

WIN020 (4.2 ha; an allocation within the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan) is 
currently in agricultural use and detailed survey data indicates the site is entirely 
underlain by Grade 2 agricultural land, considered to be BMV.  

The ‘broad locations’ identified by Policy H6b for potential future older persons 
accommodation are broad conceptual options based on existing land use (i.e. key 
employment sites; other employment sites etc) though there is a consistent focus 
throughout on the reuse of previously developed land for delivering future C2 
accommodation.  None of these broad future locations would be likely to result in the 
loss of agricultural land on this basis and, in natural resources terms, are considered to 
represent an efficient potential use of the available land.  

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for ‘natural resources’ objectives. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for ‘natural resources’ objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for ‘natural resources’ objectives. 
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Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.10.2 The proposed modifications give rise to mixed effects on the basis that, whilst the new 
proposed allocation at Shenley Park will avoid loss of ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) 
agricultural land, the (much smaller) new proposed allocation of WIN020 does comprise BMV 
land.  This site is an existing allocation within the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan; however, it is 
unimplemented and the Neighbourhood Plan is set for review. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.10.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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. 

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.”   

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. 

9.10.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.11 Pollution 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.11.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The allocation of WHA001 at the Milton Keynes edge will introduce new road users and 
associated transport emissions; however, there are no AQMAs in Milton Keynes, nor at 
Buckingham or Winslow.  Site specific policy notably requires that: “An air quality and 
noise assessment shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Council prior to 
development commencing.” 

With regards to Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) capacity, the Aylesbury Vale 
Water Cycle Study Addendum: Additional Sites (May 2019) did not highlight any 
concerns, finding that: 

“It is therefore concluded that planned growth in Aylesbury Vale served by Cotton Valley 
WwTW could be accommodated without impacting on water quality if the environmental 
permit for ammonia were tightened to achieve a 10% improvement over current 
concentrations at the point of mixing.   

Anglian Water have confirmed that the required permit variation is achievable. The 
contribution of growth in Aylesbury Vale (1,200 homes) has been demonstrated to be 
negligible when compared to the contribution of growth from Milton Keynes (29,981 
homes).  Anglian Water has recently published a Water Recycling Long-Term Plan10. 
This recognises the significant growth expected in and around Milton Keynes, and 
identifies sewer capacity investment for AMP7 2020-2025, subject to approval of the 
Business Plan by industry regulator OfWAT.”   
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

No implications for pollution objectives. 

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

The addition of key infrastructure requirements does not appear likely to give rise to 
effects in relation to pollution as there is not clear focus on providing or enhancing 
alternatives to car travel, even through policy I1 (green infrastructure). Policy I1 instead 
maintains a greater focus on ensuring that alternative natural green space is provided 
within new development though the policy is silent on the potential for such spaces to 
provide walking and cycling connectivity other than establishing a presumption against 
the loss of existing green infrastructure connectivity.  

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

Policy H6b allocates C2 accommodation for older persons accommodation at Tring 
Road in Aylesbury (60 units), at Site WIN020 in Winslow (100 units; an allocation for 
employment within the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan) and Site WHA001 at the 
Milton Keynes edge, which has been discussed above. 

Focusing on Site WIN020 and at the Tring Road site in Aylesbury, both are relatively 
well located in respect of supporting walking/cycling, and hence there is not thought 
likely to be any concerns in respect of increased traffic through an AQMA, although 
there are AQMAs at Aylesbury, including an AQMA along the Tring Road (A41). 

It is challenging to draw meaningful conclusions for potential effects from the broad 
locations for potential future C2 development proposed under Policy H6b as these are 
conceptual distribution options and not specific locations. Effects in relation to pollution 
will be dependent on the specific site locations selected in future.   

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for pollution objectives. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for pollution objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for pollution objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.11.2 The proposed modifications are supported on the basis that the new proposed allocation at 
Shenley Park is not predicted to result in increased traffic through an air quality management 
area (AQMA), nor lead to any problems in respect of Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) 
capacity.  On this basis, significant negative effects are not predicted. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.11.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 
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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. 

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 Buckingham 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.” 

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. 

9.11.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.12 Transport 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.12.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001  

The proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well in the sense that 
it is located at the edge of Milton Keynes, which is a major employment location.  
Furthermore, the site has good potential to gain access to/from both a Milton Keynes 
Grid Road (Grid Road H6 and/or H7) and onto the A421 to the south (although an 
access road could create tensions in respect of landscape objectives, and potentially 
also has a bearing on viability with knock on implications for secondary school provision, 
as discussed above).  The site also links well to the existing network of Redways within 
Milton Keynes. 

It is also noted that site-specific policy has been developed with a view to avoiding 
negative transport/traffic impacts, and realising opportunities, stating, amongst other 
things, that: 

“q. Existing public rights of way need to be retained, enhanced and integrated into the 
development with safe and secure environments as part of a wider network of 
sustainable routes (utilising amongst others the Redway and Sustrans network), to 
directly and appropriately link the site with surrounding communities and facilities 

r. Provision of public transport service improvements and associated new facilities  into 
Milton Keynes, including new or improved links to Bletchley railway station, and to 
surrounding areas.” 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

The deletion of Site BUC051 at Buckingham is supported, from a transport perspective, 

as the Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report (2019) concludes that:9 

“In relation to Buckingham, our view is that the detailed town centre modelling shows 
that BUC051 would have an unacceptable impact on the town centre, even if the 
development was phased.  The only mitigation to congestion in the town centre that we 
have been able to identify is the Western Relief Road, as set out in the Buckingham 
Transport Strategy.  However, it has been acknowledged that the scale of the proposed 
BUC051 allocation would be insufficient to provide funding for this mitigation measure.  
One option would be to increase the size of the allocation in order that the development 
was able to deliver the relief road.  However, this would lead to a much larger allocation 
at Buckingham resulting in further modelling work being required to assess the potential 
impact on the A421.  This suggestion does not take into account any site constraints 
such as flood risk.  The second option would be to delete the BUC051 site from the draft 
VALP”. 

A reduced housing yield at HAD007 potentially leads to a degree of tension with 
transport objectives, as the site benefits from good access to the train station (c.1km) 
and the village centre is under 1km distant; however, there are some known capacity 
issues on the local road network, in particular the A418, in the direction of Aylesbury.  
Indeed, transport impact modelling work completed for the VALP has identified 
Haddenham as within the top three traffic congestion hotspots in the County (assuming 
allocation of HAD007). 

A reduced housing yield at WIN001 also potentially leads to a degree of tension with 
transport objectives, as the site will benefit from excellent access to a train station, once 
the new Winslow Train station opens on East West Rail.  A station has been approved, 
subject to S106 (16/03132/ADP), to the west of the site (west of the Great Horwood 
Road).  The town centre is located to the south of the town, away from WIN001, but at 
c.1km distant it should be quite easily accessible for most residents.  The railway line is 
a significant barrier to movement, and it is noted that there are currently no bridges or 
under-passes; however, it is expected that it will be possible to engineer a suitable 
movement solution.  Also, the potential to support bus enhancements has been 
identified, recognising that the train station will act as a transport hub (i.e. residents of 
Buckingham and nearby villages might wish to get a bus to Winslow Station).   

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

The addition of key infrastructure requirements and standards means that Policy T7 of 
the plan now sets out clear expectations in relation to the provision of electric vehicle 
charging points in new developments, including a need for one electric vehicle charging 
point per house with a garage or driveway and at least 10% of parking bays for flats to 
be provided with charging points. This will contribute to positioning electric vehicles as 
viable and practical choices, facilitating this particular mode of sustainable transport.  

Policy I1 (Green Infrastructure) says that conditions will be imposed on permissions in 
order to secure green infrastructure which is “reasonable related to the scale and kind 
of housing proposed”. It is considered that this will help ensure that new developments 
embed sufficient green infrastructure connectivity to maintain and enhance connections 
with nearby services and facilities where possible, though this may not always mean 
that walking and cycling are practical alternatives to driving in order to meet some 
needs. Overall, however, it is considered that by setting out key infrastructure 
requirements in the plan there will be a minor positive effect in relation to the transport 
SA theme.  

                                                      
9 Jacobs Buckingham Town Centre Modelling Report 24 May 2019 
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Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

Policy H6b allocates C2 accommodation for older persons accommodation at Tring 
Road in Aylesbury (60 units), at Site WIN020 in Winslow (100 units; an allocation for 
employment within the made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan) and Site WHA001 at the 
Milton Keynes edge, which has been discussed above. 

The Tring Road site is in a central location around half a mile from Aylesbury town 
centre and adjacent to a large superstore. There are also regular bus services 
available from nearby stops on Tring Road. This location is considered to be well 
suited to reducing the need to travel and reducing car dependency as key services 
would likely be reachable either by walking or by public transport.  

Similarly, Site WIN020 is around half a mile from the centre of Winslow with access to 
good range of key services.   

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for transport objectives. 

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for transport objectives. 

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for transport objectives. 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.12.2 The proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well in the sense that it is 
located at the edge of Milton Keynes, which is a major employment location.  The site also has 
good potential to gain access from the major road network, and there is moderately good 
potential to support modal shift away from reliance on the private car and towards walking, 
cycling and use of public transport.  Also, deletion of BUC051 is also supported, given traffic in 
Buckingham town centre.  On this basis, the proposed modifications are predicted to result in 
positive effects. 

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.12.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

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-and-above 
‘traffic’ benefits, e.g. with regards to minimising CO2 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.   

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). 
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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 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. 

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. 

9.12.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.13 Waste 

Discussion of proposed modifications 

9.13.1 The table below discusses each of the screened-in proposed modification categories in turn. 

Proposed mod 
category 

Discussion of effects 

Amended spatial 
strategy and 
additional site 
allocation of 
WHA001 

The addition of up to around 1,150 new dwellings at the edge of Milton Keynes will 
introduce significant new demand for waste disposal and recycling over time; 
however, there is no reason to suggest any problems in respect of waste 
management.  The provisions of the Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 
(or potentially the Milton Keynes Waste DPD if services were to be provided by Milton 
Keynes) will continue to apply. 

Other minor 
changes to 
spatial strategy 
etc. 

No implications for waste management.   

Key 
infrastructure 
requirements etc. 
to be set out in 
the Plan rather 
than SPDs 

No implications for waste management.   

Policy H6 
(housing mix) 

No implications for waste management.   

Inclusion of 
heritage criterion 
to RAF Halton 
allocation policy 

No implications for waste management.   

Changes to “D” 
policies 

No implications for waste management.   

Policies on 
shops etc 

No implications for waste management.   
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Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.13.2 The proposed modifications do not lead to any significant implications in respect of waste 
objectives.  

Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.13.3 The SA Report (2018) concluded the following in relation to the submission plan - 

“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), and it is not clear that there are any issues 
in terms of Household Waste Recycling Centre capacity.” 

9.13.4 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications.  

9.14 Conclusion 

Conclusion on the proposed modifications 

9.14.1 The appraisal predicts positive effects in respect of: 

• communities objectives - given the proposal to deliver additional housing at a single large 
new strategic site that should deliver new C2 accommodation, and may deliver a new 
secondary school (there is uncertainty); 

• economy objectives - in particular given the proposal to allocate a new strategic housing site 
at a location that falls within the Oxford to Cambridge growth corridor;  

• housing objectives - in that the proposal is to allocate additional land in order to ensure that 
established housing needs (28,600 homes over the plan period) are met in full; furthermore, 
the proposed approach to allocating sites and broad areas to meet C2 housing needs is 
strongly supported; and 

• transport objectives – the proposed new strategic allocation at Shenley Park performs well 
in the sense that it is located at the edge of Milton Keynes, which is a major employment 
location.  The site also has good potential to gain access from the major road network, and 
there is moderately good potential to support modal shift away from reliance on the private 
car and towards walking, cycling and use of public transport.  Also, deletion of BUC051 is 
also supported, given traffic in Buckingham town centre.   

9.14.2 However, the appraisal predicts negative effects in respect of: 

• climate change adaptation (flood risk) objectives - as revised Policy H6b could potentially 
result in some C2 development to directed to Flood Zone 2;  

• landscape objectives - the proposed allocation of a new strategic site at Shenley Park gives 
rise to certain tensions in respect of landscape objectives (site specific policy is proposed in 
order to address this matter, although it is recommended that policy might be further 
strengthened); there is also potentially a more limited degree of landscape sensitivity 
associated with WIN020 at Winslow, which is proposed for C2 accommodation uses; and    

• natural resources objectives - whilst the new proposed allocation at Shenley Park will avoid 
the lost of ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, the (much smaller) new proposed 
allocation of WIN020 does comprise BMV land.  This site is an existing allocation within the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan; however, it is unimplemented and the Neighbourhood Plan is 
set for review. 
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Conclusion on the submission plan plus proposed modifications 

9.14.4 The SA Report concluded as follows, in respect of the Proposed Submission Plan: 

“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.     

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. 

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). 

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…” 

9.14.5 This conclusion broadly holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications. 
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10 INTRODUCTION (TO PART 3) 

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

11 PLAN FINALISATION 

11.1.1 Subsequent to the current modifications consultation the Inspector will consider all 
representations received, before then considering whether or not there is a need for further 
examination hearing sessions.  In due course, the Inspector will then prepare a report on the 
soundness of the Local Plan.   

11.1.2 Once the Inspector is able to find the plan ‘sound’, it will then be adopted by the Council.  At the 
time of adoption an ‘SA Statement’ will be published that explains the process of plan-making / 
SA in full and presents ‘measures decided concerning monitoring’. 

12 MONITORING 

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

12.1.2 The SA Report (2018) discussed monitoring indicators, suggesting the need to consider an 
increased focus on 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.  These recommendations broadly hold-true in light of the proposed 
modifications, e.g. there will be merit to closely monitoring low carbon measures at the new 
proposed Shenley Park strategic allocation. 
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APPENDIX I: ALTERNATIVES APPRAISAL FINDINGS 

Introduction 

As explained within ‘Part 1’ above, a focus of work has been on the development and appraisal of alternative 
approaches to increasing the housing supply on the edge of Milton Keynes.  Specifically, consideration has 
been given to the following reasonable alternatives - 

The reasonable alternatives (2019) 

Site Number of additional homes 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Eaton Leys (67.5 ha) c.1,115   

Salden Chase Extension (76.5 ha)  c.1,115  

Shenley Park (99 ha)   c.1,115 

N.B. it can be seen that the gross area of all sites (67.5 ha, 76.5 ha and 99 ha respectively) suggests the 
potential to deliver well in excess of the target figure, on the basis of a simple 35 dwellings per hectare (dph) 
assumption.  This matter is discussed further below, within the appraisal. 

Appraisal methodology 

For each of the alternatives, the assessment identifies / evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline, 
drawing on the sustainability topics/objectives identified through scoping (see Table 3.1) 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.  Where there is a need to rely on assumptions in order to reach a 
conclusion on a likely 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 (Schedules 1 and 2).  For example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and reversibility 
of effects.  Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. the effects of the plan in combination with other planned 
or on-going activity).   

Appraisal findings 

Appraisal findings are presented below within 12 separate tables (each table dealing with a specific 
sustainability topic) with a final table drawing conclusions.  Within each table the performance of alternatives 
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. 
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Discussion 

Biodiversity 2 3 
 

An ‘Ecological Headlines’ study has examined the relative merits of the three 
competing sites, and concluded: “With regard to which of the sites could 
accommodate the allocation proposed with minimised impact to ecological assets, 
Shenley Park would appear to be more appropriate compared to the Salden Chase 
Extension and Eaton Leys.  The Shenley Park site is situated adjacent to existing 
development and supports large field parcel features that could accommodate 
larger blocks of development with minimised hedgerow severance (compared to 
Salden Extension which has a number of smaller field parcels and hedgerow 
linkages within it).   

A further point to note is that the two sites to the west, namely Shenley Park and 
Salden Chase Extension, fall within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA), whilst 
Eaton Leys does not.  The BOA extends across the cluster of ancient woodlands 
at the southwest extent of Milton Keynes that represents the remnants of a former 
royal hunting forest.  One of the ancient woodland patches is designated as a 
nationally important SSSI; however, this woodland (Howe Park Wood) has already 
been assimilated within the urban boundary of Milton Keynes (it is located c.1km to 
the east of Shenley Park).  The Bucks Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2013) 
identifies the potential benefits that might arise from quite extensive woodland 
creation within the BOA.  In particular, the potential for a large area of habitat 
creation within or in proximity Shenley Park 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 Plan objectives.  In particular, 
there is a risk of worsening fragmentation of woodland patches (i.e. reducing 
ecological/functional connectivity).  Both Shenley Park and Salden Chase 
extension potentially give rise to a concern in this respect  For example, 
development at Salden Chase Extension could reduce connectivity between the 
ancient woodland patches found a short distance to the north and south (although 
the effect would be reduced if the southwest part of the site is left undeveloped, or 
delivered as green infrastructure). 

The final site at Eaton Leys does not fall within a BOA; however, the boundary of 
the site is defined by the Grand Union Canal / River Ouzel floodplain, which is an 
area of sensitivity.  More generally, the site is within the Brickhills Area of Attractive 
Landscape (AAL), which is associated with: “Rich natural character influenced by 
the large number of linked features including heathland, woodland, grassland and 
wetland.” 10   

In conclusion, Salden Chase Extension is the less preferable site on balance, noting 
the conclusions of the Ecological Headlines study and the matter of the Whaddon 
Chase BOA.  However, significant negative effects are not concluded, noting that 
the Ecological Headlines study concludes that issues associated with all of the sites 
can be mitigated “through standard approaches”.  The study also notably 
concludes: “None of the sites have a direct impact on statutory designated sites 
and the majority have only small areas of notable habitat within or adjacent to the 
site boundary.” 

With regards to the other two sites in question – Eaton Leys and Shenley Park – 
each site is associated with pros and cons, such that it is difficult to differentiate 
with any certainty; however, on balance it is considered appropriate to differentiate 
between the sites in accordance with the findings of the Ecology Headlines study. 

 
  

                                                      
10 Defining the special qualities of local landscape designations in Aylesbury Vale District.  LUC, March 2016. See 
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury%20Vale%20Local%20Landscape%20Designations%
20FINAL%20REPORT%2027%2004%2016.pdf  

https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury%20Vale%20Local%20Landscape%20Designations%20FINAL%20REPORT%2027%2004%2016.pdf
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Aylesbury%20Vale%20Local%20Landscape%20Designations%20FINAL%20REPORT%2027%2004%2016.pdf
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Discussion 

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

3 2 
 

The Salden Chase and Eaton Leys sites intersect a fluvial flood risk zone; however, 
there would be good potential to leave land within the flood zone undeveloped, i.e. 
use this land for green infrastructure.  Eaton Leys is a smaller site, but it has been 
promoted as suitable for 1,200 homes, and hence it is fair to assume that there is 
capacity within the site to both deliver the housing target (1,150 homes), avoid 
areas of flood risk and deliver other required land uses within the site (although 
provision of a secondary school could be a challenge, if this proves necessary, as 
discussed below). 

In conclusion, it is appropriate to differentiate the sites to reflect the degree of 
intersect with a fluvial flood zone.  

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

= = = 

Focusing on the matter of greenhouse emissions from the built environment (noting 
that there is a stand-alone discussion of ‘transport/travel’ below), a key issue relates 
to the potential of each of the competing sites to deliver low carbon infrastructure, 
e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated with a district heating network.   

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of all sites indicates that there could be 
potential to achieve the economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon 
infrastructure; however, in practice there may be limited opportunity.  None of the 
recent major planning permissions granted at the MK edge require low carbon 
infrastructure, reflecting viability considerations, i.e. the need to divert funds to other 
infrastructure, high quality design and affordable housing.  All three sites are 
adjacent to existing strategic sites that are either committed or currently building 
out; however, there is little reason to suggest the potential for a coordinated 
approach to development that supports delivery of low carbon infrastructure. 
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Community 3 
 

2 

A foremost consideration is secondary school provision, noting that there is no 
capacity at existing schools within Milton Keynes.  There is a need to avoid children 
having to travel longer distances to attend school if possible, but equally 
Buckinghamshire County Council favour larger secondary schools, namely schools 
that require between 7 and 9 hectares of land.  This means that the County Council 
may accept contributes to secondary school expansion, rather than requiring 
provision of a new secondary school as part of the new development; however, 
there is no certainty.  Site specific considerations are as follows: 

- Salden Chase Extension - potentially performs well on the basis that the existing 
committed Salden Chase Scheme to the north includes land for a small (5 ha) 
secondary school, and hence allocation of the Salden Chase Extension may enable 
substitution of that school site for a larger school site to serve both sites. 

- Shenley Park – potentially performs less well, on the basis that there may be a 
need to deliver a relatively low gross net (housing) density scheme, potentially with 
implications for the ability to direct funds towards secondary school provision.  
However, a new secondary school could feasibly be determined to be a suitable 
land use in the constrained southern part of the site, and, furthermore, a secondary 
school in this location would be in proximity to several housing growth areas. 

- Eaton Leys performs poorly in the sense that this is a smaller site that is not likely 
to have capacity to deliver a secondary school; however, having said this, it is 
important to emphasise that there is no certainty regarding the need to deliver a 
new secondary school on site.  It may transpire that Buckinghamshire County 
Council is content with financial contributions to offsite provision. 

A secondary consideration relates to provision of land to deliver older persons 
housing (C2 use class), in addition to the providing land for the required number of 
market and affordable homes (C3 use class).  There is a need to provide a C2 
facility with space for 110 units, which will necessitate circa 3 ha of land, which 
could pose a problem for Eaton Leys. 

With regards to wider community infrastructure considerations, all sites would 
deliver a new local centre and have reasonable ease of access to higher order 
facilities.  All sites are a long distance from Central Milton Keynes (6km+), but the 
Shenley Park and Eaton Leys sites are both close to a district centre (Westcroft 
and Bletchley, respectively).  Having said this, movement west from the Eaton Leys 
site is constrained by the River Ouzel and the Grand Union Canal.   

All sites would have good access to high quality countryside, in the form of 
Whaddon Chase or the Grand Union Canal / River Ouzel. 

In conclusion, it is appropriate to differentiate the alternatives according to matter 
of making provision for a secondary school; however, it is not possible to conclude 
any likelihood of significant negative effects, given much uncertainty, including in 
respect of what can be delivered on each site. 

Economy = = = 

None of the sites in question would deliver new employment land, and all are 
located along the east-west corridor, at the southern edge of Milton Keynes, which 
is an emerging growth corridor, noting the following conclusion recently reached 
within the Plan:MK Inspector’s Report (pg. 14): “There is a scale of growth 
coalescing around the existing A421 corridor through the Marston Vale, Milton 
Keynes and through to the Aylesbury Vale.  This growth is aligning to the emerging 
east west corridor containing both East West Rail (EWR) and the Oxford to 
Cambridge Expressway.”  As such, there is no potential to differentiate the 
alternatives with any confidence.  
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Discussion 

Heritage 
  

2 

A Heritage Appraisal has recently been completed, in order to compare and 
contrast the three competing sites.  The study finds: 

• Eaton Leys - there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary; 
however the Buckinghamshire HER records two non-designated heritage assets 
within the boundary of the site and a number of further assets recorded in the 
immediate vicinity.  There is a medium-high likelihood of encountering significant 
archaeological remains on the site, with the potential for later Prehistoric and 
Roman remains being particularly notable.  The development of the site has the 
potential to affect the setting of the scheduled monument of the Roman town of 
Magiovinium and Roman fort that is located to the north-east of the site as well 
as the setting of the Grade II listed Mill House and Canal Bridge to the west.  Any 
proposals for the development of the site also have the potential to affect the 
setting of the listed buildings within Water Eaton and Fenny Stratford while there 
is also potential for key views from the Brickhill Conservation Area towards the 
site and the scheduled monument of Magiovinium to be affected. 

• Salden Chase Extension - there are no designated heritage assets within the site 
boundary; however, a total of five non-designated heritage assets are recorded 
by Buckinghamshire HER within the boundary of the site itself, with a small 
number of further assets recorded to the north and south of the site.  There is a 
high potential for encountering Romano-British settlement and agricultural 
activity across the eastern part of the site, with some potential for post-medieval 
water management features at the site’s western extent.  There is also limited 
potential, given the presence of recorded funerary activity to the north, for early 
medieval activity within the site boundary, although there was no indication of this 
during the previous geophysical survey works.  Proposals for the development of 
the site of Salden Chase Extension have the potential to affect the setting of a 
number of designated heritage assets.  These include the Grade II listed Lower 
Salden Farmhouse to the south of the site, the setting of the listed buildings and 
conservation area within Newton Longville, as well as the setting of the Tattenhoe 
Bare Farmhouse.  Any proposals for development of the site will need to consider 
the setting of the scheduled monuments associated with the medieval village of 
Tattenhoe.   

• Shenley Park - there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary; 
however, a total of nine non-designated heritage assets are recorded within the 
site boundary.  There is high potential for encountering both recorded and 
previously unrecorded archaeological remains within the site boundary, with a 
significant focus on those from the Prehistoric, Roman and medieval periods.  
Development of the site of Shenley Park has the potential to affect the setting of 
a number of designated heritage assets that are located around the site.  These 
include the setting of the Whaddon Conservation Areas and associated listed 
buildings, the scheduled monuments and the Tattenhoe Bare Farmhouse. 

The report then goes on to reach the overall conclusion that: “Due to its close 
proximity to a number of designated heritage assets, including the scheduled 
monument of the Snelshall Benedictine Priory and the Whaddon Conservation 
Areas as well as the Tattenhoe Bare Farmhouse (Grade II, NHLE 1125222), the 
site of Shenley Park is considered to present more constraints to development than 
the other two sites.” 
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Further considerations are: 

• Eaton Leys falls within the Brickhills AAL, the heritage value of which was 
confirmed by a recent study, which references: “Historic landscape character of 
the canal and river corridor including historic flood meadows, bridges and locks, 
and the sense of enclosure and intimacy created by lush vegetation.”10 

• Both Shenley Park and Salden Chase Extension fall within the Whaddon Chase 
landscape area, as defined by the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy, 
and described as: “A very ancient relict landscape with a special local character 

due to the preservation of the former hunting chase landscape.”11 

On balance, in light of the Heritage Appraisal, and also noting these brief further 
(more strategic) points, it is appropriate to highlight Shenley Park as subject to 
greater heritage constraint; however, there is no basis upon which to predict 
‘significant’ negative effects.  There will be good potential to avoid/mitigate effects 
through masterplaning and design measures, most notably provision of a suitably 
large and high quality landscape buffer to the Whaddon Conservation Area. 

Housing = = = 

There is no potential to differentiate the alternative sites on account of their location, 
as all would contribute to housing needs within the same housing market area.   

A further consideration is the timing of scheme delivery, noting that there will be a 
need for further work at each site to explore the matters of delivering infrastructure 
and potentially also a secondary school (see discussion above, under 
‘Communities’); however, a viability study has been completed (based on a range 
of assumptions), and ultimately concludes ‘reasonable prospects’ for viable 
development at all three sites “subject in the usual way to establishing the exact 
extent of the necessary and deliverable infrastructure provision/planning 
obligations in due course; including in respect of how that may vary on matters such 
as highways and flood risk mitigation.” 

In conclusion, in light of the uncertainties involved it is not considered appropriate 
to differentiate the alternatives. 

 
 

                                                      
11 See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Green-Infrastructure-Flagship-Projects.pdf  

https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Green-Infrastructure-Flagship-Projects.pdf
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Discussion 

Landscape 2 
  

A recent Landscape Appraisal explores variations in landscape capacity within 
each site, and then goes on to compare and contrast the competing sites.   

With regards to landscape capacity within each site, the report finds: 

• Eaton Leys - the whole site is needed to deliver the required quantum of homes, 
once account is taken of the need to avoid (and buffer, as a green infrastructure 
corridor) the flood risk zone that runs along the western edge of the site, and to 
deliver a network of green infrastructure within the site. 

• Salden Chase Extension - landscape capacity is highest within the central part 
of the site, namely to the east of the stream and west of Weasel Lane; and, within 
this part, capacity decreases in a westwards direction, given elevated views 
across this land from the west.   

• Shenley Park - the north-eastern part of the site has good capacity in landscape 
terms, whilst the north-western part of the site has low capacity, and should be 
retained as open space, in order to ensure a substantial landscape buffer 
between the new development the Whaddon Conservation Area to the west.   

With regards to the southern part of the site, this sits somewhere in the middle, 
in that it is more open to the wider landscape than the north-eastern part, but not 
as constrained as north-western part.   

The report then reaches the following conclusions on the relative merits of the sites, 
with each conclusion reflecting an assumption that the housing target would be met 
through development targeted at the less sensitive parts within each site -  

• Eaton Leys - lies within an area designated as and contributing to an Area of 
Attractive Landscape.  The Site provides visual links from the River Ousel and 
surrounding Waterhall Park, out to the Greensand Ridge to the east. 
Development of the Site would extend the settlement beyond the existing strong 
green infrastructure corridor that currently softens the edge of Milton Keynes.  
This site is considered to have a lower capacity to accommodate development 
than the other two sites.  

• Salden Chase Extension - has capacity to accommodate development on the 
north east side of its central parcel; however, this parcel is constrained by the 
adjacent existing watercourse and ancient replanted woodland, which would 
result in a degree of separation from the existing settlement pattern.  

• Shenley Park - allocation of the north eastern corner of the northern parcel has 
the greatest potential to reflect the existing / emerging settlement pattern and has 
the greatest opportunity to minimise the impact / effect on the surrounding 
landscape and visual amenity.  

The Landscape Appraisal goes on to conclude that Shenley Park is the preferred 
site.  However, there is a degree of uncertainty, on the basis that there could be a 
risk of housing development within the southern part of the site, namely that part 
which is more sensitive in landscape terms, noting that an access road will likely 
pass through this part of the site (linking to the A421), which was not a factor taken 
into account through the Landscape Appraisal.  For these reasons it is not 
considered appropriate to highlight Shenley Park as the most preferable site, ahead 
of Salden Chase Extension, contrary to the findings of the Landscape Appraisal. 

Finally, with regards to effect significance, there is no reason to suggest the 
likelihood of significant negative effects.  Eaton Leys is the worst performing site, 
but the Landscape Appraisal does not conclude significant impacts. 
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Natural 
resources 

2 
  

A key consideration here is the need to protect agricultural land, and in particular 
land that is grade 1, 2 or 3a, which is defined as ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) by 
the NPPF. 

All three sites have mostly been surveyed, using the ‘post 1988 criteria’, with results 
showing the Eaton Leys site to be notably constrained, comprising mostly grade 3a 
land (along with some grade 3b).  In comparison, the other two sites comprise 
mostly grade 3b land. 

N.B. the permitted site adjacent to Eaton Leys (600 homes) comprises mostly grade 
2 agricultural land, which serves to highlight that loss of BMV agricultural land is not 
necessarily a barrier to development. 

In conclusion, is notably worst performing, but on balance it is not considered 
appropriate to conclude the likelihood of a ‘significant’ negative effect, on the basis 
of the relatively small area of best and most versatile agricultural land that would 
be lost. 

Pollution = = = 

There are no Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) designated in Milton Keynes, 
nor in the north of Aylesbury Vale District, and hence air quality is not an issue that 
enables differentiation of the alternatives. 

With regards to Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) capacity, the 
Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study Addendum: Additional Sites (May 2019) 
did not highlight any concerns, finding that: 

“It is therefore concluded that planned growth in Aylesbury Vale served by 
Cotton Valley WwTW could be accommodated without impacting on water 
quality if the environmental permit for ammonia were tightened to achieve 
a 10% improvement over current concentrations at the point of mixing.   

Anglian Water have confirmed that the required permit variation is 
achievable. The contribution of growth in Aylesbury Vale (1,200 homes) 
has been demonstrated to be negligible when compared to the contribution 
of growth from Milton Keynes (29,981 homes).  Anglian Water has recently 
published a Water Recycling Long-Term Plan10. This recognises the 
significant growth expected in and around Milton Keynes, and identifies 
sewer capacity investment for AMP7 2020-2025, subject to approval of the 
Business Plan by industry regulator OfWAT.”   

On this basis of this discussion, there is no potential to differentiate 
between the alternatives. 
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Travel / 
transport 

 
3 2 

Eaton Leys also has direct access onto the A4146, with A5 junction a short distance 
to the north.  On this basis it is considered to link well to the strategic road network, 
which is potentially also supportive of bus connectivity; however, there is a need to 
consider the potential for junction capacity to be affected by nearby committed 
strategic development schemes in Milton Keynes.  It is also noted that Eaton Leys 
benefits from being within walking distance of Bletchley Train station, which will be 
a stop on East West Rail (although the river / Canal corridor is a significant barrier 
to movement).  Furthermore, development here would potentially result in a lower 
proportion of trips along the A421 between MK and Buckingham, which is known 
to be a traffic congestion hotspot (albeit it may see upgrades as part of the Oxford 
to Cambridge Expressway). 

Shenley Park also performs relatively well in that there is good potential to gain 
access to/from both a Milton Keynes Grid Road (Grid Road H6 and/or H7) and onto 
the A421 to the south (although an access road could prove costly, and create 
tensions in respect of landscape objectives, as discussed above).  The site also 
links well to the existing network of Redways within Milton Keynes. 

In comparison, the Salden Chase Extension is less well linked to an A-road, and 
there would also be a concern regarding rat-running through Newton Longville in 
order to reach the A4146 and A5 (a concern that may also apply to Shenley Park).  
However, the site benefits from being on an existing Sustrans National Cycle route, 
namely the route that links Winslow to the southwest with Bletchley to the northeast. 

In conclusion, all sites are associated with pros and cons, but on balance Eaton 
Leys is the preferable site, followed by Shenley Park. 

Waste = = = All alternatives could support sustainable waste management. 
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Table 7.1: Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings 

Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Eaton Leys Salden Chase Extension Shenley Park 

Biodiversity 2 3 
 

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

3 2 
 

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

= = = 

Community 3 
 

2 

Economy = = = 

Heritage 
  

2 

Housing = = = 

Landscape 2 
  

Natural 
resources 

2 
  

Pollution  = = = 

Transport 
 

3 2 

Waste  = = = 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, all alternatives have pros and cons; however, the appraisal has not been able to conclude the 
likelihood of any of the alternatives leading to ‘significant’ effects, either positive or negative. 

The appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as performing relatively well in respect of several objectives; 
however, it does not necessarily follow that this is the site most suitable or sustainable overall, as the various 
objectives are not assigned any weighting.  For example, the appraisal serves to highlight Shenley Park as 
performing relatively poorly in respect of heritage objectives, and the Council - as decision-makers - might 
assign particular weight to this matter.  Equally, Shenley Park is judged to perform less well than Salden 
Chase Extension in respect of ‘Communities’ objectives, due to uncertainties in respect of secondary school 
delivery, and the Council might assign particular weight to this. 

 


