
VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-07-11-00200 Lesley Dance Policy D2 - A new settlement at Haddenham would change it from a village, to a town larger than Thame. Yes, we have a train 

station but we do not have the roads to deal with the kind of traffic that would occur. The reason people want to live in Haddenham is 
because it is a village with a village community and not a commuter town.

VALP16-07-12-00203 Harriet Sullivan Policy D2 - In relation to the proposed growth of Haddenham, "Haddenham is marginally preferable to the site at Winslow because it 
already has a railway station with a good service" - the station and the line itself are already very busy and how would it cope with 
possibly thousands of more commuters every day? The station car park would also not be able to sustain the possible increase, 
especially when considering other proposed growth in the area.

VALP16-07-12-00204 Kate Wright Policy D14 - D14 Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites
Proposals for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites or Gypsy and Traveller park home sites will be supported where it 
can be demonstrated that there is an identified need, taking into account existing local provision and the availability of alternative 
sites, and the following criteria have been met: 
a.It has reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (a. including shops, schools, healthcare and public transport). Sites 
should either be within or close to existing sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public transport 
b. Have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety
c. Be able to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living on the site and those living nearby
d. Not have an significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, 
biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure
e. The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is appropriate to the size and density of the local settled 
community, and does not dominate the nearest settled community
f. The site should not be located where there is a risk of flooding or be affected by environmental hazards that may effect residents 
health or welfare 
g. The site must be capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and sewerage disposal facilities 
h. Sites should remain small in scale – no more normally than 15 pitches on any one site Sites should remain small in scale – no 
more normally than 15 pitches on any one site  
i. space to accommodate the proposed number of caravans, landscaping, vehicles and ancillary work areas as appropriate.
In the case of Travelling Showpeople, proposals will be also be assessed taking into account the needs for mixed use yards and the 
nature and scale of the Showpeople’s business in terms of land required for storage and/or the exercising of animals.
Sites in the Green Belt will not be permitted unless other locations have been considered and only then where very special 
circumstances can be demonstrated

VALP16-07-14-00208 Bill Russell Policy D10 - The 5 Year Future View and GP Future View place great emphasis on the role of the community to support good health 
& wellbeing.  Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust has been engaging with the public about the concept of Community Hubs 
across the county. These may, or may not, need a facility in the community. whatever the outccome of the design process AVDC 
need to work in partnership with the Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust and other possible partners such as the GPs & CCGs.
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VALP16-07-20-00211 John Bell 

(Edlesborough  
Surgery)

Policy D7 - We  are  prepared  to  accept  the  needs  of  our  developing  community   but  there  are  major  difficulty  with  access   
for  disabled   patients   or  mothers  with  children  as  there  is  inadequate  parking  available  at  our  Edlesborough  Surgery .  Any  
development  will  mean  more  onstreet  parking   for  patients  visiting  the  surgery  and  I  would  urge  that   any  development  
includes  additional  provision  for   parking  for  aged  and  infirm  patients  visiting  their  medical ,   pharmaceutical  or  dental  
services   which  are  at  the  Cow  Lane  Edlesborough  site.   If  more  parking is  not  made   available     then access  to  primary  
Medical  services  will  be  restricted

VALP16-07-25-00220 Ginny Lewis Policy D6 - I am writing to voice my objection to the building of 57 new houses on prime farmland near Marsworth. Such a small 
village would not be able to cope with such a large number of houses and the traffic that it would inevitably produce.

VALP16-07-25-00221 Liz Plascott Policy D6 - Dear Sirs
I write to object to the planning of new residential dwellings in Marsworth (MAR003).  My reasons for the objection are as follows:

 1.There will be increased traffic, congestion and parking along a road already restricted by on road parking on Vicarage Road. 
 2.Vicarage Road also homes an Infant School and the traffic danger to these small children would be increased.
 3.There is also a pick up point on the corner of Vicarage Road and Lower Icknield Road to transport school children out of the 

village to other school provision, the risk to their safety and that of their siblings would be severely compromised.
 4.As a resident on Lower Ickield Way I would have significant concerns about the speed and volume of traffic accessing then new 

development from the main road, and also from the back roads, including the already weakened bridge over the canal by the Red 
Lion Pub.

 5.There has recently been development in Gubblecote which, when complete, will impact significantly on the roads behind 
Marsworth (including the canal bridge and Vicarage Road) which have not been constructed for heavy use.

 6.There have recently been restraints on the nearest GP surgery in Pitstone and a potential further 200+ patients will only put 
further strain on this service.

I would urge the reconsideration of this plan for Marsworth which is a "small" village and should not increase by more than 5% (this 
plan far exceeds that!)
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ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-07-25-00222 Paul Barber Policy D6 - Sirs

As a resident of Marsworth living on Lower Icknield Way I wish to add my voice of objection to plans to expand the village placing it 
within the "medium" sized village category.  Marsworth should only be categorised as a smaller village, in particular the traffic 
increase in the Vicarage Road will be dangerous and intolerable.  It already requires diving in and out of parked cars to be able to 
negotiate the upper section of this road.  Traffic has increased since the building of properties in Watery Lane and further 
development further down this route-way at Gubblecote will only increase congestion.  In addition the character of Marsworth should 
be seen as a rural environment.  It is my opinion that there is already too much development.  Alternatives should be sought.  One 
only has to look at brownfield sites in Aylesbury and the number of boarded up buildings which could be converted for residential use. 
Once quality farm land and green space is lost, it is lost forever and the urbanisation of the south east as a whole should be seriously 
reviewed.  It already takes an eternity to get anywhere, the A41 to Aylesbury for example and if you turn the oppositve direction 
towards the M25 you need to allow an hour to travel 2 junctions as it took me on Saturday!
The loss of environment and the lack of amenities for the increased population means we should be putting a break on 
development,not increasing it in the south east.  Enough is enough and I trust residents' views will be seriously considered in this 
consultation.

VALP16-07-27-00227 Paulette Taylor Policy D5 - Larger Villages
VALP16-07-27-00231 L Stevens Policy D2 - There is no evidence that you have engaged with South Oxfordshire DC when referring to a proposed new settlement at 

Haddenham being able to benefit from its proximity to Thame. Thame is not within your district or your county and it is not clear how 
you can plan or contribute to the infrastructure improvements that will be needed to Thame if you site your new settlement there. 
Haddenham and Thame train station is already operating near to capacity whereas the planned development of Winslow train station 
can take into consideration the demands of a new settlement. Thame has to accommodate 1,375 new homes by 2032 according to 
SODC's Local Plan, growth of 37%, placing a huge strain on its infrastructure and existing public services and yet you have not 
evidenced your consideration of the impact of building another 4,500 housing in close proximity.

VALP16-07-28-00235 Janice Nicholas Policy D6 - PARAGRAPH 4.79
Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan has already allocated space for 100 new houses - to be built within the next (approx) 2 years - well 
in advance of the timing as specified in VALP. The extra site recommended in VALP 'Land east and south of Croft Meadows 
CHE001' was overwhelmingly rejected in the Neighbourhood plan as the village wishes to keep the open field space adjacent to the 
road. Also the village school, transport, sewage and particularly road infrastructure is not suitable for more than 100 houses in the 
next 25 years. Other areas in South Bucks should be considered for development.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 3 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-07-29-00237 Sue Belgrove Policy D2 - Stand alone development to East of Haddenham. Aston Sandford.  This is productive farm land within a superb 

landscape of small fields and hedgerows  and it is completely outrageous that a new  "garden village"should be built here for the 
following reasons:
There is no infrastructure, No local facilities for such a population increase, Railway stations are already at capacity, Other local 
areas (Longwick, Princes Risborough , Haddenham and Thame) are  having to have more housing resulting in a conurbation, The 
unspoilt countryside of Aylesbury Vale should not be sacrificed to meet the needs of neighbouring Authorities.

Further to my comments of 28/07/16
Since my last email a month or so ago I have done as much research as I could on "garden villages"reading up on New Towns Act, 
Lord Taylor, other examples of new settlements.  New Towns Act 1981 has not been updated to empower Local Authorities to 
compulsory purchase.

Other examples of new Settlements, ie Fairford Leys, Poundbury , Flaxbury were possible as the area was in single ownership , 
agreeable to development. There are no recent examples of new settlements with multiple owners who do not want to sell or develop 
their land. We attended a meeting of all the landowners under your vague orange blob and most owners are completely against a 
new settlement.

The vague orange blob shown as possible New Settlement east of Aston Sandford is completely out of scale for 6000 houses when 
compared with Haddenham's 2400 houses. Presumably it would need to stretch much further and involve even more landowners 
who would have to be compulsory purchased.  The proposal therefore not not meet the NPPF criteria as it is not deliverable.  Please 
remove the New Settlement East of Aston Sandford from the VALP.
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VALP16-07-29-00238 Mark Cowdrey (Little 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D1 - It is recognised that the New Settlement Scoping Document (Hearn Report) is designed to be an initial investigation to 
identify potential sites. This feedback is trying to correct any misconceptions of what is currently in place and any development which 
is currently planned and any available timings for the Winslow site.
These are extracts from the Scoping Study which appear most relevant with some comments added in red. We have limited our 
feedback to the Winslow site related sections of the report.

1.23 It is necessary for the Study to consider and take into account committed and planned infrastructure projects including: 

• The East-West Rail Line - due to open in 2019. This will connect Aylesbury to Milton Keynes and Oxford/Bicester with a new station 
at Winslow, in the north of Aylesbury Vale. 
The East West Rail will not be delivered until 2022.

2.35 A key issue is one of scale: much of the commentary on new settlements point to the size of a new settlement needing to be 
sufficient to support everyday services, such as shops, education and healthcare provision. Evidently larger settlements are capable 
of supporting a wider range of services and employment opportunities, and thus higher levels of self-containment in respect of 
journey to work and retail/ leisure patterns. However this needs to be considered in regard to how a new settlement might fit into the 
current geography of centres within an area, in terms of its proximity to other settlements, the services they offer and the ability to 
access these using sustainable modes of travel. Scale and accessibility to other centres thus need to be considered together. 
The proposal is for a new settlement which will have over 6,000 homes, so a population of more than 15,000, making it larger than 
Buckingham. Currently in the Vale only Aylesbury and Buckingham have populations of more than 10,000, so in the “geography of 
centres within an area.” If Winslow is chosen this would locate the town centres of the second and third largest communities in the 
Vale within 7 miles of each other.

2.40 Nonetheless it is sensible to consider in planning for a new community of a substantive scale within Aylesbury Vale, the 
population should have access to key everyday services. We would define these (consistent with the Council’s Settlement Audit 
2012) as: 
• Foodstore/ General Store; • Post Office; • GP Surgery; • Pub; • Village Hall; and • Primary School. 
For a population this list should also include a Bank, a Health Centre including a dental surgery, a Secondary School, restaurants, 
leisure centre, place(s) of worship and car parking.
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VALP16-07-29-00238 Mark Cowdrey (Little 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Delivery Considerations 

5.2 Winslow sits centrally within the District, and acts as a large service centre. It accommodates a range of services, including 
convenience top-up retailing as well as primary and secondary education provision. The settlement’s employment offer is however 
relatively modest, comprising the 1.59 ha Winslow Business Park at Station Road, although there is planning consent for further 
provision at Buckingham Road/Furze Lane. It relies on larger settlements, such as Buckingham, Aylesbury and Milton Keynes. 
For the current size of the community there is currently a serious lack of employment on offer on employment sites in Winslow.

5.7 A secondary free school, Sir Thomas Fremantle Secondary School, opened in Winslow in 2013. It currently accommodates c. 
300 students; and plans to grow to c. 600 students. The Neighbourhood Plan includes provision for the development of purpose-built 
facilities for the school on Land South of Buckingham Road to the north of the rail line in the north-east of the settlement, adjoining 
the new station. If additional growth is planned, the potential to expand the school further in the medium/ longer-term will be 
important. 
The Sir Thomas Fremantle Secondary School is currently under construction and expansion of the school is not planned.

5.17 Winslow’s location on main road and rail corridors, and with a range of existing services, supports its potential for strategic 
growth. The rationale for strategic development at Winslow would be in particular to: 
• Capitalise on the potential for improved east-west connectivity associated with the A421 Expressway proposals; 
It should also be described as the Cambridge to Oxford Expressway as the “A421 Expressway” is misleading. The route and delivery 
date are unknown it cannot be included as a positive for Winslow.

5.18 The greatest potential for strategic development exists to the north of the town. The main opportunities and constraints relating 
to any new development in this location can be summarised as follows:
.
• Any development within the airfield would need to consider the relationship with surrounding villages, such as Great Horwood and 
Little Horwood, and avoid impact on the Conservation Areas. 
We can all fully support this point but where is the recognition of the need for a clear and robust non-coalescence Policy specific to 
such a development should it go ahead? The buffer of green infrastructure is far too woolly.
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ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-07-29-00238 Mark Cowdrey (Little 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

• Planned transport improvements, such as the East-West Rail Link and A421 Expressway will provide enhanced connections and 
accessibility to Winslow and are well located to serve any new development to the north of the town.
It is misleading to state that the ‘A421 Expressway will provide enhanced connections and accessibility to Winslow and is well located 
to serve any development to the north of the town’. The route for the Expressway has not been decided and may not be within many 
miles of Winslow and might only be delivered in 20 years.

5.23 This option includes the following potential development locations, focused particularly on northern expansion of the settlement 
(as proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan): 
The Winslow Neighbourhood Plan has no housing development included north of the railway line and other developments that are 
north of the railway line – new school, railway station and employment, are all enclosed by the Winslow SB.

                                         ------------------------------------------------------------------

From the above, We believe there are many reasons why Winslow is not a suitable site and have summarised these as follows:-

REASONS NOT TO CHOOSE WINSLOW

• Winslow is relatively remote from the Districts which are generating the very significant unmet housing needs figure in the VALP 
total.

• Winslow does not currently have a rail connection and is unlikely to see its new station and East West Rail services in operation 
until the early 2020’s and there is no certainty that the London via Aylesbury service will be available.

• Winslow is very poorly served by the road network. It is a recognised fact that the A413 is not a major road corridor and is and will 
become more overburdened as growth occurs in the Vale. A new settlement at Winslow, even with the local improvements suggested 
in the Scoping Study, would result in the A413 becoming a bottleneck for many hours of the day.

• The current employment base for Winslow on employment sites in a town of over 5,000 residents is less than 60 full time 
equivalents. Little Horwood, population less than 450, has more jobs than Winslow. This cannot be considered a satisfactory situation 
upon which to build the very substantial number of new quality jobs a new settlement should generate.
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VALP16-07-29-00238 Mark Cowdrey (Little 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

• The New Settlement Options for Winslow would inevitably significantly impact upon both Great Horwood and Little Horwood and in 
the long term could lead to coalescence issues.

• The proposal for this New Settlement, which would in the main be located in Great Horwood, would be in direct conflict with the 
Great Horwood Neighbourhood Plan.

• Currently in the Vale, only Aylesbury and Buckingham have populations of more than 10,000, so in the “geography of centres within 
an area,” if Winslow was chosen, this would locate the centres of the second and third largest communities in the Vale within 7 miles 
of each other in the north of the District. Such proximity would inevitably have an adverse effect on Buckingham’s current position of 
servicing its own and the needs of its nearby communities and at the same time threaten the viability of the new settlement being 
able to establish the required retail, services and community facilities provision for its 15,000+ residents.

• Lastly and probably the strongest argument of all, the proposal to locate a New Settlement of 6,000 plus homes on the land north of 
Winslow known as the airfield site is too small in area, as proved by the assessment below. Any New Settlement in future decades 
must have room to grow.
                         ------------------------------------------------

Calculations of the land area required to create a New Settlement of 6000+ homes 

For calculation purposes the data from the proposed Winslow Green development which was 270 hectares to accommodate 3,300 
homes, employment land, community facilities, retail, a seemingly generous 138 hectares for open space and recreation etc etc. This 
works out at 12.2 dwellings per hectare. Included was a country park but if the new settlement is to be described as a “New Garden 
Village,” then it must have generous areas of green space in and around its boundary presumably. You will find the very informative 
map which details the area of the Gladman Winslow Green application on AVDC’s website. It is accessed via 08/029444/AOP. Find 
Design and Access Statement Introduction which is about a third of the way down of the 100 documents and the map is on Page 3.

Using a summary table from the Winslow Green documents, which broke down land use into various categories, as the basis for my 
calculations as to land required for a development of 6,600 homes (Twice Winslow Green to keep the sums simple, I obtained the 
following:-
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VALP16-07-29-00238 Mark Cowdrey (Little 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

6,600 dwellings @ 35 per hectare  - 190 hectares
Employment Land                             -   35 hectares
Retail and New Town centre             -   10 hectares
Schools                                               -   30 hectares
Community Centre & Health Centre   -     5 hectares
Other Community facilities*               -   15 hectares
Sports Pitches and play areas           -   40 hectares
Green Space                                       -   70 hectares

TOTAL                                                   395 hectares

*Other Community facilities include a burial ground, allotments, a library, a leisure centre, a skate park etc etc 

Some allowance for the land areas occupied by the roads, pavements, verges, perhaps a new sewage treatment works, gypsy and 
traveller pitches 

From the above, it would seem reasonable to conclude that 400 hectares for the new settlement is a good starting point. I accept that 
there are quite a few guesstimates in the above breakdown. 

BUT THE SITE AREA HEARN HAS ALLOCATED AS ADEQUATE IS 300 HECTARES

The GL Hearn New Settlement Study has not estimated the volume of traffic movements and parking requirements at peak times that 
such a New Settlement would generate. If only 0.75 traffic movements per household were to be generated in the morning peak hour 
that would be over 4,000 vehicles looking to exit the development.

VALP16-07-30-00242 Peter Rawcliffe Policy D3 - 4.46 The Milton Keynes Strategic Development Directions Consultation Document Option 1 identifies sites to the east as 
well as the west of the West Coast Mainline. These are not mentioned implying perhaps implicit rejection of their acceptability. This 
rejection should be made explicit and Policy D3 amended accordingly.

VALP16-08-02-00246 Karen Wedge Policy D5 - I think the allocation for Edlesborough is too high.  The village has already been developed beyond all recognition over 
the last 40 years.  I believe expansion should be limited to plans already approved, with the addition of brownfield sites mentioned in 
the Edlesborough neighbourhood plan.  An additional 164 homes, with no additional employment or public transport, would change 
the character of the village and make Edlesborough a mini dormitory town.  The school and doctors' surgery could not cope.  The 
buses that run through the village between Luton and Aylesbury have recently been substantially reduced, which will lead to even 
greater dependence on cars.  I don't understand why there is so much allocation for Edlesborough (which I wouldn't personally 
describe as a large village when neighbouring Northall is described as a small village) with so little for surrounding villages.
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VALP16-08-03-00248 Marcia Davis Policy D6 - 4.79

The plan suggests 96 new houses for Brill. This is a very significant increase over previous suggestions and would fundamentally 
alter the composition and character of the village by an increase of more than 25%.   This does not take into account the topography 
of the village: it is a hill top village which does not allow unrestricted expansion geographically.
Very importantly, it does not take into account the lay out of the roads in Brill which meet at a T junction in the centre and which can 
barely contain the recent increases in traffic which have created a real risk of accidents. Due to the topography and lay out there are 
no options for roads or other alternatives to spread/minimise any increases in traffic.   This will place an unreasonable additional 
burden on the existing community, contrary to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   Therefore, it is proposed that a significantly reduced 
allocation be considered at the same time as realistically assessing how/whether the traffic flow can be made manageable.

VALP16-08-05-00254 Abigail Alderson 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D1 - Section 4.8 – how are increased levels of protection going to be achieved? Good aspiration but is there a plan?
Section 4.26 – the current plan does not adequately take flood risk into account as the SFRA level 1 is not a supporting document 
and it is likely that in those areas of higher flood risk a more detailed SFRA level 2 will be required as was the case in 2009?

VALP16-08-05-00254 Abigail Alderson 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D2 - Section 4.37 – Does not a decision for which settlement also depend on the results of the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment Level 1 and if required level 2 to determine of the sites are at risk of flooding from all sources of flooding.

VALP16-08-05-00254 Abigail Alderson 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D3 - Section 4.49 – Flood mitigation measures should ensure that flooding is no worse downstream of developments and 
ideally measures will be taken to improve flood management in this area of the catchment.
Section 4.50 – should include as set out in the Aylesbury Vale Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and Water Cycle Study – where is 
the supporting documentation/evidence?
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VALP16-08-05-00256 John Wilkinson Policy D5 - Edlesborough Housing Allocation is inflated

Assuming that the Edlesborough housing allocation figure of 164 was calculated as 22% of the existing housing stock in April 2013, 
AVDC’s estimate of the housing stock appears to have been 745. (745 x 0.22 = 164).  However a street by street count of dwellings 
within the built settlement of Edlesborough at that date produces a figure of only 659.  The actual count for the entire electoral ward of 
Edlesborough was only 733, still significantly less than AVDC’s figure for just the village.
Consequently the correct housing allocation for the settlement of Edlesborough should be 145 (659 x 0.22= 145).
Further evidence of how inflated AVDC’s estimate is can be demonstrated by referring to the 2011 National Census.  Unfortunately 
the Census does not breakdown the statistics below parish level, but it does provide a dwelling count for the entire Parish.  That 
figure includes not only the settlements of Edlesborough, Dagnall and Northall, but also all the outlying properties that are remote 
from the settlements.  Like any other large rural parish, the number of outlying properties is quite significant.
It therefore follows that the Census count for the entire parish should exceed the sum of the AVDC housing stock figures for each of 
the three individual settlements within the Parish by a considerable margin.
Assuming the Dagnall and Northall allocations are based on 5% of their respective 2013 housing stock, AVDC’s estimates are 
Edlesborough (745), Dagnall (220) and Northall (180) – Total 1145.  Why then was the Census count including all the outlying 
properties only 1130 dwellings?

Edlesborough Housing Commitments 2015/16 under counted
The table on page 79 shows a total of 89 commitments, but my understanding is that there have actually been 90 commitments.
13/01072/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved June 2013
13/01098/APP – 1 dwelling – Allowed on appeal January 2015
14/01261/APP – 30 dwellings – Approved May 2016
14/01908/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved 2014
15/02411/APP – 57 dwellings – Provisionally approved March 2016
 TOTAL     90 dwellings
HELAA suitable/part suitable sites under counted
The table on page 79 shows Edlesborough as having potential for 96 houses and Appendix A identifies the relevant sites as EDL002 
(10 dwellings), EDL020 (6 dwellings) and EDL021 (80 dwellings).  What appears to have been overlooked is that only part of site 
EDL003 has been committed under application 14/01261/APP and the remaining one third of the site still has potential for the 
remaining 15 houses of the 45 originally identified by the HELAA.
The correct HELAA figure for Edlesborough in the table on page 79 should therefore be 111.
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VALP16-08-05-00258 Mandy Cliffe (Great 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - These comments are in response to the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation (July to September 2016), 
where comments are requested on the new evidence documents published in support of the draft plan.
The comments in this document address a specific point: if there is a new settlement north of Winslow, what effect will there be on 
Great Horwood in terms of traffic, and how might this be mitigated?
These comments are presented without prejudice to the general view of the Parish Council on the New Settlement Study and, in 
particular, to the appropriateness of a new settlement north of Winslow. This more general view will form part of the Parish Council's 
response to the overall Draft VALP consultation. Further comments attached

VALP16-08-05-00260 V And L Cartwright Policy D2 - Why Has Haddenham green field been chosen over winslow who have a empty brown field site/air field. 

How are the services going to cope. I.e doctors, chemist, post office, the building sites in Aylesbury, were told they would get facilities 
3 and half years later they are still waiting.
The price of houses are for London commuters. Village residents children are unable to buy here and move away. Also further 
congestion will happen on roads around the station as commuters are parking on the estates and main roads instead of paying 
parking charges.
Speed and amount of traffic passing schools.
Impact on the environment, wild life and conservation areas.
Loss of high grade agricultural land, village green belt areas, outstanding natural nature walks.
Haddenham is a "village"  and the majority of residents feel the same why did they buy a house in a quintessential, period village. 
Duty to co-operate, why does all the houses have to be built in one village, why can they not be spread over 10, 20, 30 or more sites 
in the county.
The road to Thame, princes Risborough and Aylesbury cannot cope with the amount traffic at peak times and during school term.
The thought should go into size of houses being built so that village youth can purchase a reasonably priced and well built house, not 
"shoe box".   
What about the "Neighborhood plans" that villages submitted on which a lot of time and money was spent and have now been 
rescinded. It seems that county has got them to do their ground work and then picked the bits they want. 
HS2 is also going through out county is that not enough impact on the environment and areas of outstanding beauty.

Please, Please would someone put their hat on straight and start seriously thinking about the damage this plan is going to do to a 
beautiful village
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VALP16-08-05-00262 Mary Pritchard Policy D2 - Last night I attended the meeting held at Haddenham with regard to the increase in housing. I, along with all people living 

in Haddenham, am strongly against the proposal for our village, particularly on the north side for the following reasons:
1. We were told Milton Keynes wants more housing. So what is the problem?
Why do you want to ruin this lovely village unnecessarily? It doesn't make sense.
2. As a village Hadden ham has no facilities for so many extra people. e.g. schools, doctors, shops etc. Winslow and Princes 
Risborough, as towns, do have them. Again- no sense.
3. Wendover has been dismissed as an area of outstanding beauty, yet the HS2 can go right through it! Not an excuse.
4. The land north of the village is agricultural and should not be used. There are many unused fields here and in the surrounding 
area.
5. The excuse that the large area of the airfield cannot be used as it is a recreation ground for gliders and light aircraft does not 
equate. There is one red local glider used one day a week if the weather is right and the plane is very infrequently used. Are the 
eleven families living beside the field of
less importance.
6. My house and large lounge window are five feet from the field. The witchert wall dividing us has a conservation order on it and I am 
responsible for any damage to it.
7. The proposed housing will greatly lower the value of my property, which has a very large garden. I would require compensation.
8. Part of the proposed land in Aston Road is Glebe land. The churchyard cemetery is full. If the Glebe land is used where will village 
people be buried? After living here for 57 years I certainly want to be buried here in due course.
9. We read in the local paper that houses recently built the other side of Aylesbury are not selling! Why would they here?
There is not one reason why you should consider Haddenham suitable for all these houses.
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VALP16-08-05-00266 Graham Winwright 

(Chiltern and South 
Bucks District Councils)

Policy D2 - In terms of housing distribution, the Aylesbury Vale draft VALP's strategy is to direct sustainable levels of development to 
its existing settlements, through the implementation of a settlement hierarchy. If this doesn't result in the provision of enough 
dwellings, the Council is considering other approaches to deliver
the housing need including an application to designate Aylesbury Town as a Garden City, allocating a new settlement and allowing 
sites in the Green Belt to be developed. This development strategy introduces an element of flexibility, beyond the end of the Plan, in 
that the new settlement won't be completed by 2033 (para. 4.36) and means that development will continue beyond the Plan period. 
These options are fully
supported by the two Councils and it is considered necessary that all options should be explored before the VALP is submitted.
The VALP currently identifies meeting 7,000 dwellings from Chiltern/South Bucks unmet needs to 2033. You will be aware that in 
accordance with our councils, and others, January 2016 Addendum to the Bucks Memorandum of Understanding the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan covers the plan period to 2036.  Clearly this Memorandum of Understanding will need to be reconsidered 
now that Aylesbury Vale is bringing forward a plan to the earlier date of 2033. You will also be aware from the Councils' response to 
the VALP Issues and Options Consultation that our unmet needs figure (now 7,000 dwellings to 2033) is an estimate and maybe 
subject to changes as our
evidence base is updated I prepared and the Local Plan progresses. Inclusion of 7,000 dwellings for Chiltern and South Bucks unmet 
need is a positive approach to the Duty to Co-operate and is supported by both Councils. You can be assured that Chiltern and South 
Bucks will do all that they reasonably can to maximise the provision of dwellings in the Chiltern/South Bucks plan area in order to 
meet local needs. However we need to ensure that close working and co-operation continues to ensure, as far as possible, unmet 
needs from Chiltern and South Bucks can be met in Aylesbury Vale. This could mean that the
Councils may have to ask for more than 7,000 dwellings to 2033 if estimates fall short and at the appropriate time would need 
Aylesbury Vale to consider scope for meeting Chiltern and South Bucks unmet needs post 2033.

VALP16-08-06-00270 Malcolm Oliver Policy D1 - 4.8 Omits the need for strategic road network improvements to the Aylesbury growth area.  these are essential in 
addition to the internal development & also the wider public & sustainable network development. By contrast 4.19 does list this need 
to provide better links to other settlements - the first time this has been overtly defined.

VALP16-08-06-00270 Malcolm Oliver Policy D5 - 4.69 & 73 - Wording for Wing suggests that sites for additional 138 houses HAVE to be found & whilst it is understood 
from Peter Williams that the intent is that these would not be required unless suitable sites can be identified that do not contravene 
the wider policies in 4.74 regarding landscape value etc, wording should be tightened to make this absolutely clear & not subject to 
later interpretation by others.  The issue is one of primacy - the policy for the number of homes to be found or the requirements for 
sites allocated having to first be suitable for development.

VALP16-08-09-00275 Andrew Burnett Policy D1 - It is very undesirable that Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville should be joined up to Aylesbury through continuous 
housing development. These communities need to be kept separate, through a wide, clear margin of green fields, in order to retain 
their identity. The southenmost areas earmarked for development south of Aylesbury should therefore not be developed in order to 
ensure that this is the case.

VALP16-08-09-00275 Andrew Burnett Policy D12 - Aylesbury town centre is currently unattractive to visit - much of the historic centre was lost after the war and the current 
shopping areas have a run-down feel, so one wishes to do what one has come to do and get out as quickly as possible. Certainly 
there are few places where one would wish to sit and have a drink outside in the summer.
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ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-09-00275 Andrew Burnett Policy D4 - As indicated above, I do not believe land north of Wendover should be released from the green belt. This is land which 

meets the objectives of the green belt well (your assessment undervalues it) and releasing it would be counter to government 
planning policy.

VALP16-08-09-00281 Simon Dackombe 
(Thames Valley Police)

Policy D1 - 4.22  should be reworded to state;
Providing appropriate new infrastructure to support housing and employment development at Aylesbury is essential to the creation of 
sustainable and safe communities.
Infrastructure includes hard infrastructure such as roads and cycle routes, community infrastructure such as schools, higher 
education, Policing and Emergency Services and healthcare facilities and green infrastructure such as green spaces and wildlife 
corridors. Policy S4 supports infrastructure delivery.

VALP16-08-09-00281 Simon Dackombe 
(Thames Valley Police)

Policy D2 - TVP would highlight at this stage that the delivery of a new settlement has the potential to significantly impact upon TVP's 
ability to police a new community (on account of the scale of development and the often remote location of the settlement) and 
accordingly additional infrastructure requirements would need to be delivered. This may include, but not be limited to an on site 
facility to provide a visible presence.

VALP16-08-10-00283 Shirley Henderson Policy D2 - The village  has a station but the area cannot cope with the volume of cars associated so they are parked 
anywhere,creating a neighborhood problem. Winslow will regain its station, whilst Aylesbury and Milton Keynes etc., have stations 
(also bus services).
HADDENHAM  is an ancient settlement, its charm maintained by its various conservation areas and many listed buildings.   It has its 
own area of Natural Beauty on a par with the Chilterns and settlements in Buckinghamshire with their Greem Belts. Haddenham has 
always been an agricultural village, its fields may not be formally designated "green belt" but that is just what they are - protection, at 
the same time providing cererals and grazing pastures within their ancient hedgerows.
I particularly object to the "Potential Options" for Haddenham with three maps and figures of l,25O, 7,OOO+  8 ,OOO+
Number 7 - A brown brush mark covering top grade agricultural land.  These former "Common Fields of Haddenham" have been 
tilled by the families past and present and are still worked today.  They run down towards listed homesteads and where osier beds of 
the past today offer fruit;.  Importantly the water meadows would be affected  by any new housing.
The heritage value of this area cannot be over emphasised.  The physical cultural heritage is an element of the environment which is 
at stake here.  A consultant, not knowing the area and seeing the plan, could believe  he is looking a featureless area of grassland 
but C7O the busy road from Haddenham village and station to the top of Scotsgrove Hill is not shown - neither are the dwellings 
along Mill Lane, part of the tiny ancient hamlet of Grove.  There is no notification of the wide area of "water meadows"  This brown 
area has a  large part with high water table, not suitable for housing
Instead of desecrating lovely old villages look at the bigger picture. Aylesbury has already the governance, shops, trains, theater, in 
fact years hence will see it as a small city - why not do that now and leave the gems of the County, our ancient villages, as they are. 
Milton Keynes is already well designed and could become another city. It is North and the Government wants to get the Midlands and 
North productive once more, away from the overcrowded South East.
I hope the above will be considered and the number 7 eradicated.
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VALP16-08-10-00284 Roz Owens Policy D2 - 4.35 you make reference to the site West of Haddenham allowing people to access services in Thame.  As you will know 

South Oxfordshire are also proposing a new settlement near j7 of the M40 that will use Thame as its provider of "higher-order" 
services.  Thame is also going through a period of significant expansion with homes being delivered in Thame Park and Thame 
Meadows.  This small historic town has no capacity to take any more strain on services with the local schools full, in particular Lord 
Williams secondary school and huge queues to park to use the town centre. Winslow already has a number of these higher order 
services within the town such as a secondary school (a new one with capacity), a bank, restaurants, pubs etc. and would to me 
therefore seem the more logical location.  It is also to be served by new infrastructure which offers additional capacity to the rail and 
road system whereas Haddenham will be provided with nothing additional to help serve a massive additional population.  The unmet 
need may be from the south but in that case it will be partly served by the new settlement a few miles west of Haddenham planned by 
South Oxfordshire on a site in single ownership which is deliverable.  There is also need to supply Milton Keynes to the north and 
another location with a new rail link would be ideally placed to support this.  Surely this must be a material consideration.
4.38 Once this information is available it should be made public and an opportunity for the public to comment on it should be given 
4.43 Neither site near Haddenham is capable of integration with the existing community as identified in your own HELAA.  
Infrastructure is already at capacity so any new development will have to have stand alone facilities. Co-locating would mean closing 
existing facilities as all sites are fully developed or on the fringes of the development and so not located logically to serve a new 
centre to the west.  Any development would result in more car journeys to the station as any more than 0.75 mile walk is unlikely to 
appeal, particularly on dark winter nights.  This is a rural area and any development would result in greater light pollution if safe 
walking/cycling routes are to be provided which will impact on the quality of life for existing residents and impact on local wildlife and 
the Snakemoor Nature Reserve.  It all seems very rushed and ill thought through and any new settlement should be considered as a 
separate process so that time is taken properly to plan and possibly create something special in a new location, rather than ruining 
Haddenham.

VALP16-08-10-00284 Roz Owens Policy D4 - 4.55 You state that the allocations are based on the HELAA.  How has this then been ignored when it comes to options 
for the new settlement where one option to the west of Haddenham includes large parcels of land considered to be poorly connected 
to the village and unsuitable for development?
c. How is a 50% increase in housing in Haddenham (as a minimum) in keeping with it being a village and does not have an adverse 
impact on its character and appearance?  This development will change Haddenham forever.
f.  Why are developers not required to contribute to key social infrastructure as well as physical infrastructure? Contributions should 
be sought to aid expansion of education, health and public transport infrastructure which are overloaded by new development.

VALP16-08-10-00284 Roz Owens Policy D5 - As for policy D4 above contributions from developers should be to support expansion of a wider range of services and 
not just physical infrastructure.

VALP16-08-10-00284 Roz Owens Policy D10 - Policy D10 - I note that there is no identified need for increased retail space in Haddenham (4.110).  Residents cannot 
be expected to get everything they need delivered in a van and with a 50% increase in housing stock this cannot be logical in the 
context of sustainable development.  Developers must also contribute to expansions required in education and health facilities within 
the village as these are the services that people need to be able to use locally and which are already at capacity.
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VALP16-08-10-00285 Tony Barker Policy D2 - Haddenham has a requirement to provide 1059 dwellings.  With the existing commitments plus allocations/identified sites 

that total figure can be achieved.  They are peripheral sites to the existing built up area of the village, and with appropriate 
design/layout and other considerations, there is no reason why the village cannot accommodate this level of growth successfully.  So 
we should agree that this is a fair and reasonable contribution to the total requirement for Haddenham to accept.

VALP16-08-10-00286 Roy Kemble Policy D3 - I would like to comment on plans for WHA003, MUR001, MUR002, and NLV020.   I live in postcode MK17 0QB which is 
near these areas.  I fully agree with the assessment that these areas are unsuitable for housing development for the following 
reasons:- WHA003 the only road access to this site is along an unadopted road, there are no services(electricity, sewage, water, or 
gas) to this site, and it would significantly affect the outlook of the existing houses and if as proposed 60+ houses were built there 
would be a significant rise in traffic volumes along a single unadopted road.

With regard to the other sites there is no road access to the sites, no services and any buildings would significantly affect the outlook 
from existing housing in the area as well as significantly increasing traffic volumes along small local roads.

VALP16-08-11-00299 Andrew Cole Policy D1 - Please see my previous comments.
VALP16-08-11-00301 Carole Jackman (Marsh 

Gibbon Parish Council)
Policy D1 -  Aylesbury: MGPC supports the proposal that Aylesbury should be designated a Garden Town.
Reason: Government funding would benefit the town’s development.

VALP16-08-11-00301 Carole Jackman (Marsh 
Gibbon Parish Council)

Policy D2 - New settlement: VALP proposes that a new major settlement of 4,500 homes could be planned. MGPC supports this 
proposal for it to be at Haddenham (para 4.33).
Reason: this would relieve pressure on other parts of the VALP area.

VALP16-08-11-00301 Carole Jackman (Marsh 
Gibbon Parish Council)

Policy D6 - Marsh Gibbon Shortfall: MGPC wishes to work with AVDC Forward Plans to identify ‘reserve allocations’. (Option 1 as 
suggested by Forward Plans, 28/07/2016)
Reason: MGNDP did not allocate sites and HELAA only identifies two sites for up to 43 homes against a residual requirement of 66. 
The two sites will probably now only deliver 31, leaving a shortfall of 35.
• The Marsh Gibbon shortfall should be corrected to 23 in para 4.83 on page 89.
Reason: VALP incorrectly states the shortfall as 26. (It may now actually be 35.)

VALP16-08-11-00302 Janice Hammons Policy D6 - Regarding housing development within Cheddington, I would like to inform you of my alarm at the increase from the 
agreed 100 houses to 140 allocated to Cheddington.
The proposal to put these extra houses in Croft Meadows is against the wishes of the village and our Neighbourhood plan.
I understand that the current land set aside for development  would accomodate these houses if needed. I do however feel that the 
villages facilities are already stretched to the limit and would urge AVDC to reconsider incorporating this number of houses within 
Cheddington.

VALP16-08-12-00308 Sue Gilbert Policy D2 - We have major concerns with the draft WDC Plan. We have reviewed the area and indicative dwelling numbers for sites 
in the Plan. On site after site, densities are extremely low, with larger sites in High Wycombe itself in the range 5.5 to, at most, 21 
dwellings per hectare. Indeed the average density across all sites for which there is information is in the range of 10 to 15 dph. By 
contrast, the draft VALP is showing densities of 30 plus dph, and for Haddenham of 35 dph. If WDC adopted a more realistic 
approach to density, WDC could meet its own need within its borders.
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VALP16-08-12-00315 Janet Price Policy D2 - I have lived in Haddenham all my life and am very disappointed at how big our village has become ,and seeing the plans 

that make it even larger,we already have to wait for weeks to see the doctor the schools are over crowded the roads dangerous ,why  
build here when Milton Keynes and towns like it have the resources for extra houses and people .  Why is Haddenham being targeted 
why not Stone Chearsley Long Crendon or many other villages around this area . Why not spread the new homes between all 
Buckinghamshire villages instead of ruining ours just because we have a railway station doesn't mean we have to have extra houses 
and people.   My family have lived in Haddenham for many many years my children have moved away because they want to live in a 
village not a small town,I thought that when we all elect councilman they have the villages best interest  in mind but it would seem 
that they do not even live here so why would they care.  Please do not ruin our village anymore than it has been

VALP16-08-12-00319 W G Hawkins Policy D2 - Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically. it has a population of 741 and this has only 
gradually risen in the last 150 years- it was 564 in 1861 and thus a proposed  housing increase of 19% does not fit with the current 
size of the village not its normal rate of development. it is also numerically smaller than some other villages which has been 
designated as small villages.

VALP16-08-13-00324 Stephen James Policy D6 - The sites to the north and west of the village (CHE005 and CHE06) received overwhelming support in the Cheddington 
Neighbourhood plan where a mix of housing with emphasis on provision for affordable homes for the young and small families with 
children was selected.  The small, but very successful and widely supported scheme at Partridge Close in the village has been well 
received. The village is convinced that the area offered could successfully take the numbers currently required by District and new 
developments should be exclusively concentrated and carefully phased in this area as already agreed in the NP. Well designed and 
thought through, this gives an opportunity for an excellent experience on entering Cheddington from the north.

VALP16-08-15-00326 Diana Newsham Policy D4 -  I am writing to state my objection to the proposed plan of erecting 544 new houses in Haddenham in 2 years, with more 
to follow eventually.
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VALP16-08-15-00327 Will jones Policy D2 - Have recently visited your exhibit in Winslow I write, through the nausea, to tell you how appalled I am at the plans for a 

huge new development between Winslow and the Horwoods. Personally as a resident of Little Horwood, who has invested his life 
savings in a house in the area, because of it's rural character and proximity to Winslow - currently a community of a perfect size for a 
country town, I shudder to think of the effect such a development would have on the quality of my environment, not least during the 
protracted building period. AVDC's planning department have already sanctioned development in open countryside opposite our 
property at Mount Pleasant, and allowed very dubious "agricultural" development elsewhere nearby. We now face the prospect of 
being sandwiched between avaricious developer/ land owners on one side and a district council sponsored new town on the other.

The use of the phrase "sustainable development" in this context can only be seen as ironic....then again, at a national level, anyone 
who claims 250,000 new homes a year is sustainable needs their head looking at! I see other areas around Winslow have been 
described as "unsuitable due to to encroachment to countryside/visual impact" but am at a loss to know why this wouldn't apply to 
Little Horwood Airfield? Despite being disingenuously dubbed a brownfield site by the last bunch of would be developers, aside from 
a tiny percentage covered by the old runways it has been viable agricultural land since the late 1940's as well as providing wildlife 
habitat for numerous indigenous species. As a nation we simply cannot continue destroying the countryside in sacrifice to the cult of 
infinite growth. Locally and in the short term, all we can do is try to limit damage, but nationally and internationally we need to face up 
to what is REALLY sustainable and downsize to achieve it rather than just accepting whatever rate of expansion is predicted and 
frantically covering the island in concrete to accommodate it.

VALP16-08-15-00328 Mike donald Policy D2 - New settlement in Haddenham plus 50% growth...where's the infrastructure going in?  NEW SETTLEMENT...in SODC. 
Again, where is the infrastructure to support wherever this is proposed?  2500 new homes for Princes Risborough. Again, where's the 
infrastructure.

VALP16-08-15-00329 Karen Mckenna Policy D2 - We are emailing to you to forward our objections of further planning and housing in Haddenham.

It is meant to be a village not a town and has already been over developed in the last few years. The roads, doctors surgery, schools 
etc are already suffering the consequence  of this without further exploitation.

VALP16-08-15-00330 emma wheatley Policy D5 - we do not need or want the homes planned for haddenham  i  was born and raised here and if i ever wanted to bye my 
own home would have to move miles away to be able to aford

VALP16-08-15-00331 Will Dyer Policy D6 - Cuddington should not be classified as medium. It is by far and away the smallest settlement in the classification and 
smaller than a high number of the small villages. It is not well connected to Haddenham as there is no public transport linking the two, 
no footpaths, a dangerous road to cross. Also, the school is only infant, not full primary and is massively over-subscribed with no 
room for extension. Very few sites have been identified as there is limited scope for expansion without encroaching on conservation 
areas or community assets such as allotments or playing fields (which should not be built upon under any circumstances, as you 
should not build on community assets to build a bigger community)
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VALP16-08-15-00332 Maurice SouthWell Policy D2 - It would appear, if my information is correct, that your plans for Haddenham are to turn it into a town from a village. 544 

new houses in two years, 210 started homes on agricultural land, 230 houses in Aston road and more to come. If all this goes ahead 
and assuming one car per household then this means as a minimum 984 extra. if its two per household (not uncommon) the 1968 
extra. of course the New resident are likely to want to have children. They will grow up and all want cars- it doesn't bear thinking 
about. The roads in Haddenham were designed in my view for horses and carts- do you also have plans to change the road system 
or do anything about the dangerous bends and somewhat narrow roads that exist here? Because we have a station we have a 
parking problem already with people refusing to pay for car park attached to the station but use the roads around it to park all day 
while they are at work. This is already a hazard and in my view its dangerous to block the main road out of the village and fill 
surrounding roads in front of peoples property apart from the annoyance caused. 

As far as i am aware you have no plans to build shops, another doctors surgery, more schools for extra people and children. Again if 
my information is correct, Milton keyes and Winslow already towns are crying out for more houses- so why have you chosen to 
lumber Haddenham without thinking the proposals through in my opinion? Presumably most of the extra people will be of working 
age. So where are the going to work- are there new businesses also coming to Haddenham that we don`t know about or will they 
want to travel by rail and clutter up any remaining empty roads around the station and beyond.

VALP16-08-15-00333 Moira Millen Policy D2 - I am writing to you to ask that you re-consider options for the planing permission for the building  of 544 new houses in 
the village of Haddenham. Of course we the residents of Haddenham fully understand the need to build new houses, but are these 
actually needed in Haddenham? Or will it just create more people commuting to the nearby towns?
The lack of infrastructure in the village, schools places, the one health centre, the few disparately placed shops, the one tiny post 
office, make this a village not a town. Parking in the area of the station is shocking, and is very unfair on the residents of  that area.
Surely a more suitable place for new homes would be Aylesbury or Milton Keynes, Which have so much more infrastructure to cope 
with more residents. The reasons. For turning down the Airfield site in Haddenham seem difficult to understand, the thinking that 
places importance of maintaining the pastimes and leisure amenities of such a few people when homes built on the airfield  would be 
very convenient for access to the station, which would be a very short walk.
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VALP16-08-15-00334 Phillipa Hankin Policy D2 - I wanted to write to express my concern about the amount of new housing planned in Haddenham.

Haddenham, as you are well aware, was once a small village with narrow streets and very old properties.  It is now a sprawling mass 
of new housing that does nothing to enhance the local area.  

The problem is that these new housing estates bring nothing to the party.  If with all the new housing they brought along a new 
decent supermarket, another doctor's surgery, police station etc then fine, but they don't.  As a Haddenham resident is now extremely 
difficult to get a doctor's appointment.

The road infrastructure is not designed for the amount of traffic.  I live in a narrow street that now seems to be used as a cut through 
from the new houses by the airfield who want to get to the other side of the village and rather than use the main road to go round they 
cut through.  The problem with this is that these roads are not designed to take any traffic other than residents and regularly the cars 
mount the pavement to get passed each other!

I would urge you to please think again about all this new housing.  Why not come and spend a day in Haddenham and see the 
problems that extra traffic in the village would cause, use the rubbish supermarket that always has a massive queue and witness 
what it's like to try and get an appointment with the doctor.
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VALP16-08-15-00335 Ed Bullimore Policy D2 - 1. In the area to the north west of Aylesbury on the A41 major road route, is the Westcott Venture Park. This is a large 

industrial complex being developed on the site of the former
Ministry of Supply site which is composed of 650 acres of brown field land. It is not known whether the current boundary of the 
Venture Park includes all of the original Ministry of Supply site
.
2, Chiltern Rail will be re-opening the rail link between Aylesbury and Bletchley in 2019. This railway line passes close to Westcott 
and an existing station could be reopened.

3.. There is already a secondary school in the nearby village of Waddesdon which is the designated school for Westcott. Westcott 
has a primary school and a village hall.

4. With so much industry and building work increasing in this Westcott area the population need for housing adjacent to the site is 
becoming increasingly necessary. At present,
employees need to commute into the area. By offering housing on site it will cut down on
greenhouse gasses.

5. The former airfield site has ample space to accommodate both the Venture park plus
housing and it is very probable that more land in the area could be acquired for a very much
larger housing project in the future, which seems extremely likely with the large housing
need.

6. There is a large holding area for building and construction materials for HS2 rail situated immediately opposite the Westcott site on 
the opposite side of the A41. This has an existing roundabout entrance into the road leading to the site with fields on either side with 
an existing café on the same side of the road opposite the turn into the village of Westcott.

7. Once the HS2 rail has been completed more land will become available for further housing.

8. With nearby housing planned for the Westcott area it should be a viable proposition for Chiltern rail to reopen the already existing 
station at Quainton, just over 2 miles away.
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VALP16-08-15-00336 Christopher Allen Policy D2 - 1.       Traffic, there could be up to 14,000 more cars accessing this new town on roads which are far from fit for purpose, 

many are single lane and in a bad state of repair.  These extra cars represents an increase in danger on our roads!

2.       Recently our village fought the installation of a wind turbine, I understand that visual impact was pivotal in its refusal, so I 
cannot understand how this will not have a visual impact.

3.       Why are we looking at yet more Green Belt Land, its going to be a loss of productive agricultural land and I would be very 
concerned about the wildlife and the impact on the water course.

4.       It took me 8 weeks to get an appointment to see my Doctor in Haddenham, these extra 7000 homes is sure to place additional 
burdens on schools, the doctors surgery and other services.

5.       Footpaths and bridleways, I got a snotty letter from someone at the council about some stock fencing going across a footpath, 
will this same individual write to the developers about obstructions to the footpaths?

6. AVDC has already permitted HS2 to cut a path through our area, now you want to add more homes, I am assuming that whoever 
proposed these plans will not be affected by the 7000 extra homes, if you want them, build them in your own back garden!

7. Recently, when I successfully applied for planning permission to extend my house, it took the council 4 months to come to a 
decision (15/03330/APP).  The reason cited was they were short-staffed, therefore I cannot begin to imagine the extra time delays 
that this is going to place on an already slow planning department.

VALP16-08-16-00339 Robert John Policy D6 - Allocation for Marsworth must allow for infrastructure improvements in particular there is a dangerous situation regarding 
school buses and any new housing site near the village centre must allow for buses to be turned and stopped away from the main 
(Vicarage) Road.
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VALP16-08-16-00340 Kevin Amor Policy D1 - I refer to the draft plan to establish a 4,500 dwelling Garden Town near Haddenham. I have a number of concerns: 

 1.Transport. The new dwellings will almost certainly attract younger, working-age families.  The issue is that this area has no 
employment. Thus workers will need to travel to places of employment. 

 a.The road infrastructure in this area is quite poor. The A418 can barely cope with current travel; witness the congestion of trying to 
get into either Aylesbury or Thame in rush hour. The ring road around Aylesbury is currently barely fit for purpose, without this 
additional pressure. 

 b.Commuters will need to travel through existing residential settlements, with obvious dangers to children, as well as increased 
congestion.

  c.Train commuters will increase the demand for parking. The station car park is currently regularly full with significant problems of 
commuters parking in nearby residential streets . Church Road in Haddenham has now become a one way system due to 
inconsiderate commuter parking. 

 2.School provision. This is woeful at both primary and secondary level in this area. AVDC has relied upon schools in Thame, 
especially Lord Williams, to take the excess. However Thame has recently undertaken a significant increase in housing meaning Lord 
Williams is unlikely to be an option for pupils in this area. More schools are promised, however I think the planning officers should 
make available statistics showing increase dwellings over the last 10 years with increased ‘local’ primary and secondary school 
places.

  It is thus likely that school students will need to travel further to obtain an education: school-run traffic is every bit as congestive as 
work-related.  

 3.Health care provision. It is self-apparent that this is under severe strain. Again, perhaps the planning officers could produce 
statistics showing increase in housing against ‘local’ increase in GP provision over the last 10 years.

VALP16-08-16-00341 Elaine Standen Policy D6 - Marsworth has been designated a medium sized town which the residents and Parish Council feel this an incorrect 
assessment. While we fall within the population bands for this assessment, the other points awarded are incorrectly assessed. We do 
not havae all the amenities we are believed to have.
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VALP16-08-16-00342 Sue Scott (Bracknell 

BC)
Policy D2 - Following publication of the above, Bracknell Forest Council wishes to make the following comments. 
It is noted that the draft Local Plan makes reference to accommodating unmet housing needs equivalent to 12,000 dwellings from 
Wycombe District, Chiltern District and South Bucks District, in addition to Aylesbury Vales’ housing need. This is on the basis that 
the assessments of unmet needs are founded on robust evidence and that there are sufficient suitable and deliverable sites.

Although the draft Local Plan for Wycombe suggests that Aylesbury Vale is also likely to accommodate its unmet needs for business, 
industrial and storage development, the draft Local Plan does not currently appear to commit to this, although it is implied that there 
is an excess supply of employment land over forecast requirement. 
 
Whilst this Council welcomes the fact that discussions are taking place with other Authorities within the Central Bucks HMA and 
FEMA about unmet needs, it is felt that further consideration needs to be given to how a sustainable pattern of development is to be 
achieved and in particular, a balance of housing and jobs. 

This is also of relevance in respect of South Bucks which has also been shown to sit within the Eastern Berkshire HMA and FEMA 
with Slough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. Whilst it is recognised that a ‘best fit’ approach has been taken with 
South Bucks being treated as forming part of the Central Buckinghamshire HMA, there are clearly strong links with parts of Berkshire. 
This needs to be taken into consideration in order to achieve a sustainable distribution. Further understanding is required about how 
Authorities within the Central Buckinghamshire HMA are intending to achieve sustainable development and work collaboratively with 
Authorities in the Eastern Berkshire HMA. If not, there may be implications for Bracknell Forest and the Western Berkshire HMA 
should Slough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead in the Eastern Berkshire HMA be unable to meet their housing 
needs.
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VALP16-08-16-00343 Anne Longley Policy D2 - Response sent CM 11/08/16

With reference to the above, I wonder if you could answer my following concerns?

1.  I assume development planners apply a standard formula to establish likely changes to demographics.  Can you say how many 
primary school children are likely to require school places  in each development phase and how many extra primary school places 
will be made available in Haddenham?

2.   Ditto the above for secondary school children and how many extra places will be made available in neighbouring secondary 
schools?

3.   Can you estimate impact on school transport requirements?

4.    Parking on approach to the station is already an issue. What plans are in place to prevent this worsening?  What consideration 
has been given to alternative transport ideas, eg shuttle bus, to take local residents to the station?

5.     How many extra commuters are expected to travel from Haddenham? The trains are already close to capacity and our 
understanding is that there is no way to increase this.

6.      Is the vision for Haddenham that it becomes a. Commuter town? If not, what plans exist to increase job opportunities in the 
area?

7.      Can the local GP, Maternity and A&E depts absorb the extra impact on their services? Have they been asked to comment?

8.      What plans have been considered to allow fluid travel in and out of the village at peak times, in particular the bottle neck at the 
bridge on Sandford Road and access to the main Chinnor/Thame road where parked cars already result in limited visibility?

9.  What facilities will be provided for the youngsters, eg skate park as there is in Thame.

VALP16-08-16-00344 Brian Farrell Policy D6 - My wife and I have lived in Marsworth for some 33 years. We would like to ask -what constitutes "a Medium Village? In 
Marsworth we have a diminishing Bus Service,and we,ve no shops or other facilities. Will our G.P.,s be able to take many more 
patients?  Has the village school been consulted about taking on more children? Our drainage system has been a problem locally for 
years,and therefore what if any plans are there to install new pipes? We wuold be pleased to hear from you on these problems. Brian 
and Valerie Farrell
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VALP16-08-16-00355 Godfrey Thorpe Policy D2 - We refer to the recent consultation exhibition in Wendover.

Whilst we can see the need for new housing, some of which is affordable,along with employment opportunities , there needs to be an 
adequate provision for a suitable infrastructure for health, education ,transport etc. 

The continuation of the Green Belt is one of the issues that concerns us. We believe that the area "S4" which is either side of the 
canal to the north east of Wendover,does match the purpose s of Green Belts as set out in government policy. As well as providing 
protection to Wendover stopping the parish becoming attached to other settlements, it provides open spaces allowing the Chiltern 
hills and Aylesbury Vale to be seen and viewed clearly. The area is used extensively by walkers, ramblers, dog walkers, and families 
providing access to the canal and countryside beyond. The area to the west of the canal is a water-meadow which often floods and 
has a number of natural streams which makes it highly unsuitable for building.

We would ask you not to remove the Green Belt status for this area.
VALP16-08-16-00357 James Frost Policy D2 - It is proposed that Haddenham will expand by 1,000+ habitable dwellings as a result of existing proposals and 

permissions. That will increase the population of Haddenham by say 2,000 to 4,000 persons or 25% - 50%. This will have a knock on 
effect on Cuddington although probably not too serious providing Cuddington can retain its small village status and character.
An even bigger problem for Cuddington would be the question of a "new settlement". A proposal to build 6,000 new habitable 
dwellings in addition to the 1,000+ already in the pipeline which would increase the size of Haddenham by a further 12,000 to 24,000 
persons. A settlement bigger than Thame.
The total size of the existing Haddenham, plus the 1,000+ new houses, plus the extra 6,000 houses would make for a total population 
of between 22,000 and 36 ,000 persons. When we came to Aylesbury the population of Aylesbury was around 27,000 persons and 
Bierton, Aston Clinton, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville were quite separate communities but now they all come under the 
influence of Aylesbury. With Aylesbury and Haddenham and Thame all expanding at the rates proposed this whole area will become 
even more suburbanised. 
If you consider the alternative, Winslow, it will have its station in 2 or 3 years time, already has a considerable number of existing 
facilities and is much further from Aylesbury and Buckingham than Haddenham is from Aylesbury and Thame. There is then the 
chance that the separation of village and town will be more easily retained with its quite different ethos and that a greater spread of 
population throughout the county would benefit all parts of the county.

VALP16-08-17-00359 Angela Lucas Policy D1 - p.64
a) I agree that Aykesbury Garden Town is the focus for the majority of the district's growth
b) I agree with using previously developed sites
Research shows that people travel out to work either south to Wycombe or the A41 bypass - this is where people want to live on the 
south side. 
I agree that the focus should deliver key infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-17-00359 Angela Lucas Policy D14 - p.110

4.150
I agree that it is important to identify sites that are sustainable economically, socially and environmentally, having access to services, 
facilities and potential sources of employment which will promote inclusive communities
a) agree that such sites should have access to major roads and/or public transport
b) agree that sites should have safe and convenient vehicular access
g) sites should be adequately serviced with drinking water, utilities and sewerage disposal facilities
Small discrete allocations on some of the larger housing sites might work but will developers agree to this? People do not want to live 
near such sites.

VALP16-08-17-00359 Angela Lucas Policy D6 - Policy D6
p.89 I agree with the statement that allocation of the most sustainable 'suitable' sites at the villages.
Quainton has an historic shape and a 'made' non site specific neighbourhood plan allowing slow growth over the life of the plan. 
Housing requirements should be decreased.

VALP16-08-17-00360 Emma Canter Policy D1 - The proposed garden town site situated south of Haddenham causes concern as follows:
Increased traffic - it's highly likely that the number of cars in the area will increase by c10k. Our roads are not designed or substantial 
enough to support such traffic. Just travelling through Thame at rush hour sees traffic backing up to Haddenham most days. Similarly 
the country lanes in and around the area are not designed for such increases. 
Haddenham station and the impact on the local area - as a result of the extortionate parking rates at the station, it's widely known that 
commuters park on the local roads, including the main road in Haddenham. This extra population growth will put enormous strain on 
Haddenham from a volume and capacity perspective. 
Visual Impact - You've only just declined an application to build a turbine in that area because of the visual impact from the Chilterns - 
how is placing a housing estate in the same space respecting the visual impact?
Substantial loss of productive agricultural land and wildlife habitat
You state in your plan that housing should occur where the employment development occurs. Can you please provide more insight 
into the employment that will be increasing in the area? 
Our schools and health centres are already struggling with population growth - this needs to be taken into consideration. We've seen 
other developments be provided with commitments to local provisions which never arise. 
The size of the space you are proposing is not practical. 7000 houses in 0.8sq miles in comparison to Haddenham which is 2000 in 
0.6 sq mile and Thame which is 4500 in 1sq mile provides significant input to see that the space allocated is not big enough. 
This development will have significant impact on listed buildings such as Dinton Hall and Waldridge Manor and conservation areas 
such as Aston Sandford.
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VALP16-08-17-00361 Ella Jones (Wendover 

Parish Council)
Comments removed at the request of Wendover Parish Councilolicy D4 - 4.64: Wendover has a lack of suitable sites for housing so has been suggested to take 800 houses on a current Green 
Belt site on Tring Road. The Parish Council strongly object to the proposal of AVDC to provide 800 houses on Green Belt land off 
Tring Road. Instead the Parish Council suggest that there are more appropriate and more available sites elsewhere such as: the old 
sewage works on Aylesbury Road (Plan 1 attached) and the land bordering the canal behind Castle Park Road and Grenville Avenue 
(Plan 2 attached). Although the land on Plan 2 is within the Green Belt it is screened behind existing development and the 
landowners are willing to offer it for development as well as contribute towards the renovation of the Wendover Arm of the Grand 
Union canal and possibly re-build the bridge in Halton to make the Canal navigable. The flood plain area hatched in blue on the plan 
could provide a recreational space with a stream running through.The land at Tring Road suggested in the draft VALP would create 
coalescence of Wendover and Halton, however, the land suggested in Plan 1 and Plan 2 would not and would accommodate 600 
houses. The old sewage works off of Aylesbury Road would also have a suitable access point at the roundabout joining Aylesbury 
Road and Halton Lane making a fourth exit and slowing the traffic crossing the roundabout. Currently, traffic on Aylesbury Road 
crosses the roundabout too quickly which has resulted in pedestrians being hit.

VALP16-08-17-00362 Stephanie Lucas Policy D1 - p.57
4.2
Agree with the bullet points
This is long overdue.
Policy D1 
Agree with a-f
Agree that Aylesbury Garden Town focus should 'deliver key infrastructure'

VALP16-08-17-00362 Stephanie Lucas Policy D2 - p. 66
4.33 It makes sense to develop new settlements around Haddenham because of infrastructure already in place
4.34 Winslow is not such an easy case as the infrastructure is 'promised'

VALP16-08-17-00362 Stephanie Lucas Policy D6 - The housing requirement should be reduced as the total number in housing requirement has been.
VALP16-08-18-00363 Charlotte Newman Policy D1 - I agree that Aylesbury Garden Town should focus on key infrastructure. Aylesbury, in particular the Tring Road towards 

the A41 by-pass is very busy. People want to get to the East and South of Aylesbury to work so this side of Aylesbury should be 
developed.
Agree that Aylesbury's facilities and in particular shops, should be upgraded, not just charity shops and mobile phone shops!

VALP16-08-18-00363 Charlotte Newman Policy D14 - These sites should have good access to services - not tucked away hidden in the countryside
VALP16-08-18-00363 Charlotte Newman Policy D6 - I agree that Housing development should be in the most sustainable sites. Quainton has a unique historic shape and any 

housing growth should enable this to stay.
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VALP16-08-19-00364 Elma Martin (Martin 

Family)
Policy D2 - Paragraph 4.34: Growth to the north of the railway line seems logical but the site currently identified as WN001 is further 
away from the station than some other sites and has poor accessibility into the town because of the barrier created by the railways 
itself. Also, expanding further north to create a new settlement onto the old airfield site on Greenway Farm contradicts the Housing 
and Economic Land Assessment which says the site GHW003 (land at Greenway Farm) is,  "Unsuitable - site is detached from Great 
Horwood and Winslow. Development of the site would involve an intrusive development into the open countryside onto a Greenfield 
site, and would not consolidate the existing settlement pattern. The resultant urbanisation would cause harm to the character and 
appearance of the open countryside and to the adjacent settlements."

VALP16-08-19-00367 John Lucas Policy D1 - I agree with this policy so long as infrastructure is delivered.  Aylesbury certainly does need the enhancements 
suggested.

VALP16-08-19-00367 John Lucas Policy D14 - 4.150  I agree.  These sites should be sustainable economically and have appropriate facilities as well as good 
transport links and access to employment.

VALP16-08-19-00367 John Lucas Policy D6 - It is important to preserve the historic nature of our towns and villages.
Quainton has a particularly interesting shape, with two separate parts to the village; the old and the newer part built with the railway. 
As a 'medium' village the housing requirement should be decreased to match the overall decrease in housing numbers shown in the 
introduction - was 33,000 now showing 31,000.
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VALP16-08-19-00369 Richard Mott Policy D2   - 1.The designation of Haddenham as a strategic hub for large scale future development principally because it has a 

railway station does not detail any consideration or inputs from Chiltern Rail on the capacity constraints for the line. This is not only 
for expansion of demand from Haddenham but also for feeder demand from West of Thame and increased passenger flow from other 
developments in Biscester, Banbury, Oxford and Princes Risborough. Whilst it was indicated transport linkages would have to be 
studied, I would have thought road transportation and bottlenecks and the rail capacity projections were paramount before these 
plans saw the light of day. 
The totally ineffective handling on the parking near the station and the surrounding private housing estates is another example of the 
cart before the horse.

 2.The proposal to add 6000+ homes to Haddenham, the majority to the west of the village would transform Haddenham into a town, 
which has never been designed for such a transformation. Since the middle ages, Haddenham has developed piece meal around 
three settlements with progressive infill, each with a few shops and in the old days many pubs. There is no way an enhanced 
shopping centre and adequate parking could be incorporated in the current Banks Parade centre because strategic land was 
swallowed up by the development of Spicers Yard for housing. So diverse pockets of shopping points would continue which does not 
encourage local shopping, in and out of the car from one site to another. School capacity would be exceeded and rebuilds would 
have to made but the current sites could not accommodate without destruction of playing amenities. There is nowhere in the plan 
even in outline for all these essential services including the expansion of the medical facility.
3.The 6000+ homes scenario would destroy Haddenham as a village. It has many quintessential aspects as part of our English 
Heritage and these will be lost if not carefully handled.
4.Building on good farmland is another consideration not properly aired. The building of new settlements on disused airfields, defunct 
MOD facilities minimises the loss of valuable building land and green belt and this then eliminates urban sprawl. Farm land is a 
valuable commodity and the increase of self sufficiency for farmers with the reduction of European paybacks will need to be 
addressed. 
5.In all of the planning the density of housing must cater for car parking facilities for private homes. All our villages are becoming 
congested from inadequate planning for off road parking. Haddenham has already suffered on public transport because AVIVA has 
had to reduce its coverage to keep to its preferred timetables. Our populations are increasing in age and some people have real 
difficulty connecting with bus stops. We must also not overlook planning in green spaces and trees to soften the starkness of 
buildings.
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VALP16-08-19-00372 Madalene Smith Policy D2 - I am writing to you to express my opinion on the intended new housing developments in and around the village of 

Haddenham.

As a young person (aged 19) who has been brought up in Haddenham, I am fully aware that new houses are needed in this area, 
and I am fully in support of new building in Aylesbury Vale.

However, what concerns me is the expansion of the village to the south west of the railway lines. This would alter Haddenham to the 
extent that our village would become a town. Whilst towns are not bad thing in themselves, it is important to remember that people 
choose to move to villages such as Haddenham precisely because they are not towns. This intended development, of 6000 new 
houses, would result in a type of unsustainable urban sprawl, connecting Haddenham to Thame, and resulting in a quasi urban 
conglomeration.

Therefore, I believe the best option would be to build the majority of the houses towards the south east of Haddenham, near to the 
road connecting Thame and Risborough. This would not only eradicate the possibility of a Haddenham/Thame urban conglomeration, 
but would also create a new village, and with that exciting new opportunities. Although planners may feel that building towards the 
railway station would be preferable, we must remember that in the coming years it is probable that the emphasis on working at home 
will increase, therefore reducing the amount of commuting. Therefore, plans for new housing ought not to put such a large focus 
around immediate proximity to transport resources such as commuter railways. 

I appreciate that the preference for the option to build housing on the Thame/Risborough road may sound rather nimbyist, but I truly 
believe that young people hoping to move into the area, such as myself, would rather create a new community in a new village, than 
to live in housing which would essentially destroy the sense of rural community, which is such an enormous part of what I believe 
means to live in Haddenham.
I look forward to consulting with you in the near future.

VALP16-08-19-00374 Simon Milliken 
(National Trust, 
Waddesdon Estate and 
Hartwell House)

Policy D1 - The remainder of Aylesbury’s housing development will be at linked and sustainable urban extensions on Greenfield 
sites around the town
Comment: WE/NT/HHH object to proposed housing allocation STO016 for 808 dwellings immediately to the south of the A418 Oxford 
Road. This development would serve to erode the separation between the outer fringe of Aylesbury Town and Hartwell House and 
grounds. It would have a negative impact on the rural setting of Hartwell House and grounds. It would detract from one of the 
principal green corridors leading out of Aylesbury Town along the A418 Oxford Road.

WE/NT/HHH object to the proposed allocation of housing within Stone for 53 houses. It further objects to proposals to find land for an 
additional 180 dwellings in Stone (including Hartwell). Instead, this housing requirement should be included within the Aylesbury 
Town total.

WE/NT/HHH object to the proposed allocation of housing within Waddesdon for 29 dwellings. It further objects to proposals to find 
land for an additional 90 dwellings within this settlement.
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VALP16-08-19-00374 Simon Milliken 

(National Trust, 
Waddesdon Estate and 
Hartwell House)

Policy D2 - Option 1: 6,000 dwellings at Haddenham
Comment: WE/NT/HHH object to proposals for a new settlement at Haddenham on the grounds that would result in a significant 
increase in traffic levels on the A418 Oxford Road leading into Aylesbury Town, particularly during the morning and evening peak 
times.

VALP16-08-19-00377 Ken Leaver Policy D2 - Regarding a new settlement in the Vale we are very much against Haddenham being the front- runner for this 
development for the following reasons.  We have kept our comments to a minimum, as we believe you will have a very large postbag.

Haddenham would loose a lot of prime agricultural land if the settlement went ahead.

Too close to proposed developments and existing developments in Thame area, we would become one very large community, with 
very little boundary between Thame and Haddenham and Haddenham and Aylesbury.

Haddenham and Thame Parkway could not cope with a new settlement as well as the additional developments already proposed. 
Marylebone is running at full capacity.  Any new settlement would add to traffic congestion and rail travel would be over capacity.

In addition to the above comments what facilities such as schools, medical centre, shops and community facilities would be supplied?

Winslow area has a large brown field site. This could house all the settlement housing in one area, which would also help small 
communities, i.e. “The Horwoods” and “Claydons” to survive and thrive.  

Proposed Rail links could be developed in conjunction with the housing need.  East/West cross line is already proposed, and Milton 
Keynes Mainline Station have a fast electric train service to London and the North.  

North Bucks towards Milton Keynes is under developed compared to Aylesbury area.

Finally how is all this work going to be carried out with HS2 construction in progress?  A project, that will be of no benefit to any 
settlement in the Bucks area?
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VALP16-08-19-00378 Alan Weston Policy D2 - This so-called "Garden Village" would be larger than the town of Thame and the village of Haddenham (one of the largest 

villages in the country) put together, desecrating more than a square mile of prime agricultural land.  The area of the circle on the 
doctored map you have published is 0.8 square miles, but if the proposed dwellings were intended to be any larger than chicken 
houses, the area would have to be much larger, at least 1.4 square miles. The fact that you have under-stated the area and have 
removed significant data (names of roads and villages) from your map clearly demonstrates that you are trying to fool the public.

Apart from the loss of productive agricultural land, the effect on wildlife and existing conservation areas would be devastating. It 
would not take many developments like this to swallow up the British countryside entirely.

The question of infra-structure is very important. Our local roads are already overcrowded and the additional traffic generated would 
require substantial widening and upgrading of the roads, at the expense of yet more agricultural land. The roads in this area are 
generally in a poor state of repair. If there is insufficient funding to repair them, where is the funding coming from to upgrade them?

In addition to the houses, there would have to be additional schools, shops, medical facilities, etc, and this would mean yet more 
prime agricultural land being taken away.

The proposed wind turbine at Ford was refused planning permission, one of the reasons being the adverse visual effect on the area. 
How then can the visual effect of this new town be ignored? Double standards is hardly the word for it!

The effect on existing listed buildings, such as Dinton Hall and Waldridge Manor, would be catastrophic. 

Apparently, "buffers" are being proposed to separate this new town from the existing villages, but previous experience tells us that 
these would soon disappear, particularly as there is no doubt that the area marked would be nowhere near large enough for the 
7,000 houses, let alone schools, etc.

Whoever has sat in their ivory tower and dreamed up this hair-brained scheme needs to be acquainted with the real world.  This is a 
rural area, which is why we all choose to live here, and we want to keep it that way. Calling this a "Garden Village" is an obvious mis-
noma and yet more evidence that you are trying to hoodwink us.  Please let commonsense prevail and have this proposed enormous 
blot on our rural landscape removed from the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.
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VALP16-08-19-00379 Guy Hawking Policy D2 - I wish to comment on the options listed in VALP with regards to the increase of housing allocation to Winslow

The Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) was enthusiastically supported by local residents and I am pleased to say provided 
preferred development sites around the town to increase the town by 35%. This is a significant contribution to the challenge to 
provide more homes in this area

I understand that VALP now asks for additional sites to be found to build a further 400 homes and increase the contribution in 
Winslow. Can the local residents now have a opportunity to respond to this target by consultation and be given time to produce WNP 
Phase 2 ?? 

I also read that Winslow is nominated as allocation for a New Settlement. There is strong objection to any large scale out of town 
development that undermines the Town Centre and amenities in Winslow. The local residents support expansion of Winslow centred 
on the Town Centre to preserve and enhance the local shops, businesses and facilities

The proposed New Settlement is described as being on "a disused Airfield". This infers that the land is a brown field site with limited 
value. I have lived in Winslow now for 29 years and there has never been an airfield at that location while I have lived here. It is 
Greenway Farm and the land is used annually for the cultivation of cereal crop. Surely this makes the land greenbelt?

Finally: I also appreciate that when the E/W rail link is built there is more scope for development with integrated public transport 
options. In the time I have lived here however there has been talk of the rail link coming "in two years time".
There is now concerns about a post Brexit recession and the link may be delayed or postponed. I would urge you to make any large 
scale development north of Winslow to be conditional on the actual construction of the rail link together with a relief road from the 
A422 to the A413
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VALP16-08-19-00396 Graham Edwards Policy D2 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". My daughter already 
has to stand from Wendover to Marylebone daily. Not enough trains or rolling stock.

 15000 homes equates to another 20,000 cars on a gridlocked road network. Where are you going to park? What about Schools to 
cope with 25,000 children, where are the shopps, doctors surgeries and where are the jobs coming from? 

 All this and the HS2 FOLLY at the same time. This is a recipe for disaster on all fronts.

 There appears to be a total lack of holistic thought and planning. There is NO joined up thinking. What is the real agenda here 
because it makes no sense whatever. 
 There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are 
serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get 
enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.
 The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be 
provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
Stoke Mandeville is already under pressure without a population increase of around 60,000 people. The policies set out in the draft 
Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be 
major impacts on public footpaths. Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened 
by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.The process should be paused until 
other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in relation to transport and other 
infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-19-00397 Andy May Policy D2 - I would like to voice my objections to the AVDC proposals to build 15,845 new houses in the South of Aylesbury. As a 

resident of Weston Turville the impact of the proposed plans will be significant and I urge AVDC to consider other options.

My objection is 3 fold:

1. TRAFFIC: The traffic in Weston Turville is already at Gridlock during the morning & evening as cars cut through from the A41 and 
onto the Wendover Road. Adding so many new houses will bring with it further traffic congestion. The roads simply can’t cope with 
any more cars. The Traffic model used in the planning process is floored as it is based on a number of incorrect assumptions. A 
realistic Traffic Plan is required before any further housing proposals are considered.
2.  TOO MANY HOUSES: I understand the need to build more houses in Buckinghamshire but why should so many of them be built 
in South Aylesbury? The number of houses proposed will have a significant impact upon the area and will require a total re-think of 
the infrastructure. The roads can’t cope, there aren’t enough local jobs, the schools are already full. It is naive to think you can add so 
many more people & cars without providing roads, schools, Doctors surgeries etc.
3. VILLAGE LIFE: The plans will fundamentally change the village communities around Aylesbury. Our village will lose its identity and 
become a suburb of Aylesbury. Countryside will be destroyed, footpaths will be lost and the village community will disappear. 

Housing expansion on this scale deserves a full strategic review of the available options. Simply building houses on all the land 
between Aylesbury and the surrounding villages of Weston Turville and Aston Clinton is not a sensible solution and will create traffic 
gridlock and overcrowding of the existing services.

VALP16-08-20-00398 Sarah Fraser Policy D2 - 4.37 Transport infrastrure is dire. A418 is dangerous and cannot cope with the current flow BEFORE HS2. ALL the rural 
roads to Aylesbury will be cut off with HS2 - 2 to the west and one to the east. A418 will need to be dual. This will kill the rural area 
and village life. 4500 houses will make this a town. We will look to Thame and Oxford and not Aylesbury losing Aylesbury business.

VALP16-08-20-00400 jim woolgar Policy D6 - ALL
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VALP16-08-21-00403 Scott Fawcett Policy D2 - With regard to 4.33 I consider that only modest expansion of Haddenham should be permitted.  Clearly areas close the 

an existing railway station should be considered for new housing, but care must be taken not to destroy the character of the existing 
village.

Adjoining districts should be obliged to analyse provision of their own additional housing (which may be forced onto Haddenham or 
others) at equivalent build densities as are suggested for the alternative development location and to also consider releasing green 
belt land for residential development in order to treat each district fairly.  It is not appropriate for a neighbour to suffer just so another 
can benefit form leafy, low density development.

Consideration needs to be given also to additional developments along the Chiltern Railway line that will increase passenger 
numbers substantially in the medium term.

Haddenham itself is currently an attractive and historic village with a large conservation area and unique buildings which should be 
protected.

VALP16-08-21-00404 peter Scott Policy D4 - 4.38 The new settlement proposals under 1.20 in Study Context document state at (iii)" the locations are capable of 
accommodating new development within the pattern of existing land uses and would not be detrimental to the character and setting 
of existing settlements". This is clearly not the case with respect to Winslow and the two Horwoods which would be changed from 
three rural communities to one urban sprawl set in the middle of the countryside with no existing road or infrastructure support. This 
includes the fact that there is relatively little local employment in the area putting increasing pressure on local roads which will not be 
overcome by the station as everyone would have to use transport to get to it.
4.34 The Winslow settlement proposals do not consider the major problem of road and service infrastructure infrastructure in the area 
as well as any access to the site. It is no good writing this will need considering further as a way of leaving the plan on the table. It 
should be noted that this has also been considered by the council and rejected - the situation as to why it was rejected has not 
changed even if the need for housing in AV has!
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VALP16-08-21-00405 Lucy Driver Policy D2 - Paragraph 4.35

I strongly object to the proposal to develop a new settlement at Haddenham. While it is true that Haddenham has very good railway 
connections, I believe shortlisting it based on the current situation lacks a certain amount of creativity. This local plan is setting out 
the district's vision until 2033, and it would therefore seem reasonable to look more closely at how projects such as East-West Rail 
can be incorporated into these future plans. Haddenham and Thame Parkway provides excellent links to London. However, this is 
already a well-used route with many commuters travelling from neighbouring villages and towns. The East-West Rail route, on the 
other hand, will be a new service, and therefore has a much larger potential capacity to exploit. There are very few details in this plan 
about the new settlement, although I appreciate that Chiltern Railways are being consulted. When looking at proposed sites, it is very 
important to bear in mind how increased passenger numbers from Bicester North and Banbury (both towns which are projecting 
significant growth) will impact on Haddenham and Thame Parkway's route.

The southern part of AVDC (of which Haddenham is part) is already a densely populated area of the district. This congestion is going 
to be further intensified if we consider the effect of growth proposals in neighbouring Thame and Princes Risborough, coupled with 
the 50% growth to Haddenham. 

Haddenham is a very special village, and I believe that a new settlement would cause irrevocable damage to its character and 
heritage. I would urge AVDC to do everything possible to ensure a new development is not required.

VALP16-08-21-00406 Richard Barrie Policy D10 - 4.110
This shows just how flawed the planning process is. The Plan wants Haddenham to increase in population by about 14,000 residents 
but with no thought at all to retail facilities. No allocation at all for shops despite more than tripling the population.

VALP16-08-21-00406 Richard Barrie Policy D2 - There is no requirement for a new settlement using the VALP's own figures. We can absolutely refuse to accept unmet 
need from adjacent authorities which reduces the requirement 12,500. Also double counting of the housing requirement for the 
elderly by 2670 means that the true requirement, which does not take into account leaving the EU, is 18630, not 32500, new houses 
by 2013. The requirement is overstated by 15170, which is twice the size of any proposed new settlement.

VALP16-08-21-00406 Richard Barrie Policy D5 - 4.58
It is absolutely inequitable that some communities should be expected to cary a greater burden of new development than other. 
Development should be shared equally.
Haddenham's true share of the burden using my figures should be 373. This has already been met and no further development at all 
should be allowed for the 2013-2032 period.

VALP16-08-21-00407 Rosalind Scott Policy D4 - 4.34 The old airfield has recently been deemed unsuitable for development. Nothing has changed, it is still unsuitble.
4.38The airfield is not suitable. As above.
4.63 As above.  Wendover is acknowledged not to have enough housing planned, look at it again.
4.110 Winslow would not need all the extra retail without all the extra housing.
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VALP16-08-21-00408 Dave Robinson Policy D2 - Ref paragraph 4.34.

Apart from areas already identified within the Made Winslow Neighbourhood Plan the only significant area identified for development 
is the old airfield at Greenway Farm,  Development of the site would involve intrusive development into open  countryside onto a 
Greenfield site. The resultant urbanisation would cause harm to the character and appearance of the open countryside and to the 
adjacent settlements of Winslow, Great Horwood and Little Horwood

VALP16-08-21-00410 Clare Barr Policy D2 -  I am deeply troubled by the proposal of 50 per cent expansion of Haddenham and consider it completely unfair on 
existing residents. Given that other large villages have a maximum of 22 per cent expansion, why is Haddenham having to withstand 
more than double that? A major concern I have is lack of secondary school options, if a child does not pass the 11 plus, as with the 
recent dramatic expansion of Thame, Lord Williams School certainly will no longer be taking Haddenham children. 
Surely you will not be asking ALL  children of 11 and above from our new gigantic village to be bussed out to school every day? 
Traffic is going to be a major problem in Haddenham , with the scenic (narrow) road through the heart of the village past St. Mary's 
church over-run with cars. Parking is already a major problem on the roads around the station. People are selfishly parking on the 
main road outside the station which restricts the traffic to one lane flow at the busiest times of day. It is dangerous, impossible for 
cyclists, and an accident waiting to happen.  Why can some of the many other surrounding villages not take some more houses 
each? It needn't be hundreds, even twenty or so each would massively reduce the strain our village will be under. This new 
expansion is going to rip the heart out of Haddenham, it has been such a wonderful place to live, but will be stripped of it's identity 
and it's narrow streets will not cope with the influx.^ Having read chapter four of the AVDC draft plan - the new settlement of 4.500 
homes in either  Haddenham or Winslow - I am outraged that our village is a frontrunner for this enormous quantity of houses. The 
train station will not cope with traffic/parking, and early morning trains are already at capacity in to London. The constant stream of 
traffic going along scenic Station Road past the duck pond will ruin the heart of the village and make it very difficult and dangerous for 
parents dropping off at St Mary's school behind the church.
I seriously question why Wycombe are not doing more to provide their unmet housing needs, and if our train station is such a draw, 
then why can Princes Risborough with it's own station not be considered for a major new development?
Haddenham has very limited services, it does not have a high street with usual provisions and is not geared up for this kind of 
dramatic change. 
We have already been told to prepare for a 50 per cent expansion of our village with 1,050 new homes  on the way. A further 4,500 
on top seems ludicrous.  It is grossly disproportionate to what other areas  are offering and grossly unfair on us. 
Please will you reconsider and exhaust all other options, particularly encouraging Wycombe to take more responsibility for this 
housing shortage.

VALP16-08-21-00411 Julia Robinson Policy D6 - 4.79 Medium villages - Cheddington housing allocation of 135 -140 is in excess of the sites identified in the 
Neighborhood Plan for 100 houses. The number is excessive given the existing size of the village and the facilities available to 
support development e.g. schools, shop,roads etc. 100 is barely manageable but an additional 35 is significant for Cheddington but 
not for the overall housing needs for the area. Suggest simply adding additional houses to Linslade  or Aylesbury Garden Town or 
other larger developments without the same significant impact to the local environment through building on sites in the village 
specifically rejected in the Neighbourhood Plan.
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VALP16-08-21-00412 Tracy Filler Policy D14 - 4.150 Recently approved travellers site in neighbouring village of Nash and long-standing travellers site in the 

neighbouring village of Calverton. We believe a third site will excessively dominate our settled community.
a. Whaddon has no local services and facilities; no shops, healthcare and a very small primary school and no secondary school.
b. The main entrance into the village via A421 has a blind bend and a junction making for hazardous driving.
c. & d. we are unable to comment on this point as we have not seen where in Whaddon you propose the site to be built. 
g. not all parts of the village have access to sewerage disposal facilities.

VALP16-08-21-00412 Tracy Filler Policy D3 -  Sent to Central Milton Keynes Council
We have already voiced our concerns through the online portal, but this letter is intended to further highlight our concerns to the 
plans with two perspectives; our perspective as one of only three properties that are close to the proposed site on Shenley Road and 
from the wider community.
Within the plan, it's proposed that 2,000 homes are to be built on the green fields between our home at the edge of the village and 
the boundary with Milton Keynes Council, on both sides of the Shenley Road. Within the plan, it’s estimated this will increase traffic 
flow by a further 3,000 vehicles.
We understand from Cllr Stewart that the supporting work on infrastructure for this development has not been done, or is in the 
process of being completed. This means that we are unlikely to know the details until the pre-examination stage in early 2017. This 
will be too late for us to influence any major changes, as the submission to government for a public inquiry is planned in March 2017. 
It is unclear how the development would fit into the local area in terms of traffic, employment, infrastructure, essential public services 
and other environmental impacts on the village.
As per the report for policies S2 and S3 Smaller villages have relatively poor access to services and facilities and are therefore only 
suited to accommodating small scale development. Whaddon is identified as a small scale village and therefore the proposed plans 
completely contradict the policies and guidelines.
We accept that the government housing policy has to be met but dispersing new settlements into the nooks of small villages will add 
pressure on already limited services and infrastructure. The Haddenham site is close to M40 and good links to London with a 
mainline station nearby. This has already been deemed suitable for housing. This seems a more solid option for growth.
The A421 which is at the southern boundary is already overstretched at all times of the day, with heavy congestion. This is one of the 
main routes from Milton Keynes to Buckingham. Buckingham is planned to absorb a high number of the quota of housing within 
AVDC. Add a further 2,000 homes and more if the Newton Longville, Winslow expansion is approved, the whole area will be at a 
standstill. There are no plans to create a dual carriageway on this stretch of the A421 to help ease increased numbers of road users. 
There is a real fear that infrastructure will be added in after development, rather than ahead of development as detailed by 
government guidelines.
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VALP16-08-21-00412 Tracy Filler The plan is attempting to accommodate circa 12,500 homes from the shortfall within South Bucks area. These areas are not easily 

commutable due to already overstretched road networks. Even if this was an acceptable commute, this would further antagonise the 
CO2 emission targets set. Homes need to be placed within easy reach of the South Bucks area if they are to contribute to their 
housing demands.
WHA001 does not meet the criteria. With an estimated 5,000 people joining our village, they will be dependent on travelling out of the 
area to reach catchment schools in Aylesbury and Buckingham.
Increasing a village from 180 homes to 2180 homes is never going to be a well-integrated in terms of scale or design. This equates to 
a 350% increase in the size of the village. There are no shops to service the needs of these plans. This will place an increased 
dependency on services provided by nearby Milton Keynes, this includes shopping, health services, schooling and transport links.
We would like to propose that ALL brownfield sites are exhausted before any greenfield sites are explored. Profit of developers 
should be secondary to the impact building on the landscape and structural changes to villages.
In addition to the 2000 homes, the plan is to place an additional travellers site in the village, having only recently approved an illegally 
occupied new travellers site in the neighbouring village of Nash. This combined with the long-standing site in nearby Calverton would 
mean three travellers sites in a 5-mile radius. There should be an alternative site found for a fairer distribution across the district, as 
we believe a third site will excessively dominate the settled community.
WHA001 plans do not state which road would take the extra traffic from the settlement. If it is Shenley Road which splits the 
development, then it should be recognised this is a country lane, with three blind corners with concealed entrances and a national 
speed limit. The road does not have pedestrian pathways into the village or neighbouring Milton Keynes development. 

VALP16-08-21-00412 Tracy Filler Our home is situated on one of those blind bends and we are deeply concerned by the increased risk of an accident when turning 
into and out of our concealed entrance. The turn into Shenley Road is on a blind bend and is adjacent to a children's playground. 
Excessive increase in traffic is going to create a high-risk situation.
It should also be noted that we would be the closest neighbours to this new settlement and we do not have access to sewerage 
disposal facilities or gas supply. This area is subject to a high water table and even in dry summer spells the ditches are not dry. We 
live directly next to this field and a lot of the year these fields are covered in large areas of water. Many of the gateways are 
impassable even with farm vehicles. Building in this area will exasperate this problem and we have a genuine concern for flooding of 
our home.
Defensible boundaries are highly subjective for this site as there are no obvious breaks in the landscape. Where Milton Keynes starts 
and Aylesbury Vale finishes or vice versa will be difficult to determine if you proceed with WHA001. How do AVDC intend to ‘Provide 
a long-term defensible boundary to the western edge of Milton Keynes, around WHA001? How can such a large site be allocated 
with no, or very little technical backup such as detailed traffic and transport assessments, drainage details, landscape, agricultural 
assessments etc.?
As our neighbouring council, we urge you to please take into consideration these genuine facts and concerns to influence the final 
decision.
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VALP16-08-21-00412 Tracy Filler Policy D7 - As per your report for policies S2 and S3 Smaller villages have relatively poor access to services and facilities and are 

therefore only suited to accommodating small scale development. Whaddon is identified as a small scale village and yet you propose 
2,000 homes in your current plans. This completely contradicts, as there are no infrastructure or service changes built into the plan.

VALP16-08-22-00414 Lawrence Odell 
(Boarstall Parish)

Policy D14 - We wish to comment on Chapter 4, strategic delivery policy for Gypsy/Traveller and traveling show people sites: 
specifically the proposed allocation of 19 plots for gypsies and travellers at Oaksview Park, Boarstall.
This should not be included in the plan as it clearly does not meet conditions of D14, namely:

 a.It does not have reasonable access to existing local services and facilities (including shops, schools, healthcare and public 
transport). Sites should either be within or close to existing sustainable settlements or with good access to major roads and/or public 
transport.

 b.It does not have safe and convenient vehicular access without giving rise to unacceptable impacts on highway safety. Visibility 
splays do not meet acceptable guidelines for roads.

 c.It is unable to achieve a reasonable level of visual and acoustic privacy for both people living on the site and those living nearby. 
The noise and light emitted from the site has a detrimental effect on the quality of life of neighbours.

 d. It has a significantly adverse impact on environmental assets such as open countryside, landscapes, the historic environment, 
biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure. The site visual dominates the landscape with even the planning officer 
stating that effective screening would be unlikely to be achieved.

 e.The size and scale of the site and the number of caravans stationed is not appropriate to the size and density of the local settled 
community, and does not dominate the nearest settled community. The potential residents on the site are greater than the whole of 
the current parish numbers. 

 g. The site is not capable of being adequately serviced by drinking water, utilities and sewerage disposal facilities. During the 12 
years of temporary occupancy these basic services have not been to acceptable standards.

 h. The site does not fulfil the following recommendation: Sites should remain small in scale – no more normally than 15 pitches on 
any one site. Clearly 19 pitches with some of them double pitches exceeds this recommendation. 

We also note “Sites in the Green Belt will not be permitted unless other locations have been considered and only then where very 
special circumstances can be demonstrated.” No special circumstances have been established for this site and as demonstrated to 
the development control committee is occupied by large numbers that do not have gypsy and traveller status.

It should be noted that an application for permanent permission for this site was refused by the development control committee.

VALP16-08-22-00415 Andrew Sidders Policy D6 - The housing requirement in Cheddington is way too high. The infrastructure and facilities in the village can not support 
140 new houses.
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VALP16-08-22-00416 John Currell Policy D1 - Para. 2.1 of the AECOM Aylesbury Transport Strategy Technical Note is pretty damning of AVDC and BCC. Why is it 

only now that an up to date Transport Strategy is being produced? Aylesbury has been a developing area since at least the 1960s. It 
has been known for years that Aylesbury would be expected to take significant development growth. There have been historic 
transport models and strategies for the area. They should have been kept up to date.

VALP16-08-22-00416 John Currell Policy D2 - Presumably if development is proposed for a new settlement, less development will be required at one or all of the 
currently proposed development centres?

VALP16-08-22-00416 John Currell Policy D9 - It appears that AVDC is already vastly over- supplied with potential employment land.  Surely some of this could/should 
be re-designated as potential housing land.

VALP16-08-22-00417 Diane Phillips Policy D6 - It is understood that GU is regarded as a ‘medium settlement’ which needs to provide a 19% increase of 80 homes 
(VALP pages 32 & 86);  currently there are commitments for 16 builds in 2015/16 and 13 completions during 2013/16 leaving a 
residue of 51 dwellings.  The VALP does not state the mix of residential dwellings for these 51 houses.
GU is located almost exactly halfway between Aylesbury and Bicester off the A41.  It contains some historic buildings and there are 
links to William Shakespeare.  The B road links the village to Buckingham and MK to the north and to the A41 in the south.
Whilst AVDC has conducted a Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) which has identified 3 small potential 
development sites in GU (behind Shakespeare Orchard, next to Bailey’s Farm & next to Ivy cottage) there would still be a shortfall of 
some 29 dwellings.
If development takes place on these 3 small scale potential development sites it is possible that due to the size & nature of such 
developments the Community would lose out on s.106 and CIL and as such there would be no developer contributions to the 
community and its infrastructure.
In my view to agree any such developments on these sites would be flawed as a result and should not be considered in isolation but 
rather as part of the overall VALP process. 
There have been at least 3 major development proposals bought to the attention of the Community although none of these have 
reached any formal planning applications yet. (Land at Springhill – 72 dwellings; Land behind Rumpton’s Paddock / Shakespeare 
Orchard – 80 dwellings & land next to the Bridleways – 34 homes.).
The first 2 have been subject to Developer led consultations in the GU Village Hall.
In my view I would recommend a larger scale development on the Marcello site, rather than any piecemeal development or 
development on the other two proposed sites.  This would retain the nature of the village in that it is linear and the distances from the 
outskirts of the village from either side would be the same to the shop/ community facilities.
Such a development would benefit the Community and the character of GU would be retained.
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VALP16-08-22-00419 louise Johannes Policy D2 - It is an arrogance by the Aylesbury Vale District Council to include the agricultural land that was formerly the agricultural 

college and now called ‘Hampden Fields,’ when over 5,000 people have objected to the development of this farmland.

 3.The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors.  Even AVDC’s own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is “unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues.”

There is no proper transport strategy.  Just a few outputs from the poorly constructed countywide traffic model and these state that 
there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking.  There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan.  If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the “orbital road” round the 
south of the town.

VALP16-08-22-00420 Mandy Chrisostomou Policy D2 - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
•The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-22-00421 Keith West Policy D2 - appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 

being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. 

In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are significantly more 
suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
•Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
 •Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 

•Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
 •There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.

•Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
 •Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 

garage.
•Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 
asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 

used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
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VALP16-08-22-00421 Keith West •There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
• The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.
•The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 
Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
• The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 
be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.
•The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
•The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 
centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.

VALP16-08-22-00423 Gary Gurney Policy D2 - Please be advised that I am totally against the plans for the above.

As a resident of Weston Turville and often seeing the main road through jammed to almost the point of gridlock all too often during 
rush hours morning and afternoon, I do not think that the village along with others is able
to sustain a further increase/volume of vehicles. 

15,845 new houses will probably create in excess of 30.000 vehicles or more  and I believe that Aylesbury and surrounding villages 
will not cope with such.

There is currently no Aylesbury By Pass.

For example I left Weston Turville recently to travel to Watermead leaving at 08.40 and finally arrived at my destination at 09.25. The 
road network is currently insufficient enough to deal with the present number of vehicles on the road, and token restructure of the 
road layout will also I believe be insufficient.

Another reason is that our main Hospital in Stoke Mandeville will not cope with any increase as far as accident and emergency or 
other.
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VALP16-08-22-00425 Jonathan Wellstead Policy D2 - I understand the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan includes nearly 16,000 new houses. I object to this large increase 

because:

- This quantity of housing enlarges the population of Aylesbury by 30,000-40,000 people (maybe more depending on the type of 
housing built) which is an increase of 50% or more. Where will 50% more roads, 50% more shops, 50% more doctors' surgeries, 
50% more hospitals, 50% more local and station car parking, 50% enlargement to bus and train facilities, 50% more schools be built?
- AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. - The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 
consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
- There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs
from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. - The "orbital road" strategy is based on flawed thinking. There 
are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get 
enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town. - The number of houses planned is too high,  
especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe and South 
Bucks.
- There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
- The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome
AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
- Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection,
especially the area threatened by 'Hampden Fields', the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston 
Clintonand Aylesbury.
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VALP16-08-22-00428 Jill Morrell Policy D2 - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
•The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-22-00429 Clare clarke Policy D2 - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
•The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-08-22-00432 Dianne Frearson Policy D2 - •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 
consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
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VALP16-08-22-00436 John Hurrell Policy D2 - I would like to register my concerns re the VALP, as a Haddenham resident.

Firstly, the very need for a new settlement has to be challenged - without the disparity between Wycombe and AVDC’s assumptions 
on housing densities, we would simply not have to build enough houses to warrant one.  I support the council’s efforts to challenge 
Wycombe on this front.  The traffic implications of a large settlement between Thame (which is also set to grow by 1,375 houses, with 
maybe 3,500 in a new settlement at Chalgrove Airfield) and Haddenham would be disastrous - the A418 is already busy to the point 
of large queues forming at rush hour.  Gridlock would inevitably ensue.  The location of the railway station seems to be a prime 
magnet for development, but the road access and space in and around the station is completely insufficient for large expansion.  The 
rail service to London is already approaching capacity - it is hard to see how massive commuter growth could be accommodated.  A 
better approach would be new stations near new settlements.

I am very concerned that Haddenham, a village with narrow roads, a conservation area, and relatively few facilities, is basically being 
treated like a town - it is not a strategic settlement.  There will be massive challenges in trying to scale the support infrastructure 
(schools, doctors, roads, shops, etc) to a population 50%+ its current size, never mind to new settlement impacts.  There is no large 
village centre - Banks Parade, the main shopping location, has very limited parking.  The main arteries of the village road network are 
already becoming tricky to navigate at peak times as it is, and child safety is a concern.  At the same time the growth is at the 
expense of top quality agricultural land, which we will never get back.  We may well need all such land for food security in future.

Less parochially, Aylesbury is our main shopping area, and that too is already very busy (eg. parking at Cambridge Close shops at 
just about any time).  The idea that the town can grow 50%, as well as most places around it, and that the existing road network will 
somehow magically cope with this is sheer fantasy.  There are few routes in and out, and they are already heavily congested and of 
limited capacity.  The whole town would need to be massively re-engineered to service such a large population.  Parking is easier to 
modify, but will also be a huge issue.

I cannot imagine a world in which local Vale residents could enjoy any quality of life with the proposed level of expansion, and yet that 
is supposed to be at the centre of the planning process.  A plan does not become deliverable just because we are told that 33,000 is 
the correct answer for population expansion.  There needs to be extensive impact analysis carried out, especially around highways 
and rail provision, before we embark on a plan that any resident instinctively knows will be disastrous.

VALP16-08-22-00437 Aidan Byles Policy D4 -  4.61. This indicates a "need for 722 houses" at Wendover. What need? Wendover does not need 722 houses.  This 
whole proposal is "pie in the sky" with respect to Wendover and is simply ignoring the character of Wendover and outlying areas. 
Nothing short of vindictive. 
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VALP16-08-22-00438 Liz Oxley Policy D2 - I understand the District Council has plans to squash a further 15,845 house around the South of Aylesbury, I can only 

assume that no-one on the council lives in local vicinity so are unaffected by the continued development of the area and that they 
have no experience of the issues that the current house building program brings to the town and surrounding areas.
Potentially that number of houses would be a massive increase in the population of the area thus increasing the strain on everything 
roads, services – it makes absolutely no sense and I find it hard to believe it is even being considered.
The action group has highlighted the issues and I totally agree with all of them as listed below:
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.   
The town need other things not just more houses, cars and chaos!!!

VALP16-08-23-00440 Ian Metherell Policy D1 - I support the proposal that Aylesbury should be designated a Garden Town.   Reason: Government funding would benefit 
the town’s development.

VALP16-08-23-00440 Ian Metherell Policy D2 - I support this proposal and for it to be at Haddenham (para 4.33).  Reason: this would relieve pressure on other parts of 
the VALP area.

VALP16-08-23-00441 Alexander Matthews 
(Thornton Parish 
Meeting)

Policy D8 - Pleased to see the wording of this policy. Thornton is a small hamlet and cannot offer even the most basic of facilities.
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VALP16-08-23-00443 Nick Shipp Policy D7 - Policy D7 sets out criteria for development to be assessed through the development management process and confirms 

that sites should be located within an existing village footprint (a), take account of the character of that settlement (c) and minimise 
environmental impacts (e).  

 In the case of Adstock, categorised as a smaller village 8 units are required with 5 to find over the Local Plan period.  Whilst 
additional dwellings are supported for this village the figure of 8 (5 to be delivered) is not clear as to where it has been derived from. It 
is considered that further consideration should be given to this figure.  Adstock has a widely drawn conservation area where new 
developments have to potential to negatively impact on the character of the historic environment.  There is limited undeveloped land 
within the settlement and where there are small pockets of green space they are  important contributors to the character of the 
settlement.  In the case of Adstock the only viable development land is considered to be located on the edges of the village, 
particularly to achieve 5 further  units which are not expensive bespoke 5 bedroom houses.  

However criteria (a) limits development to within the village footprint.  It is considered this criteria does not take account of such 
conflicts, as set out above and should be widened to enable new development on the edges of the rural settlements where it ensures 
the character of the heart of a village is therefore not compromised.’

VALP16-08-23-00444 Raymond Richards Policy D6 - Ickford would struggle with any more houses due to the current pressure on our already struggling sewage system,the 
school is at full capacity and it would have a detrimental effect on our countryside

VALP16-08-23-00446 Arthur Evans Policy D14 - Need to be in or close to the larger settlements.
VALP16-08-23-00446 Arthur Evans Policy D2 - Difficult to find a place where the present community would not be overwhelmed.
VALP16-08-23-00446 Arthur Evans Policy D6 - Be very aware of NDPs, giving them full weight..
VALP16-08-23-00447 Alan Tipple Policy D6 - para 4.82 Cheddington Neighbourhoud Plan - accepted at 100 .  The additional 35 would not be there if the ridiculous 

"unmet needs" requirement was rejected.
VALP16-08-24-00448 Michael Henderson 

(Dinton with Ford and 
Upton Parish Council)

Policy D1 - Exacerbated by the growth expectations from neighbouring authorities, the requirement for Aylesbury to grow by over 
14,000 homes and associated employment space will again put unacceptable pressure on our local infrastructure and environment. 
We are particularly concerned that the Aylesbury Ring Road is proposed to go through the Sedrup area with increased traffic on the 
already busy A418.
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VALP16-08-24-00448 Michael Henderson 

(Dinton with Ford and 
Upton Parish Council)

Policy D2 - Although we accept that some limited growth around Haddenham is inevitable and if undertaken with regard of the need 
for development to support local infrastructure and services could be beneficial, we strongly object to the proposed new settlement of 
up to 7,000 homes around Aston Sandford. The representation of the potential area of growth by the Aylesbury Vale District Council 
is disingenuous, as it is likely to be considerably larger than what has been shown. A disconnected settlement in this location would 
have direct, significant adverse negative impacts on the rural nature of our Parish and in particularly the village of Ford and 
conservation area around Westlington. Growth would result in significant loss of agricultural land and detract from the special 
character of the designated Area of Attractive Landscape. With limited public transport the additional car movements to and from the 
station would stress the existing A418 and the constrained network through Haddenham. This is also an area of water meadows with 
a history of flooding. 

We believe that any growth of the scale proposed around Haddenham would put unacceptable pressure on local services and 
infrastructure. As such, any growth would need investment in supporting services and employment to reduce the likelihood of 
becoming a dormitory town. We encourage Aylesbury Value District Council to develop policy requirements to ensure that any growth 
in and around Haddenham and Aylesbury includes sufficient social infrastructure and services to make an active community and 
extend the benefits into the rural areas that will undoubtedly be affected.

VALP16-08-24-00448 Michael Henderson 
(Dinton with Ford and 
Upton Parish Council)

Policy D7 - We accept that our villages need to accommodate some growth and that the 12 homes for Dinton and 4 homes for Ford 
are at an acceptable level. 

Although we support the views held at a working party meeting where our community voted to support some housing on the 
proposed site allocation along New Road, we feel that 10 homes is too many on this site. As outlined in the adopted Dinton, 
Westlington, Upton and Gibraltar Conservation Area guidance, it is important to protect the setting of the settlements and retain a 
physical, green separation between the villages. If development were to take place on this site we would like to see it retain an 
equivalent set back line of the existing houses on New Road. We are however concerned as to the capacity of New Road and the 
junction with the A418 to be able to accommodate this development. We would also like to see the inclusion of more affordable 
housing on any site where there are multiple new homes proposed.

VALP16-08-24-00453 Mrs P J Braithwaite Policy D2 - I attended the event in Winslow recently and have the following comments to make:

Winslow growth of 50%
I do not think it is appropriate for a small rural community to be expanded by 50%. We do not have the infrastructure to cope with 
such a big increase. Our Doctors surgery is already overwhelmed with patients, our bus services are poor, our schools could not 
cope with the numbers and we have no facilities for recreation for either adults or children. I hardly think that Budgens at the petrol 
station will be able to fulfil the retail demand. We have no employment opportunities in the town which would mean a vast increase in 
the cars on the roads. Getting to either Milton Keynes or Aylesbury is already a challenge at rush hour and such an expansion would 
make it so much worse. 
We all voted for the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan which allows for sustainable growth for the town. 
Please listen to the democratic voice of the residents of Winslow and do not allow this over expansion of our town.

VALP16-08-24-00454 James Styles Policy D6 -  I agree that Quainton has been made a 'medium' village in the event that small is not an option.
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VALP16-08-24-00455 Sarah Way Policy D2 - ●  It seems obvious to anyone currently living in Aylesbury or the surrounding area that planners, both local and 

nationwide, are trying to ‘shoehorn’ houses into places and it simply shouldn’t be allowed. 
● The current road infrastructure within Aylesbury can simply not cope with any more cars. As it is, most mornings the roads leading 
into Aylesbury are at a standstill. A simple obstruction such as a lorry, parking outside Enterprise on the gyratory system creates 
havoc, causing gridlock of the WHOLE of the road network within Aylesbury. If that is what the roads are like NOW, imagine how it 
will be once we have 15,000 more houses. AVDC should be improving the transport infrastructure to deal with the number of houses 
we have already, before it even considers building any new houses.
● Stoke Mandeville hospital is groaning under the strain on dealing with the current numbers within Aylesbury and the surrounding 
area. How on earth will they cope with more? What about our schools and doctors surgeries?
● In the draft plan, villages such as Weston Turville, will be swallowed up and will  become part of Aylesbury. Numerous village 
communities will be lost in the areas surrounding Aylesbury. AVDC are going against their promise to keep Aylesbury and the 
surrounding villages separate.
● Aylesbury town centre certainly needs more investment and facilities, before more housing is even considered.
● AVDC is ignoring the current inhabitants of the Aylesbury area; Shouldn’t they have some responsibility to consider the quality of life 
of the people already living here? We are seeing our communities, open landscape and public footpaths gradually being eaten away. 
Don’t the local planners some kind of obligation to protect the natural beauty of the Aylesbury Vale? Put simply, all the good things 
that make Aylesbury Vale a nice place to live are fast being eroded.
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VALP16-08-24-00461 Claire Weeks Policy D2 - •  AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
•  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•  There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•  The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•  The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•  Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•  Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•  The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.   

The current traffic is chaos without the extra houses, the roads are in bad condition, they are slow, congested. Also you will get rid of 
any green areas to walk etc… The town needs improving before you start building new houses. You need better shops, more money 
spent on schools, doctors etc. Don’t clog up the town with mickey mouse houses. The people who live in Aylesbury will only want to 
move away if you build all these houses, especially with HS2 on the way. Trains are already congested and what jobs are the new 
house owners going to have? Travelling from here to anywhere takes ages on our rubbish road system. Its so slow. Sort out the 
roads not build more houses.
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VALP16-08-24-00463 Nigel Stratton Policy D2   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-24-00464 Kevin Paxton Policy D2 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
• The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
• Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
• Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
• The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 58 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-24-00465 Janet Oldknow Policy D2   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-08-24-00467 George Niven Policy D2 - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury. 
•The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
•The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
•Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
•The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-08-24-00470 Adrian Colwell (Head of 
Strategic Planning and 
the Economy - Cherwell 
District Council)

Policy D9 - The Plan’s intention to potentially reduce the level of employment allocations is noted. Cherwell would wish to highlight 
our shared interest in supporting our the High Performance Engineering sector which is located throughout our Districts, one of the 
UK’s most significant industrial sectors which the recent SQW study for MEPC at Silverstone records in considerable detail.

VALP16-08-24-00472 Christine Fee Policy D6 - I object to the allocation of 135 houses for Cheddington, when in the "made" Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan of 
September 2015 the village overwhelmingly voted for 100 houses.  Keep the allocation to 100 dwellings.  During the CNP 
consultation the residents rejected the idea of any "reserved" sites as this would open up further areas for development.  Now that we 
have a site that could (in the future after 2033) accommodate more dwellings the "reserve" site should be removed from the VALP
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VALP16-08-24-00473 Neil Burton Policy D2 - I write to express my deep concern as to the proposed Hampden Fields development and, I might add, the overarching 

plans to continually develop greenfield sites across the vale.  As an environmentalist and advisor on Sustainable Development to 
Central Government, I consider myself to be well educated on such matters and I am alarmed at the consistent lack of consideration 
toward habitat destruction, loss of biodiversity, removal of natural floodplain to protect existing housing and degradation of social 
standards for those who purchased properties with pleasant views and village locations.  We are constantly bombarded with media 
releases about the housing crisis yet the UK has substantial brown field sites that could be remediated and developed.  
 
Whenever these releases of future plans are made, unsubstantiated claims of sustainability are close behind quoting huge benefits to 
local builders and tradesmen, assisting the economy and development of sustainable communities.  In my 43 years of living in 
Aylesbury I have witnessed the closure of 3 major local hospitals, the loss of almost all of our local industry such as Hazell, Watson 
and Viney and Nestles, the fracture and segregation of communities with areas of racial exclusion and unrest and the loss of so much 
of our rich and beautiful countryside and the deterioration of the roads, drainage, infrastructure and living standards.  AVDC has 
consistently ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.  Even AVDC's own traffic consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and 
existing transport issues".
 
The transport strategy is ill conceived at best with just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model.  These 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads which are already overwhelmed.  The “orbital road” strategy is 
based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the 
Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.
 
In short, I wish to officially register my objection, once again, and implore you to reconsider this plan for the sake of future 
generations, wildlife and the current populous whose welfare you are responsible for.
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VALP16-08-24-00474 Sylvia Eaton Policy D2 - Having seen the proposed plan for a ridiculous 7,000 houses plus infrastructur between Haddenham and Waldridge 

Manor, Ford , I am strongly of the opinion that it is a joke!  It is not even April 1st!
 
How the Planners imagine they could get that many houses in 0.8 of an acre beggars belief.  The narrow roads around the so-called 
“garden village” could not take the increased traffic.  Allowing for at least 2 cars per household, the resulting figure would need a dual 
carriageway at least, and what about the dangerous bend by Waldridge Manor?  The Manor is also a listed building and surely that 
should be taken into consideration?  
 
That number of houses is hardly a village.  The whole parish of Dinton, For, Upton and Gibraltar has only got approximately 350 
households and that is spread over considerably more than 0.8 of an acre.  The doctored map, deleting roads and building names is 
an attempt to hoodwink local residents.
 
The wind turbine was turned down because it would have an adverse effect on the visual nature of the area, so what on earth would 
be the visual effect of so many proposed houses.
 
As a local resident I strongly object to the proposed “garden village” and sincerely hope you will remove it from the Aylesbury Vale 
Local Plan.

VALP16-08-24-00481 Darren Venables Policy D2 - I am wholey against any development at Hampden Fields as it will destroy vital green land in an already over populated 
area.
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VALP16-08-24-00482 Leonora Pike Policy D2   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-08-24-00483 Julie West Policy D2 - I am writing as a concerned resident of Thame, which, although in Oxfordshire, is only 2 miles from Haddenham, where I 

understand that you are proposing the building of several hundred new houses plus a “new settlement” on Haddenham Airfield.  I 
was unable to download your detailed plan so I do not have precise figures, but this amounts to thousands of new homes being built 
in or close to Haddenham.  Haddenham is a large village, but has few shops and, although it does have an infant and junior school 
and a doctors’ surgery, it would be completely overwhelmed by such an influx of new residents.  It appears that the plan is for Thame 
to “pick up the excess” in terms of shopping, GPs and schools.  Unfortunately, Thame is in the process of having 775 new homes 
built under our Neighbourhood Plan agreed two years ago and is feeling rather overwhelmed already as regards to GPs, schools and 
shops to cope with these new residents, who will start to move in early next year.  Our GPs and schools are already full to bursting 
point and there is no way Thame could cope with supplying any facilities for all these new residents you are proposing for 
Haddenham.

I understand a “new settlement” to be a self-contained unit with a school, GP surgery and shops and I would strongly suggest that 
you include these facilities in your plan for your proposed “new settlement” on Haddenham Airfield as you will be unable to depend on 
Thame for any help.
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VALP16-08-24-00488 Della Iannone Policy D2   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,  and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-08-24-00491 Samantha Holland Policy D2 - I would like to object to the 7000 new houses proposed by yourselves, as it covers 400 homes on top of what I voted for 

in the Winslow Development Plan
and extensive housing being built in an area that has poor and narrow roads and insufficient facilities. Winslow is already extending 
and new houses would crowd the roads, schools, GPS, etc. 
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VALP16-08-24-00492 Roy Johnson Policy D2 - I object to the plan to shoehorn in 15,845 houses around the South of Aylesbury filling the current gaps between 

Aylesbury and the Villages for the following reasons:
•             AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
•             The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 
consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•             There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And 
these state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•             The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If 
those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round 
the south of the town.
•             The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•             There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a 
responsibility here: they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•             The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, 
air quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•             Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the 
West End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•             Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and 
education provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•             The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, 
especially in relation to transport and other infrastructure.   
This seems to be an ongoing saga where residents are consulted asking for their comments and then just ignored – very 
disappointing indeed!
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VALP16-08-25-00498 k zt Policy D2 - object to the amount of housing proposed for aylesbury, particularly Hampden Fields because:

there are too many houses planned for this area. We seem to be taking more than our fair share.

hampden fields has already been turned down, on the grounds of the gyratory not being able to cope
but nothing has changed at the gyratory to fix this.

infrastructure is already stretched, try to see your doctor as evidence for this statement.

try going into town at 8 - 8:30 the roads are getting worse as more houses are currently being built.

Aylesbury will not attract more business/people if they can't easily get around and it is not an attractive place to live.

I am also very concerned about the increase in air pollution and noise.
VALP16-08-25-00499 Kathy Hymas Policy D2 - We are writing to express our shock and concern over growth plans for Haddenham and the surrounding area which take 

little or no account of strongly held local views including:
-  holding a public consultation over a major holiday period, giving the impression of tokenism 
- the 'duty to co-operate' with neighbouring councils appearing to come at the expense of Haddenham (although we note that AVDC 
has appointed consultants to scrutinise its neighbours demands)
- no single body taking account of the combined impact of growth by different authorities, so no robust strategic overview 
- Haddenham is a village without the amenities of a town, it has an acclaimed conservation area which needs to be preserved for 
future generations. It cannot support the demands of a significantly larger population because there simply isn't the infrastructure. 
-  The increase in road traffic will pose significant risks in key areas, for example schools and parking on roads near the railway 
station is already dangerous.
- agricultural land proposed for building on is designated the top 'best and most versatile' category, why choose to build on prime 
farm land when other options are available?

We're not against growth plans per se, however we do feel strongly that legitimate arguments should be heeded. One has to wonder 
if the decision-makers are affected themselves and if they were whether the outcome would be different? Of course there need to be 
compromises made but that is very different to plans being railroaded through with no proper consideration or regard to the longer-
term impact.
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VALP16-08-25-00500 June Jones Policy D2 - I am a resident of Haddenham for around 35 years and understand the attraction of putting significant housing 

developments in the village, particularly as the rail services to London, Oxford and Birmingham are so good. I am not against the 
proposals subject to considerations regarding local facilities being properly looked into. Transport is clearly being considered but 
what I feel is that we need a radical new approach to shopping in the village (including restaurants). There is a village centre and a 
row of shops and the best place for retail development would be in the centre. I suggest a radical approach to using banks park and a 
possible new position for the village hall which has been inadequate for many years. It could be a shopping and leisure plaza with 
space for several retail outlets and another eating place with outdoor seating. There are other locations for sports, childrens play etc 
by using the existing playing fields or other land near the schools and medical centre. We need to stop thinking like a little village and 
I believe it is possible to retain the village-like qualities whilst providing a centre with facilities to suit the much larger population which 
is inevitable.

VALP16-08-25-00501 Bob Innes Policy D2 - We are writing to you to object to the plans to build such a huge numbers of new houses in Haddenham. This place is a 
village, with all the charms and the limitations of  such. The limitations are numerous; narrow lanes, few shops, a small village hall, 
limited leisure facilities, small schools, no Secondary schools, a small surgery, limited job opportunities, and little industry. 

The plans for the number of house to be built which seems to be somewhere between 700 and 900 in the immediate future will 
overwhelm village life and the existing facilities, and turn Haddenham into a dormitory town with inadequate roads and transport 
facilities to convey the new residents to commute to their outside schools and where they will have to work. And very seriously, take 
up enormous areas of green field sites, just as we will shortly have to become more self sufficient on our own food resources when 
we leave the EU.

Anyone looking around Aylesbury in particular can see the huge areas of derilection which should be rejuvenated for housing, where 
the existing transport and social infrastructure already exists to cater for the influx of new residents. It is our County town and badly 
needs to reflect that role.
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VALP16-08-25-00502 Paul Waters Policy D4 - I am commenting on the proposed expansion of Haddenham in Chapter 4 at Pages 65 - 68.

When I came to live in Haddenham 34 years ago, the main appeal to me was that it was a ' Village '. It has narrow streets, many 
listed buildings, Conservation Areas and the old part of the village, with the Church and pond , is delightful. Apart from some in-filling 
with new houses on small plots, the village has remained much the same.  However, I am shocked and angered to see that we are 
now threatened with large scale housing proposals that will turn this attractive historic village into a town. I am a loss to understand 
how this can even be considered.

Despite the views set out in VALP, this village does not have the infrastructure to support housing development on the scale 
proposed; whether this is for 1,059 homes or 6 - 7,000 homes by 2023, which would mean that Haddenham would almost be joined 
to Thame if large expansion to the west is permitted.  I cannot comprehend how the huge increase in traffic will be handled. There will 
be a substantial increase in traffic movements through and across the narrow village lanes/roads as more people commute to and 
from work and also shopping trips to Thame and Aylesbury.   I cannot bear to think what the developers argument will be if large 
scale housing is approved, but no doubt it will be the usual ' add - ons ' - neighbourhood parades , a large Tesco/Asda style foodstore 
and perhaps even a retail park. Difficult to prevent when the development floodgate is open. 

My view and no doubt that of most or all of the village, is that residential development in Haddenham should be very limited in the 
future and there should only be about 200 more homes and no more.  It appears that just because Haddenham is ' well located ' and 
has a railway station it has been unfairly identified by planning consultants as an area for substantial housing growth. They seem to 
have failed to recognise this is an attractive historic village and not a town where large development is more appropriate. AVDC 
should be looking elsewhere to fulfil their housing requirements.

In conclusion, my opinion is that the various proposals for the  expansion of Haddenham in the draft VALP are nothing more than 
poorly conceived, unrealistic and ill founded and should be rejected outright.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 68 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-25-00507 Ed Bullimore Policy D2 - Slogan.  Our plan is Your plan.  manifestly this is not true.  The plan for Haddenham which is Haddenham's plan is the 

Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan which does not agree in any way with the AVDC plan.
Cooperation with Adjacent Authorities.  Because adjacent authorities in the south have Chiltern AONB areas there is a desire on their 
part for AVDC to contribute to their total housing allocation.
Wycombe DC has within it's area a large brown field site called Booker airfield.  This would be ideal for housing.  The site is near 
major roads and rail links and bus public transport and is nearer Heathrow for air transport.
Cooperation with Adjacent Authorities.  Milton Keynes (MK) wishes to expand and has many employment opportunities.  Housing 
could be planned for the north east of the AVDC area adjacent to the MK boundary which would allow an easy commute to 
employment in MK. This area is adjacent to existing main line rail stations, the east west rail link, and major roads (A5 and M1).  
Expansion of housing in this area will minimise commuting distances to MK employment.
Brown Field sites.  There vis a large ex Ministry of Supply (MoS) brown field site at Westcott, part of which is used for industry, but a 
portion of which could be used for employee housing to minimise commuter traffic.  It is not known whether the Westcott Venture 
Park site encompasses the whole of the MoS site.  This is adjacent to a major road, the A41 and near the M40.  It is also adjacent to 
the rail links associated with East West rail which are being reinstated and a station serving this area could be conveniently provided.
Brown field sites.  There is a large site adjacent to the A41 to be used for HS2 construction which will largely become available as a 
brown field site once construction of HS2 is complete.  This is adjacent to a major road, the A41 and near the M40.  It is also adjacent 
to the rail links associated with East West rail which are being reinstated and a station serving this area could be conveniently 
provided.
Other Areas for Expansion.  Winslow is a small town with significant shopping facilities at it's centre.  It has an A road serving it and 
will have a reopened station as part of the east west rail link and should be a candidate for considerable expansion around the 
existing town structure.

VALP16-08-25-00507 Ed Bullimore Other Areas for Expansion.  Various options are given for the expansionof Haddenham.  No account seems to have been taken of 
the prosed expansion of Thame eastwards and Princes Risborough and Monks Risborough westwards.  If Haddenham is also 
expanded significantly it will mean that there is there is very little to stop Thame, Haddenham and PR being joined into a continuous 
housing belt. Haddenham has better than average rail and road links, however the structure of Haddenham (narrow roads, dead end 
roads and no single area for shopping and other facilities, but instead a distribution of these) means that expansion of Haddenham is 
difficult.  Expansion in compliance with the neighbourhood plan could be managed.  Instead the design and construction of a new 
village with facilities - shopping, schooling, medical centre etc with a designed centre for these is considered to be the best option.  
This could be situated as on the AVDC proposal  as long as it does not contribute to linking Thame PR and Haddenham as above but 
could equally well be situated in another part of the AVDC area.
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VALP16-08-25-00509 Pauline Risk Policy D2 - We understand Aylesbury Vale District Council is proposing to develop land east of Haddenham to accommodate 7000 

houses which I totally oppose, for the following reasons:

- this will be larger than the size of Thame which will have a terrible visual impact in an area of natural beauty.  This will be an 
enormous blot on the landscape.
- it will have a detriment affect on conservation areas like Owlswick.
- we will lose wild life and rural life.
- 7000 houses potentially brings 14,000 extra cars into the area.  WDC is proposing 2,600 extra homes in Princes Risborough and an 
unknown quantity being built in Longwick.  The impact on roads doesn't bear thinking about. 
- how will residents to the new housing development access the area?  The Longwick/Thame road can't accommodate such an 
increase in vehicles.  As a resident of Owlswick it is already a rat run with cars speeding through the village.  We are currently faced 
with an inevitable fatality in Owlswick so it doesn't bear thinking about the impact of an enormous amount of additional vehicles going 
through Owlswick.
- there isn't employment in the proposed area to accommodate a housing development.  People will need to travel through lanes 
which are already over crowded to get to their employment.  The rail infrastructure too can't accommodate such an increase number 
of people travelling to their employment.

We urge you please to reconsider and not pass this plan.
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VALP16-08-25-00511 Joanne and John du 

Boulay
Policy D2   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 71 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-25-00514 Sue Ascott Policy D2 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.

The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".   There is no proper 
transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state that there will be 
significant additional congestion on the roads.  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding 
issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from 
developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.

The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be 
provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.  The process should be paused until 
other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in relation to transport and other 

                                                                               infrastructure
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VALP16-08-25-00515 Robin Garside Policy D2 - Firstly, as far as I can ascertain, the proposals of the Draft Local Plan directly contradict the expressed wishes of the vast 

majority of people and respondents in respect of the extensive and oppressive housing developments to the south of Aylesbury. You 
were asked to seriously consider alternative approaches and it seems this has not been done. 
Secondly, the policies expressed or implied in the Draft Plan are at odds with the stated intention to retain individual villages and 
avoid a joined up sprawl. What is proposed in The Draft Plan contradicts the promised 'wedge' principle and is not a desirable or 
sustainable approach.
Thirdly, I remain concerned that the transport infrastructure necessary for the Draft Plan to succeed is seriously lacking and deeply 
flawed in respect of the calculations of future traffic and road movements and I believe such movements have been vastly under-
estimated.
Fourthly, the Draft Plan does not take sufficient account of high flood risk areas. Worse still, such flood risk will inevitably be 
exacerbated by the proposed developments and their associated infrastructure.
Fifthly, the Draft Plan critically undervalues the 'green lungs' of open and undeveloped land between Aylesbury and the villages. This 
is especially true of the Hampden Fields land which is highly valued both for its landscape and for its mitigation of overall pollution, 
noise and air quality south of Aylesbury.
Sixthly, the overall number of new dwellings which are included within the Draft Plan far exceeds that which, by any measure, can be 
regarded as reasonable for this area.
In summary, the Draft Plan is not fit for purpose and does not represent either desirable or sustainable development for Aylesbury 
Vale nor is it value for money for its residents.
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VALP16-08-25-00517 Colin Ruscoe Policy D2 - The challenge is huge; this Plan will take considerable time and funds to implement - poor development in the past 

means that few attractive buildings remain, and new developments cannot replace those lost. The Council Offices are a negatively 
“iconic” and doubtless not-soon-to disappear example of the architectural reasons why Aylesbury faIls to attract. It will take many 
years to make Aylesbury scenically attractive again. With regard to retail  attractiveness, you will know that there are numerous 
examples of mid- and high-end retailers opening in Aylesbury – and very soon exiting. Many choose not to even try.  Why should 
they take the risk, when there is a much higher chance of customers visiting the attractive  small nd lrge town locations listed above?  
Businessmen will not be persuaded by visionary “garden city “ aspirations – they need to see sound reasons for favouring Aylesbury 
over other locations, and these need to be based on very sound inducements, including lack of alternatives, for nearby residents to 
visit the town. As demonstrated in Salford Quays, redevelopment of run-down sites, even when coupled with huge financial 
inducements for businesses to locate, still does not attract the establishment of  leisure, retail and food and drink enterprises required 
by,  even locally resident , mid/upper market high spending consumers – who are mobile and choose to travel into Manchester….
Guaranteed footfall is imperative for retail food and drink enterprises, and difficult to achieve when on-line alternatives beckon… 
unless there are other cogent reasons for visiting town.

Land at Hampden Fields 3060 WTV022 development 
So even if/when your “garden” vision is  realised, and assuming that road links from the south into the centre of Aylesbury are 
markedly improved (which is not apparent from the Plan), the majority of the 3000+ new residents of the proposed Hampden Fields 
development will prefer the range of destinations given above, which are readily accessible and provide attractive alternatives to 
Aylesbury for shopping, business, and social interaction in its widest sense.  Significant use of Aylesbury by these residents as a 
destination, critical to achieveing your vision and add to the to the prosperity and vibrancy of Aylesbury including  attracting setup of 
higher end retail, food and drink and amenity providers, will not occur.
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VALP16-08-25-00519 Tom Gordge Policy D2 - The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 

consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•  The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
• Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
• The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure

VALP16-08-25-00520 Helen Kemp Policy D2 - Following the recent Aylesbury Vale District Council Planning Exhibition I am writing to express my views with regard to 
the new 6,500 housing settlement that has been proposed for either Winslow or Haddenham.
 
I feel strongly that Winslow is really not the right place for such a massive new development of this size. It would swap the small town 
and join us with the Horwoods which would spoil the countryside and the villages which should be kept separate. 
 
Winslow does not have the infrastructure for such capacity and the transport links would not cope with the population. Surely 
Hadenham would be better for such numbers as they already have a Train Station there. 
 
The rail network should really be the deciding factor here so people can get to work easily and not clog up the already congested 
roads around Winslow and the Horwoods.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 75 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-25-00522 Kate Andrew Policy D2 - In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. 

Firstly, to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small 
village. Secondly to review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are 
significantly more suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
 •Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 

increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
As I know myself, some of the people registered on the electoral roll are young people who live away much of the time.
 •Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
 •Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 

school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
 •There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
 •Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 

own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
 •Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 

garage.
 •Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 

that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village. The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land 
and my reasons for asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 

used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
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VALP16-08-25-00522 Kate Andrew • There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
• The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.
• The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 
Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
• The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 
be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.
• The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
• The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 
centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.

VALP16-08-25-00523 Jacky stevens Policy D2 - I recently went to take a look at what Aylesbury council were planning in terms of houses for the village in which I live , 
Haddenham. I was so shocked . You are proposing to make Haddenham a town without considering the local area. What about the 
extra traffic , the parking around the station which already is bad. How would the schools cope? How would I get to work , I already 
find it difficult if I leave the village just before schools start.  How is the doctors going to cope , I had to wait recently 2 weeks for a non 
urgent appointment.

How can you suggest building on Snakesmoor or on the flood plain.  we want to stay separate from Thame with a good amount of 
countryside between us. This weekend I will be walking to the Towersey festival and its a pleasure walking across the fields.  I moved 
here because it was a village with its wonderful village life , its clean air.  
Give the houses to Milton Keynes or Winslow not us.
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VALP16-08-25-00527 Mr and MRs A T 

Atkinson
Policy D2 - .13  It is totally unacceptable that Aylesbury Vale should be asked to take up to 12000 unmet need.  Housing densities 
should be similar across the four districts.  There is a need for sites within the other Districts to be re-examined and further provision 
made within those Districts to meet this unmet need.
                                                  
Demand clearly shows that people want to live in the South of the County where there are good transport links.   Much more 
affordable housing needs to be provided in these areas.

1.17  Infrastructure must be a key requirement.   Minor roads are failing and there is not the money to maintain them properly.   
Public transport is diminishing and many schools are full.

Vision and Strategic Objective

2. It is important that developments should be well designed and sensitive to the local environment, and that heritage, cultural assets, 
and the environment are protected.

The Strategic objectives of providing timely and well-located provision of infrastructure, services and facilities must be met, 
particularly schools, transport infrastructure, and health facilities.   The sustainability of the small and medium sized rural communities 
is a particular concern and a better balance needs to be struck with more development taking place in the larger settlements and less 
in the small and medium sized villages where sustainability expectations are not realistic.  

Strategic

3.  The idea of Aylesbury becoming a “Garden Town” is interesting, particularly if it brings more Government money and support.   
Growth in the South must be maximized.   This is where the demand is and where the links to London, the M25, and the M40 are 
better.   The area south of Aylesbury has potential with good access to the M25.  

There is possibly room for further development in Buckingham.

Haddenham has the potential for much more development.  It has very good infrastructure links with its railway station and the M40 
not distant.   Bus services are good and there are a number of shops and other facilities such as schools, doctor’s surgery, etc.   
Haddenham Business Park should be expanded and promoted as it gives good employment opportunities.  
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VALP16-08-25-00527 Mr and MRs A T 

Atkinson
The targeted growth of 19% in medium villages is too great and needs to be reduced.   Many are not well served with services and 
facilities and this needs to be acknowledged.   Evidence shows a reduction in facilities over the past few years in these villages, with 
bus services reducing, shops which are already insufficient to meet the needs of the local community closing, minor local roads 
needing constant repair, pubs closing, and limited health and employment facilities.   The proposed growth would not lead to this 
infrastructure being improved and would only lead to a further deterioration.   New developments should take place in locations with 
the best access to a wide range of services, facilities and employment opportunities.

Quainton is a case in point.   Shops have closed, pubs have closed, the Post Office has closed, the doctor’s surgery has closed, 
public transport is limited, there are very limited employment facilities, and the local roads are in a very poor state and in constant 
need of repair.   Over the years there has been steady growth whilst preserving the character of the village, and the village 
neighbourhood plan envisages similar growth over the life of the plan.   Housing requirements in villages like this should be reduced.

VALP16-08-25-00528 Fiona Lippman 
(Buckland Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - Agree there will be a need for a new settlement and it should be in a location with good access to transport infrastructure.

VALP16-08-25-00528 Fiona Lippman 
(Buckland Parish 
Council)

Policy D3 - Agree, but avoid any incursion into the Vale by MK.

VALP16-08-25-00528 Fiona Lippman 
(Buckland Parish 
Council)

Policy D4 - Do not agree the release of green belt land at Wendover, or Halton, otherwise agree this policy.

D5/ D6/ D7: agree.  Preferable if these come forward through Neighbourhood Plans
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VALP16-08-25-00529 Lucy Murfett (Chilterns 

Conservation Board)
Policy D1 - The plan proposes very significant expansion of settlements in the setting of the Chilterns AONB. Development in the 
setting of the AONB can cause harm to the AONB. The setting of the AONB is the area within which development and land 
management proposals, by virtue of their nature, size, scale, siting, materials or design could have an impact on the natural beauty 
and special qualities of the AONB*. The impacts do not appear to have been studied by the Council in a systematic way; the Green 
Belt Assessment does not address impacts on the natural beauty of the AONB, and HEELA is comes to brief conclusions on whether 
sites are suitable without proper Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to consider AONB impacts. This is of concern to the 
Chilterns Conservation Board.

Very careful consideration needs to be exercised for any expansion below the scarp slope of the Chilterns. The views out of the 
AONB from key viewpoints e.g. from Coombe Hill, Ivinghoe Beacon and along the Ridgeway National Trail, are some of the most 
important views in the Chilterns, central to the public’s recreational enjoyment of the AONB. These are nationally important places on 
a National Trail, which should be protected for current and future generations to enjoy. The proposed 50% increase in the size of 
Aylesbury, planned to grow to the South East towards the AONB, is of particular concern. This is clearly case where cumulative 
effects need to be considered as well as impacts of individual sites, and should take into account the proposed HS2 corridor. 
*Please see the Chilterns Conservation Board’s Position Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns AONB 
available here http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html which contains advice on harm and 
principles for avoiding harm, for example (extract only):  
 •Care being taken over the design, orientation, site layout, height, bulk and scale of structures and buildings through the preparation 

of a design and access statement; 
 •Careful consideration of colours, materials and the reflectiveness of surfaces; 
 •Restraint and care over the installation and use of street lighting, floodlighting and other external lighting to prevent harm to the dark 

night skies of the AONB and its setting; 
 •The grouping of new structures and buildings close to existing structures and buildings to avoid new expanses of development that 

are visible and out of context 
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VALP16-08-25-00529 Lucy Murfett (Chilterns 

Conservation Board)
Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing development at strategic settlements.

The Wendover site RSA2 is in the setting of the Chilterns AONB so should also refer to AONB. More weight appears to be being 
given to the Green Belt than to AONB, although the Green Belt is not national landscape designation, is not designated because of 
any inherent landscape quality or national significance, and unlike AONB, its boundaries can be reviewed through the local plan 
process.

The Board suggests four policy wording changes for this policy:

1. "The remainder of the housing requirement for Wendover will potentially be met by a site for
800 homes subject to it being found suitable for release from the green belt and acceptable in the setting of the Chilterns AONB".

2. "Development in strategic settlements not allocated in this plan or in a made Neighbourhood
plan will not normally be permitted" (should refer to 'strategic' settlements which are the subject of this policy, not 'sustainable' 
settlements). 

3. "Greenfield development in strategic settlements not allocated in this plan or in a made Neighbourhood plan will not normally be 
permitted" (greenfield should be specified otherwise the plan is constraining brownfield sites from coming forward which is not in 
conformity with Government policy. This change also needs to be made to Policies D5 and D6.) 

4. The footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain what is excluded. Suggest: 
"*The existing developed footprint is defined as the continuous built form of the village, and excludes individual buildings and groups 
of dispersed buildings. This means excluding former agricultural barns that have been converted, agricultural buildings and 
associated land on the edge of the village and gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped land within the curtilage of buildings on the 
edge of the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding
countryside than to the built up area of the village." This clarification is also needed for Policies D5, D6 and D7. Note that different 
(clearer) wording in uses for Policy H2.
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VALP16-08-25-00529 Lucy Murfett (Chilterns 

Conservation Board)
Policy D5 - The Chilterns Conservation Board already made the point in response to Policies S2 and S3 that the Settlement 
Hierarchy should make a distinction between AONB and non-AONB villages. Settlements in or in the setting of the AONB should 
have special consideration and a lower percentage, e.g. Ivinghoe, Edlesborough, Pitstone, Aston Clinton, Marsworth, Cheddington, 
Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville. All of these are in or in the setting of the Chilterns AONB and their capacity should be 
determined by Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, not by applying a mathematical share. Moreover the settlement hierarchy 
methodology should take into account population size; villages such as Ivinghoe are not large and should not be larger villages. 
Furthermore impact on the AONB is not only about visual impact; the AONB can be affected adversely by, for example, noise, air and 
water pollution, additional traffic through the AONB, loss of tranquillity, light spill over previously dark landscapes and skyscapes, 
water abstraction to serve development, increased recreation pressures etc.

The 'within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the village' approach is particularly problematic, the Boards suggests 
delete ‘or adjacent’. Otherwise once a greenfield development has been allowed, can another one taken place on the greenfield land 
beyond that? What control is there over incremental creep outwards of villages, and how will cumulative effects of development be 
taken into account? How will rural exceptions sites ever be delivered if land adjacent to villages is allowed for market housing and is 
no longer an exception?

If there is a shortfall in a settlement which is within or in the setting of the AONB, and landscape assessment indicates there would be 
harm to the AONB from allocating further land, there should be no expectation that a settlement takes any further growth. The AONB 
is a national landscape designation, great weight should be given to it (NPPF para 115), and major development should be refused 
except in exceptional circumstances and where it is in the public interest (NPPF para 116).  

As with Policy D4 the footnote is liable to misinterpretation because of the use of 'excludes' and then 'includes' to explain what is 
excluded, suggested change as follows:
"*the existing developed footprint is defined as the continuous built form of the village, and
excludes individual buildings and groups of dispersed buildings. This means excluding former
agricultural barns that have been converted, agricultural buildings and associated land on the
edge of the village and gardens, paddocks and other undeveloped land within the curtilage of
buildings on the edge of the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding
countryside than to the built up area of the village."

VALP16-08-25-00529 Lucy Murfett (Chilterns 
Conservation Board)

Policy D7 - This policy introduces a housing requirement for smaller villages and then caps their numbers. This is likely to create a 
race for developers to submit their schemes. Once the village's number is met, will all future schemes until 2033 be refused? The 
policy allows village growth onto greenfield sites adjacent to the village edge, and then stifles future small site windfalls on brownfield 
sites, conversions, rural exceptions sites, community right to build, community land trusts etc. The approach needs revision to 
provide a tough criteria-based policy, allowing suitably designed conversions, infill, brownfield redevelopment and restricting any 
greenfield expansions unless through community led initiatives (rural exceptions sites, neighbourhood development orders, 
community right to build, community land trusts etc).
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VALP16-08-26-00531 peter lockett Policy D4 - 4.59 onwards

Concern that the number of houses allocated to Wendover is too many for the infrastructure of the village.  Unless proposed housing 
is built on Green Belt land there is no other land available for development.

VALP16-08-26-00532 Peter Beckwith Policy D2 - Pages 65-68. Policy D2 – Delivering a New Settlement.
Is a new settlement really   The plans for major developments in the areas of Winslow and/or The Horwoods' risk damaging a large 
area of countryside and ultimately leading to a future where Milton Keynes, Winslow and Buckingham merge into one.   Other options 
such as continuing the development of Haddenham and Aylesbury, which already have good road and rail links or an even 
distribution of growth throughout the AVDC region would be a far better solution.

VALP16-08-26-00532 Peter Beckwith Policy D3 - Pages 69-71. Policy D3 – Sites Adjacent to Milton Keynes.
With the growth of Milton Keynes and the success of the new town any neighbouring district must take steps to ensure that its own 
land is not encroached on by MK growth either now or in the longer-term future.  Should AVDC proceed with the development of area 
WHA001 what measures will be put in place to provide a long term defensible boundary between the western edge of MK and area 
WHA001?
If such a boundary is not put in place and strongly enforced then ultimately AVDC will lose that land and its residents to MK.  It is 
quite clear that should WHA001 be developed then those residents will view MK as their local town and that is where their income will 
be spent and not in the towns and villages of AVDC. It is also hard to comprehend how such a large site can be allocated as a prime 
development location with little or no investigative background work such as detailed traffic and transport monitoring and predictive 
analysis, drainage assessments, landscape planning and investigations into the impact on agricultural requirements.

VALP16-08-26-00532 Peter Beckwith Policy D7 - Pages 91-96. Policy D7 - Sites at Smaller Villages.
It seems grossly unfair that Whaddon village should be expected to allocate space for 11 more homes when it could be that there will 
be an additional 2,000 or more houses located within the Parish?  
The provision of low-cost starter homes and retirement or down-sizing properties would be a welcome addition in the village. 
However, there is no legislation that I am aware of that would protect such properties for existing residents of the village on a first-
come, first-served basis.

VALP16-08-26-00534 John Wright Policy D14 - Suggestion to make temporary sites - permanent.  However, the following should be taken into consideration: 
paragraph 27 of the PPTS 2015 in footnote 9 advises that there is no presumption that a temporarily grant of the planning permission 
should be made permanent.  This footnote refers back to National Planning Policy Guidance paragraph 14.  AVDC's  policy should 
therefore include that when unsuitable temporary permissions come up for renewal under the adopted Plan, they will not be granted 
permanent permissions as this would conflict with Development Plan policy.

VALP16-08-26-00535 vera Town Policy D6 - Para 4.82
During our intensive village participation and vote, we decided on 100 houses for the barks rd/mentmore road development, do feel 
for the council to now suggest 130 seems to make a mockery of this whole process.
I really object strongly yo this suggestion

VALP16-08-26-00536 Simon Vessey 
(Cheddington 
Residents' Association)

Policy D6 - We want the Neighbourhood Plan to be used as the basis for any further development in Cheddington. There are already 
100 houses committed and this was overwhelmingly voted for during the neighbourhood Plan consultation process. The CRA would 
like AVDC to adhere to the wishes of those who live in Cheddington as laid out in this Plan. Any further sites should follow a similar 
process of consultation with the residents.
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VALP16-08-27-00540 Rosanne Ward Policy D2 - 4.31-35 refer briefly to the proposed new settlement.  Haddenham is said to have " existing infrastructure and relative 

accessibilty,"  making it the choice. 
What existing infrastructure is being referred to here ?  Haddenham has limited facilities, no commercial centre, limited employment, 
and GP and schools at capacity.  

Haddenham is said to be " marginally preferable as it already has a railway station with a good service including London.  In addition, 
it is closer to higher order services provided by Thame, closer to a range of employment locations and the motorway network "  

This makes the simplistic assumption that the fact of a railway means development of a new town is recommended. The railway is 
also used by many other commuters, from the ever expanding Bicester ( 10,000 homes ) and from north Oxfordshire, via Oxford 
Parkway.   Thame is to have another 600 homes, Princes Risborough 2,600 more.  Making the flawed assumption that the railway is 
the answer to all  problems is simplistic and does not take account of any wider implications.  Exactly the same flawed assumptions 
are being made about road transport, and about Thame supplying all needs of " higher order" regardless of its own expansion and 
the availability of employment.   No regards is given to the effect on roads at Thame especially the overloaded by pass.
None of the prosed new settlements at Haddenham are properly thought through
A. A new development west of Haddenham on the other side of the railway of 6000 houses ( 18000 people ) would soon merge in to 
Thame as it expands, and become a sort of urban sprawl joining up into one conurbation. The railway is not a solution to all issues.
B. A new town at Aston Sandford ( 7000 houses 21000 people ) has no road access of its own, and any new road to it would be 
connecting to the existing road at Longwick/ Princes Risborough which is being required to  cope with 2600 houses. It has no 
reasonable access to either railway station, and is unsuitable for the proposed huge new town  
C. North of Haddenham ( 1250 houses 3750 people )  Further expansion in this area by another belt of housing enclosing 
Haddenham has exactly the same problems as the over expansion of it by 50 % and for the same reasons it is not appropriate.

VALP16-08-27-00540 Rosanne Ward The other area favoured by the section for a new Town is Winslow.  Of the three sites at Winslow, there is one that stands out as the 
right location, namely the old airfield at Little Horwood.
This is a brownfield site, so redevelopment is to be encouraged ( as recommended by the VALP ) It will not entail the loss of high 
grade agricultural land.  It makes no sense to disregard brownfield land and instead use good agricultural land for development.
It is located in a position where a new road access to the expanding  A421 expressway will provide good access to the Motorway 
network and to Milton Keynes for further employment and leisure activities. See the Government July 2016 Strategic Study on the 
Oxford to Cambridge expressway uploaded later.
It will benefit from the opening in 2019 of the station and railway extension to Winslow, connecting to Oxford and Bicester as well as 
Aylesbury,  as well as having access to Milton Keynes.  Employment is more available, with less competition from other centres, and 
this will encourage settlement at the propsed new town. It is by far the best site and should be chosen.

VALP16-08-27-00541 Martin Hopcroft Policy D5 - Ivinghoe is designated as a larger village, which is contrary to evidence and facts. Ivinghoe is a small village.
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VALP16-08-28-00542 Sarah Marsh Policy D13   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-08-28-00543 Robert Carter (None) Policy D2 - 4.33

Haddenham's accessibility potential is not as strong as is argued here. Although Haddenham does have access to rail routes from 
Marylebone to Oxford and Marylebone to Birmingham the line has major capacity issues, particularly in peak periods. There are few if 
any additional paths available for more trains, and train length and platform length increases have already been made.  Anecdotally, I 
have great difficulty in finding a seat on any of the peak hour trains into London. Developments already ongoing along the route e.g. 
at Bicester will test the line capacity further. Chiltern Rail in their submission to the High Speed Rail All-Party Parliamentary Group 
stated "Many of the possible projects have already been carried out (e.g. Chiltern Railways’ successive “Evergreen” projects that 
between 1999 and 2011 have transformed the Marylebone line from a low capacity suburban route into an intensively-used main line. 
The scope for further upgrades is thus limited."
The idea that this line will be able to meet the needs of a potential 10,000 population increase in the Haddenham area does not hold 
water.
The A418 also carries heavy traffic in peak periods and would require a massive upgrade to absorb the traffic generated by another 
township of equivalent population size to Thame.
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VALP16-08-28-00544 Kevin Hewson Policy D14 - The Key statement is D14a. 'it has reasonable access to existing local services etc.. 

Integration is key. 
Provision needs to be made at future major developments, say 15 pitches where 2,000 + new dwellings are proposed.
All facilities and infrastructure will be provided.

VALP16-08-28-00544 Kevin Hewson Policy D2 - When considering the volume of growth likely and the pressures on Infrastructure provision this Delivery Policy becomes 
a key enabler. Strongly Supported. 
Plans should propose a full integration with the existing community, the reality is that it should not be termed a new settlement. 
Plans should be accelerated with the aims of significantly greater development than proposed- potentially 13,000 + at Haddenham. 
Haddenham Business Park to be centre of focus to match Woodlands and Silverstone. 
With a fall in 'unmet demand' allocation and an increase here and around Aylesbury and Buckingham, we can propose a realistic plan 
that can meet Strategic Objective 2.6.3. Political considerations should be overridden by reality; sharing of pain and pepper-potting 
should be dismissed.

VALP16-08-28-00544 Kevin Hewson Policy D6 - 4.75 states Medium villages are moderately well-served with services and facilities and can therefore be considered to be 
reasonably sustainable villages. 
THIS IS CLEARLY NOT THE CASE FOR MANY. reality needs to be acknowledged. 
-Bus Services are being withdrawn and will soon stop.
-All roads are minor and in constant need of repair.
-Many schools are full and cannot expand
-Shops are minimal and insufficient to meet needs. They continue to close despite growth. 
-Pubs continue to close and are under pressure. 

The new category of Medium sized village is welcomed. 
The % growth target based on existing housing stock is welcomed and supported. However the growth target is a pragmatic proposal 
aimed at balancing overall 33,300 target, is politically motivated, aimed at sharing pain and is 'pepper-potting'. 
Sustainability limitations must be acknowledged, % growth target reduced. 
North Marston is patently in the wrong category and should be moved to small. The bus service is less frequent than suggested. The 
School is already full with local children and cannot grow.

VALP16-08-28-00548 Nicola Page Policy D1 - Rights of way should not only be protected but also be extended.  It should be in the plan so that developers can work 
around it to ensure community cohesion and that people can access the countryside, an essential part of being from this town and 
any garden city I would have thought.  Cycle paths could be improved rather than protected, like the one leading to Stoke Mandeville 
School from the hospital, if there is new housing, why not take the kids on bikes away from the road.  We Need to link up the spokes 
of the cycle network, it needs to be on the plan, not merely supported.  The developers will not do it!
Nowhere in Any of this plan is schooling shown to be planned for.  Increasing a town by 50% needs new schools on open sites.  This 
Must be planned for, or else planned green fields will have to be built on to provide basic services for the communities who have not 
education or local health provision (since there are already too few doctors in the town.
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VALP16-08-28-00548 Nicola Page Policy D13 - Brownfield sites should have automatic approval for developments! I want redevelopment as much as anybody else and 

would love the canal walk to not go past industrial land, rather attractive housing, a draw for the whole community.  Please this area 
is a star area and should be focussed on as a potential bonus for all.

VALP16-08-28-00548 Nicola Page Policy D7 - Small settlements will have to accommodate 5% growth.  While I understand the nature of the concerns about changing 
the nature of the area, they may be actually putting the community at risk.  Some of the areas have schools, with the increasingly 
elderly population these are facilities at risk, town areas by contrast absorbing another 50% when schools are currently stretched 
already is simply impossible.  A few extra houses may significantly bring income into a small community which is dying but already 
stretched Aylesbury is bursting at the seams with large areas unable to be serviced now with doctors surgeries etc.
Doctors surgeries and Education are both important issues which seem simply absent from any planning on these documents as if 
expansion of 50% would not warrant the building of new schools.  We need not just the protection of existing facilities.  We need new 
ones!

VALP16-08-28-00550 Patricia Tomlinson Policy D6 - 4.79
Whilst understanding that the village will need to expand to fulfill the requirements of the Plan, AVCD and Cheddington should not 
have to meet the shortfall because the surrounding areas are not fulfilling their housing responsibilities. 
The Neighbourhoosd Plan agreed after a referendum should be used as the basis of deciding on the site of any buiding.
Any new residents will need to travel to work in places other than Cheddington. The  village is already suffering from exce
Public transport links to other parts of Aylesbury Vale or inadequate for anyone in employment, thus requiring an increase in road 
traffic.

VALP16-08-29-00553 Emma Cull Policy D2 - Winslow should not be the site of a new development for the following reasons:
Poor transport links - the railway is now not due until 2022 and even then the journey time to London will be 72 minutes. This 
compares to Haddenham which already has an established railway service with a journey time to London of just 34 minutes. There is 
only an hourly bus service to MK and Aylesbury from Winslow compared with half hourly services from Haddenham to Oxford & 
Aylesbury.
Sustainability - Winslow has few employment opportunities as well as inadequate health facilities. 
Adjoining councils should be put under more pressure to meet their own housing needs. If a new settlement is required within AVDC 
it should be in the south of the vale in Aylesbury or Haddenham, closer to the unmet need.

VALP16-08-29-00554 Jill Callear Policy D10 - The Lowndes Arms is very important to Whaddon and should be retained as a meeting place.  The building should 
remain as a pub, be re-opened and be treated as a community asset.
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VALP16-08-29-00554 Jill Callear Policy D3 - There is no detail on how the infrastructure could be provided.  There is a huge concern about how the growth of Milton 

Keynes in addition to the proposed sites would affect travel, access to schools, doctors etc.  There are already great pressures on 
these services and no plans on how to alleviate the issues.

How can such a large site be proposed without sufficient traffic assessments, drainage details, landscape impact assessments and 
agricultural assessments?

There is no detail on how the rural communities affected will be protected.  Concerns include the following:
- Whaddon would be swamped if the 2000 proposed houses are built.  The development is less than 500 metres from Whaddon.  
This does not provide a defensible boundary for the village!  The boundary should be the current Milton Keynes boundary.
- The road through Whaddon is already overused during rush hour.  The extra houses would bring a totally unacceptable traffic 
increase.  Where are the plans to mitigate this?  How will this be possible when it requires infrastructure planning involving both AV 
and MK?
-  The environmental impact of the extra traffic will be large.
-  The amenity value of Whaddon for cyclists and dog walkers from Milton Keynes may be spoiled or lost.  (Hundreds of cyclists use 
Whaddon as a route during the weekend.)
- Milton Keynes is already approaching full employment.  Where would the new residents work?

VALP16-08-29-00554 Jill Callear Policy D7 - It is unreasonable to expect Whaddon to deliver 11 houses when 2000 houses are being proposed for the parish!
VALP16-08-29-00555 Mary Peacock Policy D6 - 4.79 It states that allocations are reqired for 135 houses in Cheddington. The Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan has 

allocated 100 houses. This was democratically agreed in the village after much consultation and accepted as a Neighbourhood Plan. 
How can this be over ruled by AVDC?

VALP16-08-29-00556 Anna Ellershaw Policy D1 - 4.8 all the Wendover Woods' car park is already over run on a sunny day.
VALP16-08-29-00556 Anna Ellershaw Policy D4 - 4.61 If the HEELA could not find a suitable site for 800 homes in Wendover without taking from the Green Belt then 

surely you are already going against your policy of protecting green belt and keeping settlements separate?
VALP16-08-30-00561 Marianna Beckwith 

(Chocolate Box 
Coaching)

Policy D2 - Pages 65-68. Policy D2 – Delivering a New Settlement.
Is a new settlement really needed?  The plans for major developments in the areas of Winslow and/or The Horwoods' risk damaging 
a large area of countryside and ultimately leading to a future where Milton Keynes, Winslow and Buckingham merge into one.  Other 
options such as continuing the development of Haddenham and Aylesbury, which already have good road and rail links or an even 
distribution of growth throughout the AVDC region would be a far better solution.
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VALP16-08-30-00561 Marianna Beckwith 

(Chocolate Box 
Coaching)

Policy D3 - Pages 69-71. Policy D3 – Sites Adjacent to Milton Keynes.
With the growth of Milton Keynes and the success of the new town any neighbouring district must take steps to ensure that its own 
land is not encroached on by MK growth either now or
in the longer-term future.  Should AVDC proceed with the development of area WHA001 what measures will be put in
place to provide a long term defensible boundary between the western edge of MK and area WHA001? If such a boundary is not put 
in place and strongly enforced then ultimately AVDC will lose that land and its residents to MK.
It is quite clear that should WHA001 be developed then those residents will view MK as their local town and that is where their 
income will be spent and not in the towns and villages of
AVDC. It is also hard to comprehend how such a large site can be allocated as a prime development location with little or no 
investigative background work such as detailed traffic
and transport monitoring and predictive analysis, drainage assessments, landscape planning and investigations into the impact on 
agricultural requirements.

VALP16-08-30-00561 Marianna Beckwith 
(Chocolate Box 
Coaching)

Policy D7 - Pages 91-96. Policy D7 - Sites at Smaller Villages.
It seems grossly unfair that Whaddon village should be expected to allocate space for 11 more homes when it could be that there will 
be an additional 2,000 or more houses located within the Parish?  The provision of low-cost starter homes and retirement or down-
sizing properties would be a welcome addition in the village. However, there is no legislation that I am aware of that would protect 
such properties for existing residents of the village on a first-come, first-served basis.

VALP16-08-30-00562 Andrew Bateson (AB 
Planning & 
Development Ltd)

Policy D3 - The proposed accommodation of 4,274 new homes on the south- western edge of Milton Keynes and Bletchley, in 
Newton Longville, Stoke Hammond and Whaddon Parishes is supported by the Dagnall House Bletchley land owner, particularly the 
NLV001 and NLV023 sites referred to at Table 8 and accompanying paragraphs 4.44-4.54.

VALP16-08-31-00565 Brian Foster Policy D2 - The National Planning Policy Framework identifies a new settlement as an option for larger scale housing growth which 
AVDC has evaluated and rejected when preparing earlier plans. I maintain that building either a new settlement on green field land or 
hugely extending an existing village will cause massive generalised harm significantly outweighing any benefits.Our consultants have 
set out this proposal in the draft plan with a note to say " policy to follow awaiting further evidence". We have some of this evidence 
and it is already clear that this proposal is being driven by . the unmet needs and green belt release numbers of Wycombe and South 
Bucks . which are far from robust and require the detailed scrutiny and challenge which we are now applying. All options for finding 
the required number of sites should be examined:
1. Further development around the perimeter of Aylesbury and at Berryfields.
2. Extension of MK .
3 Sensitve expansion of the larger and lower tier villages.
3. Clarification of the status of the land at Westcott Venture Park.
It should be our overall objective to maintain the quality of life of all our residents and we should work to achieve the numbers 
required by careful planning on smaller sites throughout the Vale.
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VALP16-08-31-00567 James Dowson (The 

DMC Advantage)
Policy D2 - I note that Haddenham and Winslow are the 2 areas of potential for large-scale development. It is noted that Haddenham 
is "relatively accessible" due to the Parkway Station and A418. Traffic studies are underway. My own finding is that traffic at rush 
hour is already extremely busy around Thame and will only grow with the additional houses being built at Thame. Marylebone Station 
is already operating at capacity and cannot accommodate the extra passengers envisaged. On the other hand Winslow will soon 
have the new station, anticipated in 2020, and a brownfield site - the old airfield - to build on. Building at Haddenham will require the 
use of greenfield sites, the loss of high grade agricultural land.

VALP16-08-31-00568 Graham Tyack 
(Haddenham Village 
Society)

Policy D10 - HVS Comment – para 4-104:  It is difficult to see how any further planned development can be achieved without 
destroying the village ethos and seriously overloading the road network.  This could result in road safety issues.

VALP16-08-31-00568 Graham Tyack 
(Haddenham Village 
Society)

Policy D2 - HVS Comments - paras 4.33-4.35 and 4.42: The Haddenham Village Society does not agree that Haddenham should be 
equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. Haddenham is a large and vibrant village, 
but it is not a town. It has only an exiguous and insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and an inadequate village hall; 
it has no secondary school; although it has good transport links these mean that it relies heavily on neighbouring settlements for 
shopping and social facilities, with associated undesirable reliance on car journeys. In all these ways, Haddenham is unsuitable for 
the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a new settlement. Haddenham should, therefore, 
be reclassified as a larger village.  The validity of the settlement hierarchy analysis is challenged in note inserted at * below.
The suggestion to put a new settlement in the vicinity of Haddenham shows a lack of awareness of the traffic infrastructure problems 
developing in Haddenham.  The Forecast Modelling Report by JACOBS commissioned by Buckinghamshire County Council 
produces in para 5.2.1.5 some horrendous projected increases in travel times should the settlement go ahead.  This would 
undoubtedly destroy the ethos of the village with its extensive conservation areas stretching throughout the village to the southern 
boundary.
Another key factor is the growing evidence that Chiltern Railways is nearing its maximum passenger carrying capacity.  This is not 
only due to limitations in carriage capacity in the face of already rising demand but also platform capacity limitations at Marylebone 
Station. A good example of the effect of limitations in platform capacity was the necessity to increase the number of platforms at 
Reading Station to enable speed increases on the SW line.  
Thus, the proposal for a new settlement of 4500-6000 houses in the vicinity of Haddenham should not be further considered. The 
proposal appears to have been developed in ignorance of proposals for a large development north of Princes Risborough, just 
outside the Vale boundary, and for similar proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire, all of which are predicated on the 
existence of the same transport links - in particular Haddenham and Thame Parkway station. In addition, the proposal relies on 
Thame and Aylesbury to provide shopping, educational and social facilities for the residents of the settlement, putting further 
pressure on those neighbouring areas and on road links to them. Within the planning period, this would all be exacerbated by the 
construction of HS2. In other words, there has been a complete lack of “joined-up” planning which would be required to justify a 
proposal of such magnitude.
* Start
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VALP16-08-31-00568 Graham Tyack 

(Haddenham Village 
Society)

Scrutiny of the Selection of Haddenham as a Strategic Settlement

References:
A. Settlement Hierarchy Assessment for the Vale of Aylesbury Plan Strategy September 2012.
B. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan Haddenham Fact Pack July 2011.

Introduction

1. Reference A was a key document in the development of the strategy for Aylesbury Vale planning.  The assessment was informed 
by documents such as Reference B.

Analysis

2. As a result of this hierarchy assessment, Haddenham was categorised as a strategic settlement along with Aylesbury, 
Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow.  The details of the assessments are shown in Annex A to Reference A.  Haddenham 
apparently scores well for transport and connectivity and both key and non-key services.  However, as shown in the critique below, 
the qualitative assessment is inconsistent and insufficiently refined.  Its conclusions are therefore questionable.

3. It is arguable that the set of strategic settlements should be split into two groups of more comparable size, namely Aylesbury and 
Buckingham on the one hand and Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow on the other – perhaps called respectively strategic 
settlements and small towns/larger villages.

4. This would then allow a more realistic and detailed comparison of the pros and cons for future development.  For example, 
Wendover has a significant amount of designated green belt in its vicinity, Winslow has a disused airfield potentially available for 
development and Haddenham is surrounded by high grade agricultural land and has lower capacity roads with a growing traffic 
problem because of the Chiltern Railway area Parkway service.
Conclusion
5. In short, the process by which Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow have been categorised as “strategic settlements” is of 
questionable validity and is therefore challenged.
Criticism of the Strategic Settlement Assessment Methodology (data taken from Reference A above)

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 91 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-31-00568 Graham Tyack 

(Haddenham Village 
Society)

Population – comparative descriptions are inconsistent with the comparative values
Name Population Range Qualitative Description
Aylesbury 56,392 to 65,428 Very large population
Buckingham 10,445 to 11,572 Large population
Haddenham 3,651 to 4,834 Large population
Wendover 7,237 to 7,619 Very large population
Winslow 3,818 to 4,519 Very large population

Facilities – the crude scoring system suppresses some of the comparative strengths and weaknesses.  For example, although 
Haddenham is shown being served by 3 bus routes, in reality the 200 route is a variation of the very frequent 280 route and the third 
one, the 112 route, runs once on Wednesdays and Fridays. 
Name Rail? Bus Routes B Class Units Key Services Score (out of 11) Non-Key Services
Aylesbury Y 21 979 64 11 49
Buckingham N 9 248 38 10 12
Haddenham Y 3 85 19 11 6
Wendover Y 2 73 23 11 8
Winslow Y (P) 3 42 17 10 5

Omissions – aspects such as the capacity local roads, the impact of local railway Parkways, the effect of capacity limitations of rail 
transport, and the continuing need for high grade agricultural land were omitted from the assessment.
* End

VALP16-08-31-00568 Graham Tyack 
(Haddenham Village 
Society)

Policy D4 - HVS Comment – paras 4.55 – 4.57 - HELAA: It is extremely disappointing that the discussion of the HELAA does not 
refer to the involvement of neighbourhood plans in the identification and prioritisation of potential development sites. Unless this 
occurs and the local communities are involved, at every stage, in site identification, the process will be driven by owners and 
predatory developers and will not command public assent.

VALP16-08-31-00569 Paul Moss Policy D2 - A new settlement at Winslow (Little Horwood Airfield) would only add to North vale transport issue increasing commuter 
traffic on both the A413 into Aylesbury and A421 to Milton Keynes. This development would not be sustainable without major road 
improvements in the area which are not planned or covered by the A421 expressway plans.

VALP16-08-31-00569 Paul Moss Policy D3 - The Shenley Site WHA01 will significantly impact the separate rural nature of Whaddon Village. Whaddon village and 
surrounding land is used as a leisure amenity for Milton Keynes for cycling and walking. Although a break is planned between this 
development WHA01 and Whaddon, there is no defensible boundary. (road or landscape feature) that would be sustainable in further 
planning applications. I suggest that a defensible boundary such as the North Bucks Way/Swans Way long distance pathways would 
provide a better solution to the encroachment on Whaddon Village.
The environmental assessment highlighted issues with development in the area and disruption of the wildlife corridor and the impact 
on the Snelshall Priory archaeological site.

No further provision is planned for schools, health and employment for these developments putting additional pressure on existing 
over subscribed schools and and healthcare practices in West Milton Keynes.
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VALP16-08-31-00569 Paul Moss Policy D7 - The allocation to Whaddon of 11 additional houses must be sited sympathetically within the village and should meet the 

village's need for low cost starter/retirement homes and social rented properties.
VALP16-08-31-00570 John Abra Policy D3 - Para 4.45: I do not agree with the overall strategic approach of considerable housing development on sites adjacent to 

Milton Keynes at Newton Longville and Whaddon in addition to the expansion of Buckingham and Winslow and a possible new 
settlement between Winslow and Great Horwood.   Together, these developments will add enormous pressures to local services and 
infrastructure.   In particular the existing road network will struggle to cope efficiently with vastly increased volumes of traffic.   The 
rural environment will in general terms be severely eroded and the quality of life for existing residents will be reduced.   In my opinion 
AVD should act as a green buffer to the expansion of Milton Keynes beyond its existing boundaries.   The character of villages such 
as Newton Longville and Whaddon and historic country towns such as Winslow and Buckingham will be lost, and I feel that AVDC 
has a moral obligation to its citizens to protect our culture and way of life.

VALP16-08-31-00570 John Abra Policy D7 - Para 4.87: I note that the comments against the village of Nash reads 'no further sites required'.  However at a recent AV 
meeting it was stated that as the Vale did not have a 5 year supply of sites they would be seeking to develop any site deemed 
suitable regardless of where it was.   Nash has such a site!      It would appear that the VALP could be overtaken by the Council's 
own planning department and once again local residents treated with disregard and contempt.   What is the purpose of having a 
public consultation with all the time and effort that it entails when this sort of thing is allowed to happen?

VALP16-08-31-00571 Gareth Owens Policy D2 - My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
' Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 1g% does not fit with the current size of the village. o Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there 
are extremely limited amenities within the village.
" Marsworth CofE lnfant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-T year olds. All
children in the village over the age of 7 must be educated outside the vilage; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point 
for our school in the same way that a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
' There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recenly been subject to even further cuts. o Amenities in Tring 
have been cut, most notabty the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its own development 
and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages. o Marsworth itself has no shop in the vitlage or within walking distance. !t has in recent 
years also lost a pub and very recenfly its garage ' Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 
31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in that they appear-in other villages' proposals too. Many of these are in fact more 
than'the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, 
minimum wage oi temporary work - not proper long term employment.
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VALP16-08-31-00573 Alan T pennell Policy D2 - It has come to my notice that Aylesbury Vale District Council have a draft proposal to build a garden village centred 

approximately 1.5 miles from the centre of Longwick village (using Longwick Village Stores/Post Office as a central reference). The 
proposal is for 7000 houses. I believe the area indicated on your map is of the order of 0.8 square miles.  I strongly object to this 
proposal and request that it is removed from the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan. My objections are as follows:
 1.The scale of the development in relation to the nearby village of Longwick
The estimate of the area of land required to accommodate the development is misleadingly small. Taking the area of the nearby 
village of Haddenham as a guide, this has about 2000 houses over an area of 0.6 sq miles, so for 7000 houses the area would more 
realistically be 2.1 square miles. This would inevitably lead to the new village being joined to Longwick which would then loose its 
identity. The present number of residential dwellings in Longwick is approximately 450.
 2. The inadequacy of the surrounding road system.
The proposed site is adjacent to the A4129 Thame to Longwick road. The other roads that would be potentially accessible to the site 
are minor country roads. At peak times the flow of traffic on the A4129 is already very high. This road passes through Longwick which 
is ribbon like in nature with properties approximately divide either side. With the proposed new village being 7000 houses there is a 
potential for over 14000 cars to be in use by the occupants of the houses. Assuming a large proportion of the occupants needing to 
commute to work this could account for up to 7000 extra cars using the A4129 in the morning and evening “rush hours”. This 
increase in volume of traffic would result in severe congestion on the road and significantly increase the danger to pedestrians 
including parents with young children walking to the primary school in the village (Longwick C Of E Combined School). The increase 
in traffic generally would be a significant degradation to quality of life of those living in Longwick and others living near the road.
 3. Significant degradation to public footpaths.
The proposed site of the garden village appears to overlays 2 existing public footpaths. In your document Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan, Draft Plan for Summer 2016 Consultation you have a section entitled Protection of public rights of way. In paragraphs 10.60 to 
10.62 you point out that public footpaths are protected by law and state the need for these as important to promote healthy lifestyle 
and “maintaining the green infrastructure”. Moreover in the highlighted panel “C4 Protection of public rights of way” you state 
Development proposals should ensure:
 a. existing rights of way and byways are retained and enhanced
 c. no adverse impact on the existing public rights of way network
 f. there are no negative visual impacts on the setting and amenity of existing rights of way.
 I cannot see how these objectives could be met with a development of this scale
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VALP16-08-31-00573 Alan T pennell 4. Destruction of high quality farming land

This point is self evident. Of the order 2 square miles of high quality agricultural land would be lost together with the wildlife habitat 
contained in this area.
 5. Massive negative impact on infrastructure
The local sewage works for Longwick is already at its limit with frequent problems with the pumping system which result in overflows 
or raw sewage into the environment. It is not clear how the sewage requirements for another 7000 houses could be met without 
additional sewage treatment works which would require yet further land to be used. The new development would also require a 
significant supply of electrical power and fresh water. It is not obvious how these could be supplied. The new village would generate 
a significant pressure on the retail provision in the neighbouring towns of Thame and Princes Risborough with attendant increase of 
traffic to and from these towns.
 6. Pressure on schools and medical provision.
The existing primary and secondary phase schools in the area are, I believe, already running near full capacity. Presumably a 
significant number of the households will have children. Where would there school needs be accommodated. The existing GP 
practices are all very busy as can be gauged by the universal difficulty people have in booking appointments. The additional 
households would have a very adverse effect on the ability of the existing GP practices to meet their patient needs.
 7. Hugh negative impact on the rural environment
The proposed village is in fact approximately 1.5 times the size of the Town of Thame in house numbers. Therefore the designation 
of a village is misleading. Such a large new Town in close proximity to the town of Princes Risborough, which has its own proposals 
for the building of large numbers of new houses, would effectively result in the urbanisation of the whole area. The rural nature of the 
area would be completely lost.
 8. Poor prospect of local employment
The local area being predominantly rural provides poor opportunities for local employment. The nearest areas of employment are the 
towns of Aylesbury and High Wycombe, both about 8 miles away. Significant numbers of local residence already commute to London 
and other destination a considerable distance from their homes. It is likely that the vast majority of the residence of the proposed 
village will commute to work putting huge strain on the existing road and rail system which I believe runs contrary to the governments 
guidelines for new housing developments in which housing should be concentrated near areas of employment opportunity
 9. Visual impact on the Chiltern A.O.N.B
From the top of Whiteleaf Cross in the Chiltern A.O.N.B there is a panoramic view of the area in which this development is proposed. 
This view, I believe, is a contribution to what defines this as an A.O.N.B. A large development of 7000 houses plus attendant 
infrastructure would have a negative visual impact on this panoramic view and thus degrade the A.O.N.B.
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VALP16-08-31-00576 Mary and Allan 

glendinning
Policy D4 - the quota for medium sized villages with few amenities is already high at only 3% less than that for large villages.  we 
have produced a neighborhood plan after much thought and consultation between the residents  in accordance with the guidelines 
set out by government.  We understand that we now are been asked to increase the number of new dwellings mainly because of 
unmet need outside our area we strongly object to this.  the already proposed numbers will but considerable strain on resources in 
the village especially the school and the access roads within the village and to and from the village.  the access road for the new 
development is already under scrutiny because of traffic difficulties  in the high street.

VALP16-08-31-00576 Mary and Allan 
glendinning

Policy D6 - We are commenting on  the new numbers of houses in our village that we are expected to take that are beyond the 
original numbers

VALP16-08-31-00577 Val Jonas Policy D6 - I believe that Ickford has the capacity to accept new housing development, but the proposed addition of around 50 
homes seems too much for the village. A more appropriate number would be around 25 to 30 homes. It is important that new housing 
in Ickford 
(a) does not exacerbate the current drainage and sewage problems already experienced in the village.
(b) takes account of the proximity to the river and considers the risk of flooding to existing and new homes
(c) retains a nucleus in the village centred around the shop, school, village hall and recreation ground. 
(d) is accompanied by improved public transport provision.

VALP16-08-31-00580 Fiona Lippmann Policy D1 - Aylesbury as a Garden Town is wonderful, but D1 refers to the 'Exemplar' setting for Aylesbury Town.  This should also 
refer to Wendover Town, being located on the edge of the AONB and Grand Union Canal.

VALP16-08-31-00580 Fiona Lippmann Policy D3 - Sites adjacent to MK should avoid any incursioninto the Vale.
VALP16-08-31-00580 Fiona Lippmann Policy D4 - Green Belt land at Wendover and Halton must not be relaesed.  S2 refers to a 'strategic level of growth' where Wendover 

has been given a 25% uplift, which takes no account of tyhe 'constrained' location - so constrained, that permanently giving up Green 
Belt is being considered for this growth figure, which was plucked out of the air, without consideration of the area.
4.119 - A two hour drive is certainly not acceptable to go shopping;  4.124 - Need for more upmarket outlets eg John Lewis to 
complement Waitrose; 4.143 - Car parking must be provided within easy access to shops.

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D1 - D1 - Refers to 'Exemplar setting' for Aylesbury Town.  This should also be referred to Wendover Town, as it is located on 
the edge of the AONB and Grand Union Canal.

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D2 - Agree there will be a need for a new settlement and it should be in a location with good access to transport infrastructure.

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D3 - All incursion into the Vale by Milton Keynes should be avoided.
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VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 

(Halton Parish Council)
Policy D4 -  D4 Strategic Settlements
Do not agree the release of green belt land at Wendover, or Halton.  S2 refers to a, 'strategic level of growth' where Wendover has 
been given a 25% uplift, which takes into account the 'constrained' location.  So constrained, that permanently giving up Green Belt is 
being considered to take this 25%.  Refer to points under 3.33.  This is not acceptable.
4.119 - A 2 hour dive is certainly not acceptable to most consumers, to go shopping;  4.124 - More upmarket outlets are required; 
4.143 - Car Parking should be provided within easy access to shops

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D5 - These figures should come forward through the Neighbourhood Plan process

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D7 - These figures should come forward through the Neighbourhood Plan process

VALP16-08-31-00581 Fiona Lippmann 
(Halton Parish Council)

Policy D8 - These figures should come forward through the Neighbourhood Plan process
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VALP16-08-31-00582 Victoria firth 

(Granborough Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - Unmet need  - Granborough PC considers this to be the most contentious aspect of the VALP. The need to 
accommodate a further 12000 new homes which cannot be accommodated in the three southern Bucks DC has a massive impact on 
the Vale over and above that generated by its own Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) Whilst AVDC see this a worst case scenario, 
and are challenging the figures of the other DC’s, the VALP appears to show that this number can be accommodated. It is of grave 
concern to the PC that, even if AVDC is successful in its challenge, there is still the as yet unquantified potential for other 
adjoining/nearby LA’s (such as MK and Luton) to claim that they cannot meet their OAN. They could therefore attempt to pass that on 
to AVDC who have, by producing this “worst case scenario” shown the existence of space to accommodate such a large number. 
What we are not being able to comment on is the impact of dealing with the 21,000 identified need 

Whilst the PC would not dispute that the southern bucks DC’s are constrained by the Green Belt and the Chiltern Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, the PC considered that there is much evidence to suggest that the Authorities have compounded this problem by 
proposing low density development, thus restricting the number of properties which can be accommodated on those sites that they 
have. This is seen to be deliberately unfair to the Vale which, whilst it does not enjoy the protection of green belt and AONB, it is 
(particularly to the North) a largely rural area with its own intrinsic beauty and not simply a dumping ground for others unwillingness to 
accommodate numbers of properties derived from their OAN.

The PC is under the impression that the allocation of properties between LA’s has been driven by a systematic identification of need. 
If this is the case the PC does not understand how it is logical for other authorities to  pass on part of their number to an area which 
already has its own need identified and expect that area to absorb it when the need for the additional properties in its area has not 
been identified. This poses the questions of where do you stop passing on unmet need, how far from the identified need can housing 
be built before it is irrelevant to the area of need, and does this mean that areas which claim to be unable to meet their need become 
“full” at the end of this round of local plans?

In particular the PC is concerned that as part of meeting this unmet need the VALP has identified the need for a new settlement at 
one of two locations (Winslow and Haddenham). Whilst it would appear that Winslow may be the second option, should it in fact be 
chosen, with its proximity (less than 2 miles) to Granborough it will have a major impact on Granborough. This is due to Granborough 
(and villages such as North Marston having considerable reliance on the current facilities in Winslow. It is unclear from the VALP how 
the reliance of the surrounding villages on the Winslow infrastrure has been taken into account. Furthermore, there appears to be 
nothing in the VALP which addresses, in strong terms, the need for green buffer zones.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 98 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-31-00582 Victoria firth 

(Granborough Parish 
Council)

The PC is concerned that whilst AVDC has produced a draft which it sees as a worst case scenario, it is unclear as to what 
alternatives it would be promoting in a draft which was not worst case. It may very well be that the PC could be far more supportive if 
it understood the implications of the VALP only having to find sites for its own OAN. In the absence of that the PC considers that at 
this time the allocation of property numbers to (at least) the medium and smaller settlements has been carried out by simply passing 
on the numbers it cannot accommodate in the larger settlement with no proper assessment of need in to those settlements or 
whether the current infrastructure can support it. Current local infrastructure such as schools may be just able to support local need 
but the addition of even small numbers of extra properties can easily overload that infrastructure whilst in no way generating the 
funds to enhance it. 

The PC notes the intention to reduce the amount of land allocated for employment, and asks whether this is based on the “Worst 
case scenario” If we are to reduce this availability of such sites, does not the VALP encourage the establishment of simply dormitory 
areas with people travelling out of the district for work?

VALP16-08-31-00583 Roger Kemp (Kemp's 
Farm)

Policy D2 - 4.35---A new settlement at Haddenham is preferred.As stated above the option near Aston Sandford in my opinion is the 
best option.

VALP16-08-31-00583 Roger Kemp (Kemp's 
Farm)

Policy D7 - 4.85-4.87   Increase of new housing on the disused land at Ford as detailed previously would help towards requirement 
for 434 new homes from 2013-2033.

VALP16-08-31-00584 Bruce Gardner 
(Cherwell Gospel Hall 
Trust)

Policy D10 - Cherwell Gospel Hall Trust support Policy D10 in view of effective implementation of the vision and strategic objectives.  
However, the VALP should recognised that a flexible approach may be required, particularly in respect of new community 
infrastructure which may not always be suited to a local centre location.

VALP16-08-31-00587 Chris Stimpson Policy D2 - I am writing to voice my objections to the local plan in particular in relation to the proposed developments in Haddenham.  
Once again the public consultation period is in a holiday period which gives limited opportunity for response to the plan!  I am very 
disheartened about the proposed developments and in particular that the concerns of the people that live there are being ignored.

Haddenham is a beautiful Buckinghamshire village, so much so, that it is often used for filming.  It is surrounded by beautiful 
agricultural fields, the footpaths of which I often walk, enjoying the diverse wild flora and fauna it provides – once this is gone it is lost 
forever!  It has a historic and unique building style and a conservation area which whilst not built on will be adversely effected by the 
increase in traffic.  It is a village for walking around not driving through!  It is a community and its residents feel safe and cared for 
within in.

It does not have the support structure for all this development – village roads, schools, shops, doctors are already to capacity.   Why 
not develop more of the run down sites in Aylesbury and Wycombe which are towns and more able to cope with the development and 
desirous of it.  Both of these have train stations and ample parking whilst in Haddenham parking for the station is an issue.   
Obviously we all understand the need for more housing but consideration as to the effects of where these house are built need to be 
thoroughly considered and the opinions of those who live and would like to continue to live and enjoy their community should be 
listened to.

Sadly I’m not too hopeful that they will.
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VALP16-08-31-00588 Peter Aldington Policy D2 - If the first tranch of 1,059 houses with its potential population increase of 3,000+, is to go ahead, what provision is being 

made for:-
a) First and middle or community schools in Haddenham;
b) expanded need for secondary schools in Aylesbury/Haddenham;
c) improvements to existing roads (as distinct from any new ones), which are in such a poor state as cannot be expected to cope with 
increased traffic;
d) station parking, which overflows into Sheerstock, Thame Road and even Fort End. Thame Road is now often dangerous for 
cyclists and necessitates cycling on the pavement. Parking
charges are a possible issue here;
e) sewerage;
f) water. Successive phases of building keep lowering the water table so that now there is likely
to be an effect on deep aquifers. What work has been done on this?; g) medical provision. Telephoning on 22 August, first available 
telephone appointment was for 7 September, first personal appointment for 15 September. We surely do not wish to re-visit the 
situation, when Milton Keynes was started, of having people already in houses without medical or hospital provision?;
h) what population mix is proposed? We have already too much of the upper market end at 3-5 bedroom houses and need far more 
starter homes, so that there can be generation mixes.
3. National. Where does AVDC’s “obligation” to further the concentration of population in the South-East come in relation to the 
overall national socio-economic demography for the country come? It has surely been sufficiently demonstrated that jobs are 
desperately needed in the NE, NW and SW and it is therefore counter to recent surveys to continue in-filling the SE. Additionally, 
there is a well-demonstrated need for space, beauty and sense of community — all of which are being destroyed by current plans. 
Your comments would be appreciated.
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VALP16-08-31-00589 Rosemary jeffries Policy D2 - I wish to object to the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan(VALP) , in so far as it relates to Haddenham as set out on page 

207 of VALP ,namely HAD001, HAD004, HAD007, HAD009, HAD010, HAD015 and HAD 016 on the following grounds:-

 1. The categorisation of Haddenham as a “strategic development” alongside Aylesbury , Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow is 
incomprehensible, unfair and unjustifiable in view of the fact that 2 of the others in the same category are large market towns 
whereas Haddenham is an historic village .It is inconceivable that Haddenham should have been placed on a par with these towns. It 
should have been categorised as a larger village. No valid arguments are put forward as to why Haddenham has been categorised in 
this way, other than the fact that it has shops , a railway station and is near the M40. These argument are not sustainable, when  
Haddenham as a whole and its position close to 3 neighbouring towns are taken into account

 2.Furthermore, a strategic settlement should not be close to another similar area, since otherwise this could result in continuous 
development between one strategic development and the next one. This factor does not appear to have been taken into account by 
AVDC in categorising Haddenham as a strategic settlement in the draft VALP.  Haddenham is situated only 3 miles from Thame , 
only 5 miles from Princes Risborough and 6 miles from Aylesbury. Although the towns of Thame and Princes Risborough are in 
different local authority areas , large housing developments are planned for both towns, which have not been taken into account in 
placing Haddenham in the category of a strategic settlement . This could of course lead to continuous development between these 2 
neighbouring towns and Haddenham. 

 3.Haddenham has an important conservation area including 120 listed buildings. The centre of the village around The Green and 
St. Mary’s Church is of great architectural, historical and aesthetic importance , while the High Street is narrow and winding, more of 
a lane than a street. The village is clearly not suitable for the huge and widespread increase in the number of houses proposed in 
your Plan.

 4.The sites listed at page 207 of VALP for the proposed construction of houses, are all in the top “best and most versatile” category of 
agricultural land under continuous cultivation. It is neither advisable nor prudent to build on land of this category, instead of on lower 
grades of land elsewhere. The preservation of agricultural land for agricultural use is even more important now that our future will be 
outside the EU.

 5.The proposed development would have a detrimental effect on the historic Church End of Haddenham and destroy its character, 
as well as on the character and appearance of the whole Haddenham Conservation Area.
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VALP16-08-31-00589 Rosemary jeffries 6. It is not equitable to compel Haddenham , a village of great historic and architectural merit to provide huge numbers of additional 

houses to compensate for the refusal and/ or failure of Wycombe District Council’s Local Plan to make adequate  provision for 
housing in its area sufficient to meet its needs. Their Local Plan includes sites of very low density housing of 10 to 15 dph whereas 
the draft VALP for Haddenham  provides for densities of 35 dph. This is completely biased and inequitable.  It appears that 
Haddenham is being unjustifiably penalised to protect other areas, including Wycombe District Council.

7. The proposed development of 210 houses on land north of Rosemary Lane/west of Church Way cannot be justified . It is on good 
agricultural land and outside the village boundary. It is not in the Neighbourhood Plan.

8. Haddenham does not have the jobs, infrastructure-roads, shops, primary and secondary schools , sports and leisure facilities etc, 
to support such huge housing development.

9. The population of Haddenham voted by a huge majority that AVDC should take into account the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan 
in relation to the development of Land at Haddenham Glebe (HAD004) after AVDC chose to ignore it in reaching its initial decision to 
grant Planning Permission for 280 houses on the site. Furthermore AVDC entered into a  compromised settlement with Lightwood 
Strategic in the High Court Judicial Review proceedings to quash the Housing and Development Policies in Chapter 6 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. It seems that in this draft VALP, AVDC is again treating Haddenham unfairly by forcing Haddenham to 
compensate for the failure  and/or refusal of Wycombe District Council to make adequate provision in its local plan. In addition it is 
inappropriate and unfair that AVDC should categorise Haddenham as a “strategic settlement” when there is no valid evidence to 
justify inclusion in this category and it is close to 3 towns –Thame , Princes Risborough and Aylesbury.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 102 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-08-31-00593 Hugh Morton Policy D2 - Firstly, why are we taking part of other councils quotas were they are clearly behaving in an unreasonable manor by 

'spreading' their houses to the extent that they have less than a third of VALPs per hectare. This should not be accepted by VALP as 
a reasonable excuse for taking any of their quota. If this was reduced considerably then we would not be looking at creating a 'new' 
town.

If the 'new' town were to be placed close to Winslow it would require significant upgrade in transport facilities to incorporate it. Even 
with the proposed railway station at Winslow, the road structure close by is totally inadequate now, with an extra 6,500 homes it 
would be completely overwhelmed. It would mean those going from Winslow and surrounding villages would have disruption on all 
journeys to and from Milton Keynes, Buckingham, Aylesbury and out towards the M40.

Both the A413 and A421 are not fit to take additional traffic, where there are significant delays into and out of MK at rush hours, 
adding up to 30 mins on a 12 mile journey and into Aylesbury, particularly in the morning, where it can add anything from 20 to 45 
mins. The journeys towards the M40 have slightly better timings but the roads themselves are seriously poor and unable to take 
much more traffic.

When the station arrives there will be insufficient parking, even with the WNP, if more people are attracted to commute from Winslow. 
The plans are such that it is assumed the majority of Winslow residence will not take cars to the station or park in close by roads, so 
with more people it would require 3 times the planned for parking and that might not be sufficient even then.

Secondly, the WNP has already catered for an increase of about 35% of housing, so further housing is itself ignoring our plans 
approved by 98.2% of the residence. If you expect Winslow to take even more housing then it will completely change the town and no 
one wants to see a ring road across good farming country. Many of the traders benefit from the large numbers of people that go 
through the town but increasing the volume by very large numbers could see old properties, most of which have survived for well over 
200 years around the town centre, start to show the strain of heavy traffic.

There also appears to be an assumption that the Oxford/Cambridge Expressway will come close to Winslow. If this is the case then 
the proposed site would probably have the road go straight through it and this would not seem like the most useful direction to go. 
Aylesbury already has an inadequate ring road and therefore could benefit from such a road going close to Aylesbury, providing 
better communication to other parts of the region and reducing the current delays around the town centre.
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VALP16-08-31-00594 Nicola Draffan Policy D2 - I recently attended the VALP consultation session in Winslow. Further to the information given at the exhibition and the 

conversation I had with one of your representatives I would like to make the following points with regard to whether the proposed 
"new settlement" should be sited in Haddenham or Winslow:-
I have lived in Winslow for over 20 years, and in that time the railway line running through Winslow, which is due to be part of the 
eventual East West Rail Route, has been cleared at least three times, once within the last year. Yet again the line is now overgrown. 
Apparently the Western Section, which would run through Winslow is due for completion by March 2019, but I wonder if that is a 
realistic date, or, indeed prospect? Haddenham already has rail links with regular services to London, Oxford and Birmingham. The 
A413 is a busy A road which runs through Winslow. Travelling to Aylesbury in the rush hour already takes far too long. I recently 
drove to the A41 at the end of the morning rush hour and it took 41 minutes to travel from Winslow to the Horse and Jockey traffic 
lights. From there to the A41, through the road works near Stocklake, took less than 10 minutes, so clearly those road works were not 
to blame for the delay. It is ridiculous that commuters should have to allow well over an hour to do such a short journey. Should the 
new housing settlement be situated near Winslow this problem would become far worse. Haddenham does not have an A road 
running through its centre, but has excellent road links to the M40 within 6 miles. Haddenham already has a railway station with good 
rail links, much better employment prospects, a more frequent bus service to Aylesbury. Winslow has limited employment prospects 
and a disused railway line with only a proposal for a railway station at present. Without sufficient rail links and vastly improved road 
links it would be nonsensical to site such a huge development there, so I would urge AVDC not to approve building the new 
settlement near Winslow. The Winslow Town Plan allows for housing growth, showing that residents are willing to take our fair share 
of housing need. However, forcing housing development on small market towns will lead to the erosion of rural living. People choose 
to live in areas which appeal to them. Some prefer living in cities and large urban areas. Others prefer small market towns and 
villages, not least because of the familiar, friendly, community spirit which exists there, and Winslow is proud to be blessed with this 
attribute. Do not force a change in the landscape of our country town, because once a small market town becomes a large urban 
sprawl, there is no going back. It will be lost forever.

VALP16-08-31-00596 Derek Whire Policy D2 - As a resident of Whaddon I feel I must write to you and ask you to think again on your plan to build 2000 new houses 
between Westcroft and Whaddon , I know you have to find land for these houses somewhere and its not a question of not in my back 
yard as I am well beyond the age to see all this building completed , this green space provides a natural break between AVDC and 
MK and must be kept unless Whaddon will disappear ,what about the traffic 2000 homes means aprox 4000 more cars most will use 
the A421 which in rush hour is a nightmare , if the residents commute by train to London the service is not great to Euston and will it 
cope , it has been said some will drive to South Bucks to work , would it not be better for them to live down there and so have less 
impact on the environment , and how about Health Care , the Health Centres at Stony Stratford Winslow and Westcroft are full to 
capacity and can not take more patients , the same goes for M K hospital , also a big issue is schools , parents can not find the 
school of their choice any more which was promised , what will it be like with 2000 new homes .
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VALP16-08-31-00597 Martin Richmond Policy D2 - Distribution of new housing

A new settlement of 4500 houses just north of Winslow together with proposed increases to Winslow itself, Whaddon and Newton 
Longville, some 12,000 in total, would mean that over a third of the new housing in Aylesbury Vale would be concentrated in this 
small area of the Vale. This would seem disproportionate and a more equitable distribution of new housing across the Vale should be 
devised.

Unmet need from other Councils

I realise that the draft VALP states that it is considering a worst case - that it has to meet unmet needs from other Councils totalling 
12,000 - and that it is challenging these. Nevertheless, I still would like to make the point that these unmet needs do need to be 
challenged. Although the previous draft Local Plan was rejected due to insufficient consultation with neighbouring councils, and 
AVDC will want to avoid the same criticism being levelled at them again, other councils may try to take advantage of this, and AVDC 
must not just roll over and accept any numbers they are given.

As I indicated in my email of 1 August to Wycombe commenting on their draft plan, which I also sent to Carol Paternoster, their Local 
Plan is only providing a little over 10 homes per hectare compared with, for example, the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan's 35, and 
Wycombe, larger than Aylesbury, is only planning 10% growth compared with AVDC's 35%. Yet they are asking AVDC to take an 
unmet need of 5000 houses! This is completely unacceptable and must be rejected by AVDC.
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VALP16-08-31-00600 Rod Carden-Lovell Policy D2 - EDL021

We consider site EDL021 completely unsuitable for development for the following reasons-
 1.The site consists of good arable land and is in useful production with a current crop.
 2.The site contains an ancient Motte which is clearly marked on old Ordnance Survey Plans. The Moat itself was filled by the 

previous owner to maximise his productive land. When I was a child my friends and I used to play on a raft on the Moat. It stretched 
from Dove House Close to Lea Farm.

 3.esthetically Slicketts Lane is the last truly country Lane left in the village which is why so many people walk the lane up to the 
Ford and onward to Doolittle Mill.

 4.The proposed access is completely unsuitable for the following reasons:
 •It is immediately adjacent to an existing road into Dove House Close
 •It is within 30 metres of an existing crossroads to The Green, Brownlow Avenue, The Willows and Slicketts Lane. This should 

exclude it for simple highway safety reasons.
 •It would be detrimental to The Grove which is a Listed Building.
 •Slicketts Lane is a Single Track Road which is completely unsuitable for further substantial traffic movements. There are already 

safety issues every day. There is no visibility at the top end of Slicketts Lane.
 •There is absolutely no Highways Verge to permit the road to be widened to provide two-way traffic let alone a pavement.
 •The only way widening the lane could be achieved would be for the Council to Compulsory Purchase all of the front gardens along 

the west side of Slicketts Lane  
OR
 •To CPO Lea Farm and demolish it.

EDL002
We have no objection to the development of EDL002 which is in the same ownership providing that access is achieved via the 
existing Dove House Close or more appropriately Taskers Row.
We have been informed that there is a covenant on Dove House Close that would prevent this and a Ransom Strip in Taskers Row. 
These issues are for the developer to resolve.  For instance; with the normal Stokes v Cambridge Legislation.  It is not the 
responsibility of the Council to facilitate a cheaper access option for the developer at the expense and detriment of other residents.
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VALP16-08-31-00600 Rod Carden-Lovell EDL001

This land at Swallowfield Stables could accommodate a similar number of houses as EDL021 and is ideally suited for this purpose for 
the following reasons:
1. It is not in Arable Use. It is currently used for Horseyculture.
2. The access can be provided in its existing location as that of the existing access to the Stables. This will enable suitable Vision 
Splays in both directions meeting the normal Statutory Requirements.
3. There is a wide Highways Verge permitting the widening of the road to provide normal two-way traffic the whole length to 
Pebblemore.  It can also accommodate suitable Pedestrian Paving.
4. The site slopes from South to North aiding both Foul and Surface Water Drainage.
5. There is an existing stream at the Northern Boundary of the site culverted along The Green and underneath the Village Green. 
This can provide excess Surface Run Off after passing through Petrol Interceptors.
6. The site is partly developed already by Townside to the West and to the East by the Bungalows on Slicketts Lane.
7. The site is constrained by physical boundaries on all 4 sides.

For all the reasons I have mentioned EDL021 should be rejected and EDL001 allocated instead.
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VALP16-08-31-00601 Mick Boggis Policy D2   - 1.A new settlement in the Vale. The necessity of a new settlement of possibly 5,000 dwellings seems to have arisen 

solely because councils elsewhere in Buckinghamshire – particularly Wycombe District Council – professing an inability to satisfy 
their own housing requirements. In a word – “tough”. I see absolutely no reason why the Vale should suffer even greater 
development than is required by its own housing requirement because neighbouring councils are “unable” to meet their own needs.

There is a complete lack of logic in the notion of providing homes in the north of the county for people who – presumably – currently 
live, work and have their children schooled as far south as High Wycombe or even Marlow. Why would anyone wanting to live in or 
around High Wycombe even consider buying property in north Bucks.?

Figures in the current Wycombe District Local Plan indicate an average housing density of 11.6dph. In Winslow there are new 
developments under construction which are compliant with the policies of our Neighbourhood Plan at an average 32dph; certain 
areas of the Plan allow for a density of more than 50dph.

Why on earth should we be expected to accommodate WDC’s “unmet” housing needs in this way? It is impossible to escape the 
conclusion that while AVDC is doing its fair share (an population increase of 45% over the period), WDC patently isn’t. Perhaps it is 
because south Buckinghamshire has always been seen as the wealthier and more prosperous part of the county? In preparing the 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan, we have accepted that all settlements in Aylesbury Vale need to do their part to meet AVDC’s future 
housing requirements; it is outrageous that we should have to accept another 5,000 houses simply because WDC are too precious to 
match the housing densities we are having to put up with in the north.

Of the only two sites that have been proposed “by consultants” to be suitable for such a settlement, Haddenham is clearly the more 
sensible choice if such a settlement has to be built. This is because:
 •It is already in the south of the county.
 •It has an existing, excellent rail link connecting to elsewhere in the south of the county and London; it is currently uncertain when, if 

ever, Winslow will get a rail link.
 •Both Haddenham and High Wycombe have easy access to the M40; Winslow has no access to any motorway.
 •There are existing and expanding employment opportunities in Haddenham – Winslow has none.
 •Haddenham has a new Health Centre, essential for a new settlement of this size. The single GP surgery that serves Winslow and all 

surrounding villages is already buckling under the strain.
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VALP16-08-31-00601 Mick Boggis 2. Future Oxford – Cambridge Expressway (OCX)

This is the stuff of nightmares. The possibility of such a road passing as close to Winslow as one proposed route would seem to 
suggest is the worst possible thing that could ever happen to the town. As I understand it, such a route would be deliberately routed 
south of Buckingham and Padbury, possibly clinging to the EW railway line for much of its distance, thereby passing right through an 
expanded Winslow.

I can fully understand the argument for an OCX, although building it would seem to largely negate the stated purpose of 
reopening/completing the EW rail line. (However, the unstated purpose of using this line for long-distance heavy freight remains sadly 
valid.) The A421 between M1 J13 and the A1 at St Neots is an excellent road, but has been built without encroaching on any existing 
settlements. I cannot see how this road can be routed west of J13 without causing even more havoc to existing communities than 
HS2. To route it adjacent to Winslow would possibly justify a decision to build a 5000-home new settlement, but the noise levels and 
pollution it would inflict on the town, expanded or not, would be utterly unacceptable. Furthermore, I understand that if this route is 
chosen, the OCX would be elevated at its A413 intersection, thereby greatly increasing traffic noise.

Aylesbury, as the county town, the largest settlement in the Vale and a declared growth area, should be included in any route chosen 
for the OCX. This would enable it to connect directly to the A41 and by extension, to the M25.

In summary, we are becoming concerned in Winslow that the creation of our Neighbourhood Plan might have been a waste of 
everyone’s time and effort. We have shown, through the Plan, that Winslow is ready and willing to meet its fair share of new housing 
provision, and we have done this in a measured and responsible way. To have the Plan utterly ignored, and to have to countenance 
a trebling of the size of the town would be both unreasonable and unjust.

VALP16-08-31-00603 Diana Coole Policy D2 - 4.33 To consider its relationship with other settlements one must be aware that Haddenham, Thame and the proposed 
new settlement all lie very close to one another's borders.  This proposal has the propensity to create a coalescence of housing 
development. Dinton
Ford and Upton parish will be adversely affected by traffic trying to avoid bottlenecks at Thame and Princes Risborough (see 4.35).
4.34 Winslow has the potential to grow and in the longer term its new rail connection and proximity to the Milton Keynes employment 
centre would be an advantage.
4.35 While a new town in the vicinity of Haddenham appears accessible there are already major bottlenecks at Thame, Princes 
Risborough and Aylesbury and thus onwards to the motorway network. The A418 is not suitable for increased traffic flows. Thame is 
a very small town with limited facilities. I do not accept that unmet needs from the south can be more satisfactorily met around 
Haddenham.
4.37 Residents need to know what infrastructure you have in mind to alleviate current traffic problems before this plan can be 
properly considered.

VALP16-08-31-00603 Diana Coole Policy D5 - 4.73 Stone has one shop with parking for eight vehicles including delivery vans. The proposed housing increase is far too 
large.
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VALP16-08-31-00603 Diana Coole Policy D6 - 4.83 Cuddington has narrow streets with residents obliged to park on street and one store/post office with no parking. 

The proposed increase is too large.
4.90 in Dinton AVDC must take care to preserve the unique settlement pattern which is referenced in the conservation area 
document.

VALP16-08-31-00607 Eleanor Dolley Policy D14 - There seems to be lots of thought and policy for the travelling communities rights - but what about the rights of normal 
houseowners? These sites should only be built away from other communities, nobody wants these sites on their doorstep due to 
issues with anti-social and criminal behaviour, it's just not fair on neighbouring communities.

VALP16-08-31-00607 Eleanor Dolley Policy D3 - What is the point in creating a 'long-term defensible boundary to the western edge of MK', when this so called 'boundary' 
will just be more housing developments?! Many local people chose to live here because it was already on the edge of the city, and 
had the benefit of being surrounded along one side by beautiful countryside - surrounding 'countryside' being one of the original 
selling points of MK? The admission that 'the development will use some of the facilities of MK, given the proximity' is a massive 
understatement - new housing can be put up in months, but the infrastructure will take decades to develop and catch up. The impact 
on MK, its infrastructure and facilities will be HUGE, it's no surprise that the report tries to gloss over the lack of an infrastructure plan 
in point 4.52!
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VALP16-08-31-00608 John Coker Policy D2 - I consider that there is sufficient land available within the areas of land already identified within the ‘made’ Cheddington 

Neighbourhood Plan to cope with the current projected housing contribution which this village is being asked to meet. 
The recommendation in the Draft AVLP by way of the listing of the land east and south of Croft Meadow (also known locally as Town 
Farm) should be taken out of the suitable site list for medium villages to give the Cheddington Neighbourhood Planning Group a 
‘clean sheet’ to make recommendations for fulfilling the additional housing contribution within the already ‘made’ CNP by way of a 
locally determined review of the made CNP. It is inconceivable and nonsensical that the Planning Authority (AVDC) should ‘trump’ 
the made CNP by the imposition of an increase in the housing development demand made on Cheddington by the way of an arbitrary 
and locally untested inclusion of this additional site. This makes a mockery of the whole concept of localism in the context of giving 
communities (parishes) a say in determining how they can successfully meet the needs of the wider constituency. The Cheddington 
Neighbourhood Planning Group has proved its ability to deal with theses matters and should again be entrusted to decide on this 
issue by way of a review of the ‘made CNP’. 
It would in my opinion be better to consolidate the additional new development in the vicinity of the sites identified in the ‘already 
made’ Neighbourhood Plan which would not seriously impact on accepted density ceilings or targets or represent an adverse impact 
on the village landscape. 
INFASTRUCTURE IMPACT MINIMISATION AND PROTECTION OF CHEDDINGTON’S RURAL ASPECT
The provision of infrastructure to support the new housing is essential, such as new roads, water and sewerage provision, energy 
provision and telecommunications/broadband. The implications of these future developments are being separately being considered 
by relevant infrastructure bodies such as Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC). The implications of this work will lead to the 
development of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). This will need to be considered by the CNPG. In my view the provision of each 
of the elements of infrastructure listed above would attract the economies of scale if all 135 odd dwellings were provided roughly in 
the same location without risking ‘over development’.
With respect to dealing with additional demand for school provision. I cannot see any significant reservation of land for future school 
expansion which I am sure was dealt with by the CNPG in the support the development of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
Whilst I accept that on a regional level some acceptance of proven unmet need from those authorities which are shouldering 
economic development burdens AVDC has a duty to its population not to fall easy prey to the external pressures for meeting unmet 
housing need not of its own making.

VALP16-08-31-00608 John Coker With in mind AVDC must take a robust, sustainable and demonstrable resistant approach to this issue so that it can show to it’s 
electorate and council/business rate taxpayers that it has only conceded ‘unmet need’ from outside its borders on the basis of a 
meticulous and critical examination of the individual cases made by those authorities who are looking to AVDC to allocate land for 
this purpose. It has to bring in the highest order of professional expertise to conduct through analysis of each and every external 
approach for AVDC before conceding to taking the least amount of unmet need.
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VALP16-08-31-00608 John Coker Policy D8 - HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PRESURES FROM OUTSIDE AYLESBURY VALE

I am very concerned about the impact of the easy acceptance by AVDC of housing need that is generated in adjacent districts but 
cannot be satisfied by those authorities – eg; 
adjacent areas currently protected by Green Belt status or 
for economic development reasons cannot cope within their borders the housing demand generated by employment needs arising 
from knowingly allowing or conceding rate of industrial, commercial, professional and administrative expansion beyond their capacity 
to meet the arising needs. 
Whilst I am in-part sympathetic to the role now and in the future played by economic development especially in the Post- Brexit 
situation I am also aware of the pressures created in the need for housing which is an inevitable consequence of the push for 
economic growth. On the other hand I am too conscious of the temptations by neighbouring urban authorities to enhance their 
subsequent unmet need for housing and to plead the cause that it be shifted to a another authority - like AVDC which has an 
unrestricted agrarian land resource – which they may presuppose is ‘easy meat’ for them to bear down upon.

VALP16-08-31-00610 Judith Warner Policy D2 - Paras 4.33 - 4.35 & 4.42: Haddenham cannot be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow & Wendover. 
Haddenham is a large village, but it is NOT a town. It has a tiny village centre with few shops (and no space to grow), an inadequate 
village hall and no secondary school. Although it has (currently) good transport links this means it relies heavily on neighbouring 
towns for shopping and leisure activities, with the consequent undesirable heavy reliance on car use. Haddenham is therefore 
unsuitable for the level of new housing being proposed. 

The proposal for a new settlement also takes no account of the traffic problems that are already developing in Haddenham. The 
village is becoming a rat run for commuters to the rail station and those trying to avoid the A418. The HVS response draws attention 
to the Forecast modelling commissioned by BCC and the horrendous increase in travel times that the proposed new settlement will 
result in.

There is also growing evidence that Chiltern Railways are nearing passenger capacity, not least because of the platform capacity 
restrictions at Marylebone. 

The proposal for a large new settlement at Haddenham appears to have been developed in isolation from the proposals in 
surrounding districts which are also predicated on access to the same transport links - especially access to Haddenham & Thame 
Parkway station. The proposal also relies on Thame & Aylesbury to provide shopping etc facilities, putting further strain the the road 
network which will be exacerbated by HS2 construction traffic in the same period.

In general, the process by which Haddenham has been categorised as a strategic settlement is of questionable validity and I 
challenge this. For example, Haddenham is surrounded by high grade agricultural land and has a growing traffic problem. It is also at 
best disingenuous to say Haddenham has 3 bus services. Only the 280 service provides a regular daily service.
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VALP16-08-31-00612 Christopher Kemp Policy D2 - Ref 4.32:  Option 2: 6,000 dwellings at Winslow.

I don't think Winslow would be the right choice for a new settlement primarily because of the poor transport links.
A large proportion of 'commute' traffic from Windows & surrounding areas is towards Milton Keynes and the M1.  At peak times this is 
already causing serious traffic congestion on the A421. The majority of traffic from the new settlement would be using the same route 
and without major road improvements this would be a massive issue.
The plans for a station at Winslow are still uncertain, and even if it does happen the key route into London will be relatively slow & 
infrequent compared to existing mainline services from Milton Keynes. Even with a station at Winslow, residents of the new 
settlement are likely to travel to Milton Keynes by road to pick up mainline rail services, adding to the road congestion.

VALP16-09-01-00613 Denise McClellan Policy D2 - D2 pages 65-68
If a new settlement is needed would it not be better to support Haddenham rather than opt for Winslow?
Should the growth be more evenly distributed throughout the district?

VALP16-09-01-00613 Denise McClellan Policy D3 - D3 pages 69-71
The concern is "How do AVDC intend to provide along term defensible boundary to the western edge of Milton Keynes, around 
WHA001?" Where is the essential technical backup, such as traffic and transport assessments, drainage, landscape, services, etc?

VALP16-09-01-00613 Denise McClellan Policy D7 - D7 pages 91-96
The vast number of homes proposed for WHA001 will destroy the village and its indentity. Majority of residents moved to Whaddon 
because it was a village. If we wanted to live in a town or large housing area we would have chosen to do this. it would seem that our 
voice is not being heard, when there are other areas far more suited to absorb the large numbers of houses being proposed.

VALP16-09-01-00614 Geoffrey Harper Policy D6 - I object to Padbury being classified a a medium village as it has minimal facilities. The requirement for 64 houses 
appears totally arbitrary.

VALP16-09-01-00617 Richard Murdock 
(Woods Hardwick 
Planning Ltd)

Policy D6 - The table following paragraph 4.79 sets out the amount of housing that is currently identified in each of the medium 
villages and Policy D6 seeks to allocate the most sustainable sites in those villages.  For Newton Longville, the Plan proposes 154 
dwellings and allowing for 12 existing commitments and 2 completions, the residual requirement is 140 dwellings.  The HELAA 
identifies suitable sites which will deliver 100 dwellings and the Plan proposes that these are allocated, listing the sites in Appendix A 
of the Draft Plan.  This includes Site NLV005, which we fully support as an appropriate allocation within the Plan.
Site NLV005 is promoted by a national housebuilder and there is therefore greater certainty regarding the delivery of the site, making 
a positive early contribution towards meeting local housing need.
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VALP16-09-01-00618 Jonathan Proctor 

(Stephenson Harwood)
Policy D2 - It seems uncertain that such housing growth on the scale indicated in the VALP is deliverable within the indicative 
timetable.^ I wish to raise the following issues/concerns:

 �It appears that there are question marks over the extent to which neighbouring authorities are assessing their own housing needs.  
For example, it seems that Wycombe District Council is applying very low densities and thereby failing to maximise its own sites for 
principal settlement.  This raises the question whether a new settlement is needed at all? 

 �The Plan does not take into account the impact of other proposals for housing growth in neighbouring areas.  For example, the Plan 
appears to ignore proposals for substantial development north of Princes Risborough (just outside the Vale boundary) and for similar 
proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire.  Again, it seems questionable whether the existing infrastructure (in particular, 
rail and transport links and existing shopping, educational and social facilities) can cope with development on this scale.  This is 
further exacerbated by the construction of HS2 and seems to indicate a lack of "joined-up" planning. 

 �The Plan would seriously damage the heritage of Haddenham as a village.  Haddenham does not have the central focus nor the 
service core traditionally found in a high street, such as Winslow.  Similarly, the Plan would result in the loss of agricultural land which 
is in the top "best and most versatile".

 �It seems uncertain, in any case, that such housing growth on this scale is deliverable within the indicative timetable.

VALP16-09-01-00619 Sally Stroman (Smith 
Jenkins)

Policy D7 - The level of growth attributed to each smaller village in Policy D7 is supported but flexibility should be added to point ‘g’ 
in respect of the potential for a village’s residual housing requirement being exceeded. In our view, under-delivery across the District 
should not be the only reason to support other new development in smaller villages. For example, there could be compelling reasons 
for an allocated site to deliver more than its estimated capacity, e.g. an enhanced affordable housing offer or a design that facilitates 
a better physical relationship with the existing settlement. In these instances it is likely that proposals would satisfy points ‘a’ to ‘f’ of 
Policy D7 anyway, so the policy could perhaps simply be amended to clarify that the criteria will be applied in a balanced way and will 
not be outright reasons to refuse other developments in smaller villages.

VALP16-09-01-00621 Lachlan Robertson 
(Savills)

Policy D6   - Paragraph 4.79. The Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan has identified part of sites reference CHE005 and CHE006 for 
development and this is the subject of a current planning application (Ref: 16/02806/AOP). However, as identified in this Plan, the 
sites are capable of development across all of the available land within these identified parcels and this capability should be 
specifically identified within the Commentary. 

 Paragraph 4.82. The wording of this paragraph is confusing. It should be made clear that Cheddington requires further allocations 
to be made.

Policy D6. Given the extent of the need to identify new housing allocations which predicates the Plan, there should be sufficient 
flexibility to bring forward already identified sustainable sites beyond the strict confines of the 140 limit applied to Cheddington 
provided that it is in accordance with the criteria identified in the policy. This would be more compliant with the core principles of the 
NPPF ( para 14) where opportunities to meet the development need for housing where identified should be grasped.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 114 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-01-00622 Lachlan Robertson 

(Savills on behalf of 
Aylesbury Vale Estates)

Policy D9   - Para 4.96 We support the general principle that surplus employment land can be released into other uses. However, it 
is important that the methodology for identifying sites for release is published, the process made transparent and the resulting 
policies/allocations be subject to public scrutiny, otherwise the Plan will be found to be unsound. We would put forward the following 
sites for consideration (plans attached): Land at Gatehouse Way/Griffin Lane and Land at Rabans Lane (included in previous call for 
sites).

 Para 4.98 The general principle that seeks to protect “fit for purpose” employment areas should be more clearly defined. For 
example, land and buildings may be capable of use but it may be financially unviable to re-let buildings which are beyond economic 
refurbishment, or it is unviable to construct new buildings on land which is not in a location competitive in the market: particularly 
where there is a wide availability of similar premises at attractive rents. 

 Policy D9 Unfortunately, whereas the supporting text before this policy sets out the issue of surplus employment land and a need to 
be selective for what is protected, policy D9 does not derive from that analysis and deals only with supporting  new employment. 
There is a need for a policy that deals precisely with the means by which “not fit for purpose” employment sites are released.

VALP16-09-01-00623 Sarah Turner Policy D6 - I set out below my argument against the proposed additional 58 dwellings on land east and south of Croft Meadows 
(CHE001) in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
1. This land has historic value as it is one of the few Ridge and Furrow fields left in the south of England.
2. This field is the only place left in the village where livestock are kept and allows children to understand the rural nature of the 
village.
3. This field is subject to flooding – it has poor natural drainage.
4. The drainage system in this area is not sufficient for the current needs and would impose further capacity issues should these 
additional properties be approved.
5. These additional properties do not concur with the Neighbourhood Plan requirement for 100 new homes.
6. This field is the only land near to the school which would enable the school to expand to accommodate the additional pupils that 
these new homes would create.  The school is already oversubscribed and the only way to accommodate expansion would be to 
develop the school on the current site and use the Croft Meadows field as a playground.
7. The other sites included for Cheddington in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan are sufficiently large enough to accommodate the 
additional properties without the need to use CHE001.
8. This area was not chosen as a suitable site for development by the residents who attended and voted on the site allocations 
meeting/consultation event in 2015.
9. There are other more suitable sites available on the outskirts of the village, which would impact less homeowners and these were 
chosen at the meeting/consultation event in 2015.
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VALP16-09-01-00633 Frazer Hickling (Phillips 

Planning Services (on 
behalf of Mrs Davis, 
Mrs Church and Mr 
Davis of Corner Farm, 
Gib Lane Bierton))

Policy D1 - CHAPTER 4-STRATEGIC DELIVERY
2.16. As set out above, it is considered that the strategic policy to substantial grow the town of Aylesbury and to facilitate the 
formation of a ‘Garden Town’ through the eastern expansion is a logical approach to accommodating a large proportion of the 
district’s development needs.
2.17. It is noted under policy D1 that it is identified that the housing requirement for Aylesbury is 15,845 (including the requirements of 
Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville due to their association with the urban expansion to the east and south of the town). 
The residual housing requirement is identified as 8,221 homes.
2.18. The policy identifies that the housing development will be delivered through previously developed sites and sustainable urban 
extensions, with a list of potential housing allocations listed at Appendix A.
2.19. The potential housing allocations includes both previously developed sites within the existing town as well as urban expansion 
sites to the south east of the town. These sites have a total capacity of 6,829 dwellings. 
2.20. There is therefore clearly a substantial shortfall between the residual requirement and the capacity of the potential allocations.
2.21. Further to this, it is noted at paragraph 4.78 that due to Bierton Weston Turville forming part of the proposed expansion of 
Aylesbury, specific allocations for those settlements would not be made (e.g. the allocations made are as part of the expansion), and 
that “Any other proposals for development at Bierton or Weston Turville will therefore not be permitted except in exceptional 
circumstances”
2.22. Given the above situation, it is considered that in order to achieve the housing requirement for Aylesbury, the council should be 
allocating a greater number of sites and ensure the flexibility of policy to allow additional growth in Bierton and Weston Turville which 
concords with the strategic expansion of Aylesbury on unallocated sites.
2.23. In regards to the allocation of more sites, it is considered that ‘Land west of Gib Lane, Bierton’ clearly represents a site which 
could contribute towards achieving the residual housing requirement and is extremely well located in the context of the eastern 
expansion of Aylesbury as well as the existing built form of Bierton.
2.24. Most specifically, it will be noted that the site is identified in the Housing and Economic Development Land Availability 
Assessment as being suitable for housing (approximately 84 additional dwellings), and is surrounded to the north, east and west by 
the existing settlement pattern of Bierton, whilst to the south will be a Sports Field on the north western corner of the new 
neighbourhood of Orchard Green.
2.25. The site will therefore have access to and support the services and facilities provided in both Bierton and Orchard Green, whilst 
the sports field will ensure the separation of the historic village from Orchard Green
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ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-01-00634 Frazer Hickling (Phillips 

Planning Services (on 
behalf of Mrs Davis, 
Mrs Church and Mr 
Davis of Corner Farm, 
Gib Lane, Bierton))

Policy D1 - CHAPTER 4-STRATEGIC DELIVERY
2.16. As set out above, it is considered that the strategic policy to substantial grow the town of Aylesbury and to facilitate the 
formation of a ‘Garden Town’ through the eastern expansion is a logical approach to accommodating a large proportion of the 
district’s development needs.
2.17. It is noted under policy D1 that it is identified that the housing requirement for Aylesbury is 15,845 (including the requirements of 
Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville due to their association with the urban expansion to the east and south of the town). 
The residual housing requirement is identified as 8,221 homes.
2.18. The policy identifies that the housing development will be delivered through previously developed sites and sustainable urban 
extensions, with a list of potential housing allocations listed at Appendix A.
2.19. The potential housing allocations includes both previously developed sites within the existing town as well as urban expansion 
sites to the south east of the town. These sites have a total capacity of 6,829 dwellings.
2.20. There is therefore clearly a substantial shortfall between the residual requirement and the capacity of the potential allocations.
2.21. Further to this, it is noted at paragraph 4.78 that due to Bierton Weston Turville forming part of the proposed expansion of 
Aylesbury, specific allocations for those settlements would not be made (e.g. the allocations made are as part of the expansion), and 
that “Any other proposals for development at Bierton or Weston Turville will therefore not be permitted except in exceptional 
circumstances”
2.22. Given the above situation, it is considered that in order to achieve the housing requirement for Aylesbury, the council should be 
allocating a greater number of sites and ensure flexibility in policies to allow additional growth in Bierton and Weston Turville which 
concords with the strategic expansion of Aylesbury on unallocated sites.
2.23. In respect of additional allocations, it is considered that ‘Land at Corner Farm, Gib Lane, Bierton’, would represent a sustainable 
location for development, in accordance with the emerging strategy.
2.24. As will be noted, the site sits adjacent to the eastern edge of Bierton and will sit to the north west of the new neighbourhood of 
Orchard Green. It therefore clearly sits within the context of the eastern expansion of the town, and would provide an addition site for 
housing to address the shortfall between the residual housing requirements and identified potential allocations, and provide housing 
in a location to support the services and facilities of both Bierton and the new neighbourhood.

VALP16-09-01-00637 Viv Lynch (Wingrave 
with Rowsham Parish 
Council)

Policy D5 - 4.66 Wingrave with Rowsham plan will review the number of new homes for the plan period within one year of VALP 
being made.

VALP16-09-01-00638 Andrew Middleton Policy D6 - Neighbouring Districts' Needs
I am concerned that we may be asked to provide sites in Cheddington for unmet housing needs of other councils. I hope that the 
council will resist these unmet needs so far as possible and seek to ensure that any 'claimed' unmet needs are fully justified by the 
council(s) making the claim(s).

VALP16-09-02-00641 Christopher Matthews Policy D10 - Paragraphs 4.99 to 4.111 - Haddenham does not have and has never had a ‘centre’. It should not be regarded as a 
town with a town centre like Wendover and Winslow. Haddenham has a limited range of shops at different parts of the village. Hence 
in section 4.101 Haddenham should not be included with Wendover and Winslow. There is no ‘centre’ in Haddenham to develop.
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VALP16-09-02-00641 Christopher Matthews Policy D2 - Paragraphs 4.27 to 4.43 

I do not agree that a new settlement should be provided. The unmet need for houses in neighbouring District Councils (Wycombe, 
Chiltern and S Bucks) should be forcibly resisted and then a new settlement will not be required.
In any event a site near Haddenham is not appropriate for the following reasons – 

 1.Haddenham is still essentially a village with no central focus or retail centre.
 2.Haddenham has an acclaimed conservation area, much used for films and TV, and is a popular tourist destination which will be 

completely ruined by heavy extra traffic.
 3.Fields proposed for development around Haddenham are all in the top ‘best and most versatile’ category of agricultural land. Lower 

grade land elsewhere should be used if needed.  
 4.Local roads are not adequate to cope. There are already hold-ups on local roads at peak times (e.g. travelling from Haddenham 

to Thame) and with new housing already proposed for the area (Thame, Princes Risborough etc.) there will be major problems.
 5.The A418 is single carriageway with limited options for upgrading. In particular Thame and growth there has a major impact which 

has not been taken into consideration.
 6.The Chiltern rail line/M40 corridor includes growth proposals beyond AVDCs of well over 20,000 homes. In addition to this 

Chiltern rail line will shortly open through to central Oxford placing greater strain on the system. These rail and road structures are 
already operating at close to full capacity and although plans are under consideration to upgrade Chiltern Rail there will not be 
sufficient capacity (if at all) until the line is electrified, well after all the housing developments have been built.

 7.Many of the new houses being proposed in this wider area will be served by Haddenham & Thame Parkway station. There is 
already a major parking problem in Haddenham because of the station and large numbers of extra passengers will cause untold 
problems.

 8.Not everyone wishes to work in London or Birmingham. Milton Keynes, for example, provides many employment opportunities but 
it is difficult for people from the Haddenham area to get to work in Milton Keynes and N Bucks because of the current road system. 
Milton Keynes has indicated that they are willing to take extra housing.

 9.Also, to charge higher prices, developers market new housing in Haddenham to people who currently live in London (rather than 
people currently living in Aylesbury Vale). Thus, if a new settlement were built close to Haddenham, many of the properties would be 
taken by people from outside Aylesbury Vale at prices current Aylesbury Vale residents would struggle to afford.

 10.Thames water is proposing a major new reservoir north of Chinnor which will have a big impact near Haddenham.
 11.If HS2 is built there will be a major impact on A418 from construction traffic.

VALP16-09-02-00641 Christopher Matthews 12. The fact that Haddenham is nearer to Wycombe, Chiltern and S Bucks districts is irrelevant if they provide for their own housing 
needs and it is very important that AVDC reaches agreement with these councils on this matter.
13. Absolutely no effort has been made to consult with SODC, with no consideration being given to the impact on Thame.
In conclusion I do not accept that there is a need for a new settlement and in any event the Haddenham area is a totally inappropriate 
place to consider for any new settlement to be built for the reasons outlined above.
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VALP16-09-02-00641 Christopher Matthews Policy D4 - Paragraphs 4.58 to 4.64 - Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan originally proposed 430 houses over 5 sites. The draft VALP 

proposes 1059 houses, giving a residual housing requirement of 605 over the existing commitment of 359. Sites have been proposed 
for all but 6 of these. While appreciating the need for increased housing in Aylesbury Vale it is clear that the wishes of Haddenham 
residents have been completely over-ridden. The proposal for a further 605 houses above those already provided is not sustainable 
and will completely overwhelm amenities and services in the village. The housing requirement is so great that effectively Haddenham 
residents have no say as to where the houses should be built since every available bit of land (and more besides) is being proposed 
for housing.

VALP16-09-02-00643 Angela Matthews Policy D10 - Paragraphs 4.99 to 4.111 - Haddenham does not have and has never had a ‘centre’. It should not be regarded as a 
town with a town centre like Wendover and Winslow. Haddenham has a limited range of shops at different parts of the village. Hence 
in section 4.101 Haddenham should not be included with Wendover and Winslow. There is no ‘centre’ in Haddenham to develop.
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VALP16-09-02-00643 Angela Matthews Policy D2 - Paragraphs 4.27 to 4.43 - I do not agree that a new settlement should be provided. The unmet need for houses in 

neighbouring District Councils (Wycombe, Chiltern and S Bucks) should be forcibly resisted and then a new settlement will not be 
required.
In any event a site near Haddenham is not appropriate for the following reasons – 
1. Haddenham is still essentially a village with no central focus or retail centre.
2. Haddenham has an acclaimed conservation area, much used for films and TV, and is a popular tourist destination which will be 
completely ruined by heavy extra traffic.
3. Fields proposed for development around Haddenham are all in the top ‘best and most versatile’ category of agricultural land. 
Lower grade land elsewhere should be used if needed.  
4. Local roads are not adequate to cope. There are already hold-ups on local roads at peak times (e.g. travelling from Haddenham to 
Thame) and with new housing already proposed for the area (Thame, Princes Risborough etc.) there will be major problems.
5. The A418 is single carriageway with limited options for upgrading. In particular Thame and growth there has a major impact which 
has not been taken into consideration.
6. The Chiltern rail line/M40 corridor includes growth proposals beyond AVDCs of well over 20,000 homes. In addition to this a 
Chiltern Rail line will shortly open through to central Oxford placing greater strain on the system. These rail and road structures are 
already operating at close to full capacity and although plans are under consideration to upgrade Chiltern Rail there will not be 
sufficient capacity (if at all) until the line is electrified, well after all the housing developments have been built.
7. Many of the new houses being proposed in this wider area will be served by Haddenham & Thame Parkway station. There is 
already a major parking problem in Haddenham because of the station and large numbers of extra passengers will cause untold 
problems.
8. Not everyone wishes to work in London or Birmingham. Milton Keynes, for example, provides many employment opportunities but 
it is difficult for people from the Haddenham area to get to work in Milton Keynes and N Bucks because of the current road system. 
Milton Keynes has indicated that they are willing to take extra housing.
9. Also, to charge higher prices, developers market new housing in Haddenham to people who currently live in London (rather than 
people currently living in Aylesbury Vale). Thus, if a new settlement were built close to Haddenham, many of the properties would be 
taken by people from outside Aylesbury Vale at prices current Aylesbury Vale residents would struggle to afford.
10. Thames water is proposing a major new reservoir north of Chinnor which will have a big impact near Haddenham.
11. If HS2 is built there will be a major impact on A418 from construction traffic.

VALP16-09-02-00643 Angela Matthews 12. The fact that Haddenham is nearer to Wycombe, Chiltern and S Bucks districts is irrelevant if they provide for their own housing 
needs and it is very important that AVDC reaches agreement with these councils on this matter.
13. Absolutely no effort has been made to consult with SODC, with no consideration being given to the impact on Thame.
In conclusion I do not accept that there is a need for a new settlement and in any event the Haddenham area is a totally inappropriate 
place to consider for any new settlement to be built for the reasons outlined above.
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VALP16-09-02-00643 Angela Matthews Policy D4 - Paragraphs 4.58 to 4.64 - Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan originally proposed 430 houses over 5 sites. The draft VALP 

proposes 1059 houses, giving a residual housing requirement of 605 over the existing commitment of 359. Sites have been proposed 
for all but 6 of these. While appreciating the need for increased housing in Aylesbury Vale it is clear that the wishes of Haddenham 
residents have been completely over-ridden. The proposal for a further 605 houses above those already provided is not sustainable 
and will completely overwhelm amenities and services in the village. The housing requirement is so great that effectively Haddenham 
residents have no say as to where the houses should be built since every available bit of land (and more besides) is being proposed 
for housing.
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VALP16-09-02-00644 Michael Robson (Cerda 

Planning)
Policy D5 - Having set out the distribution of housing across the larger villages at Table 3 the subject of our separate 
representations, the un-named table after Paragraph 4.69 sets out the quantum of housing that has been delivered at each of the 
larger villages in the recent past, the residual requirement, and the availability of land to deliver that requirement.
Significant objections raised in relation to the approach set out.
At Aston Clinton for example and indeed at other larger village locations, the approach that is being taken is to reject any further 
allocations given the commitments and completions in the period from 2013 exceed the housing requirements. This is an entirely 
flawed approach.
Firstly, the commitments and completions are in play in order to deal with a back log in housing delivery. There has been an increase 
in commitments and completions in the recent past in some settlements and rightly so; housing need continues to increase, people 
are unable to enter the housing market, affordable housing waiting lists grow and therefore delivering an upscale in housing in the 
last 3 years is a positive in the district (even thought that upscale in housing delivery still hasn’t enabled the Council to demonstrate a 
5 year housing land supply). That necessary upscale in housing delivery should not been seen as an opportunity to resist further 
housing in sustainable locations.
Secondly, the scale of development in larger villages in the recent past is a point in time and no more. Had the Council managed 
housing deliver over the previous Plan period and provided a replacement Plan to flow from the previous end date of 2011 there 
would not have been the need to urgently address housing supply shortfall and consequently there would not have been such a 
significant upscale in housing delivery in the period from 2013. It is inappropriate for a Plan to use this point in time data as a means 
to dictating housing growth strategy in the period to 2033, an extensive Plan period extending over 17 years.
Thirdly, the effect of the Plan strategy is to close off any housing delivery for a 17 year period and indeed beyond if the Council do not 
review the Plan and bring a replacement Plan in at the point of which the new Plan time expires (which is a situation we find 
ourselves in with the time expired Local Plan with an end date of 2011). This will inevitably constrain housing delivery in the larger 
settlements both in terms of open market and affordable housing delivery and will act as a barrier for many people in need of a 
house. Given that much of the district is rural this strategy also removes a significant plank to housing delivery which has historically 
been reasonably successful in bringing forward development for the district, and also causes housing need to be met not in the 
location where it is generated but in an artificial, separate location determined by a flawed Plan strategy.
Perversely, the approach that is being taken not only closes off a number of larger villages capable of delivering more development in 
a sustainable manner but also seeks to direct development to locations where there is not the availability of housing land. This 
compounds the issue, since the Plan is removing the opportunity for land to come forward in sustainable locations where land is 
available, instead seeking to focus development on locations where land is not available. This cannot be regarded as a sound 
approach and further undermines the ability for the Council to bring forward housing in the quantities envisaged in the Plan period.
To demonstrate the scale of the issue the larger villages are intended to take 2,174 houses in the Plan period and yet 593 of those 
houses cannot be delivered since they are focused upon larger villages with no sites available to deliver the identified growth.
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VALP16-09-02-00647 Linda Currie 

(Oxfordshire County 
Council)

Policy D1 - Understanding the traffic impacts 
9. OCC consider that there is a lack of detail regarding the transport strategy to support the AVLP growth and mitigate its impact. The 
AVLP acknowledges this and states that:
� The ‘transport strategy is still evolving at this draft plan stage and further detailed traffic modelling is being undertaken to establish 
priority for transport interventions and to identify the overall schedule of improvements required to support the growth of Aylesbury.’ 
[para 4.21]
� ‘Traffic modelling of impacts of the proposed development is being prepared and has partly informed this draft plan, but this will 
need finalisation and will need to show how impacts can be addressed’ [para 1.21]
� ‘An infrastructure delivery plan is needed and the viability of our policies will need to be assessed which will help inform the 
Community Infrastructure Levy charging schedule’ [para 1.21]
10. OCC cannot therefore comment on whether appropriate mitigation can be delivered to support VALP growth impacts in 
Oxfordshire, particularly in its neighbouring districts of Cherwell and South Oxfordshire areas, and therefore requests that OCC is 
engaged in the next phase AVLP work.
Bicester - Aylesbury A41 Corridor
11. The A41 connects Bicester to Aylesbury, routing through both Cherwell District and Aylesbury Vale District. With significant 
growth taking place at both Bicester and Aylesbury, the impact on the A41 corridor linking these two growth towns needs to be 
assessed, and the mitigation required to support the anticipated increase in traffic along that corridor needs to be identified.
12. (OCC) as highway authority, has not been involved in modelling discussions or transport strategy discussions related to this. For 
example, it is not clear what level of growth has been assumed at Bicester in the modelling work undertaken in Buckinghamshire. 
Similarly, transport modelling work being undertaken by OCC to support Local Plan growth and Garden Town work in Cherwell, must 
take the proposed increased VALP growth into account. Indeed, this is being done as part of the current work to update the Bicester 
SATURN Transport Model.
13. Consideration also needs to be given to implications for strategic infrastructure schemes identified or being explored in Cherwell, 
including the South East Perimeter Road in Bicester and a study that is taking place as part of Bicester Garden Town work to explore 
implications of a potential new junction on the M40 south of J9. We would be pleased to provide more information on these schemes, 
as set out in our fourth Local Transport Plan 2015-2031.
14. VALP supporting evidence (the ‘Countywide Local Plan Modelling , Forecast Modelling Report’, 6th July 2016, Buckinghamshire 
County Council) acknowledges that the model used to assess VALP growth ‘only covers Buckinghamshire County in any detail [and] 
impacts outside of the county have not been considered in detail at this stage. However it is likely that the proposed increases in 
development would impact traffic flows across the wider network. This could be investigated as part of the next phase of work.’

VALP16-09-02-00647 Linda Currie 
(Oxfordshire County 
Council)

15. VALP supporting evidence acknowledges the importance of the A41 Bicester-Aylesbury corridor: “The A41 is the main east - west 
route through Aylesbury, connecting to Bicester and with indirect access to the M40 via the A34 …..”. OCC therefore requests that it 
is engaged as part of this next phase of work to understand impacts of AVLP growth in Cherwell.
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VALP16-09-02-00647 Linda Currie 

(Oxfordshire County 
Council)

Policy D4 - 18. Haddenham is proposed to accommodate housing growth of 50% and has also been identified as having potential for 
a large-scale extension. As Haddenham is close to the border of South Oxfordshire, the transport impacts of an additional 1,043 
homes, or potentially a new settlement of 4,500 homes, need to be considered.
19. When assessing the transport impact of development at Haddenham, consideration should be given to possible strategic 
allocations within South Oxfordshire District Council’s Local Plan 2032: Preferred options consultation. Currently, SODC’s preferred 
strategic allocation is Chalgrove Airfield, but Harrington (off Junction 7 of the M40) has also been assessed. The potential cumulative 
impact on the highways network of large scale developments at Haddenham and Chalgrove airfield is likely to be significant. In 
addition further growth is proposed for Thame.
20. Para 5.2.1.5 of the Countywide Local Plan Modelling: Forecast Modelling Report (July 2016) describes how travel time and 
congestion is influenced by the presence of a significant development at Haddenham. Queueing and delay form from the junction of 
the A418 and Portway to the east of Haddenham, likely due to capacity constraints on the A418 between Thame and Aylesbury. In 
addition, the roundabout of the A418 and the A4129 on the edge of Thame suffers increased delays. The modelling shows that in the 
am peak the approach from the A418 east (ie. from Haddenham) experiences a 150% increase in travel time, whilst in the pm peak, 
the A418 west and the B4011 approaches experience an increase in travel time of 41% and 94% respectively. It is possible that the 
modelling results would show that increases in travel time at this junction would be even higher with the inclusion of South 
Oxfordshire’s development proposals.
21. The Forecast Modelling Report includes RAG ratings in table 5-C. Haddenham receives a red RAG rating which is described as 
‘Significant impact in terms of travel time increases on a number of key routes through the area compared with DM (Do Minimum)’. 
This emphasises the need to ensure that the transport modelling includes all of the potential development in the area so that the 
impacts can be fully understood before a decision is made regarding the allocation of a site for a new settlement within the Vale of 
Aylesbury. Again, we request that AVDC engages OCC in this work.
22. The draft Plan states that Haddenham is close to the higher order services provided by Thame, closer to a range of employment 
locations and that the nearest secondary school is in Thame. It is therefore essential that sustainable modes of travel between 
Haddenham and Thame are evaluated and improved to provide more opportunities for alternatives to car travel and minimise the 
impact on the Oxfordshire road network.
23. The Plan also describes Haddenham as having a strong level of transport accessibility. However, more information should be 
provided on sustainable travel opportunities to get to likely destinations within Oxfordshire from the development e.g. nearest 
shopping areas or employment centres in Thame, Oxford, Bicester or Science Vale.

VALP16-09-02-00647 Linda Currie 
(Oxfordshire County 
Council)

24. The important role of Haddenham & Thame Parkway railway station in the proposed allocation of development at Haddenham is 
recognised in the draft Local Plan. For many years there has been an aspiration for a cycle path between Thame and Haddenham & 
Thame Parkway railway station. This is supported in both the Thame Neighbourhood Plan and the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
Development at Haddenham could provide the support and funding to allow this scheme to be delivered.

VALP16-09-02-00653 Quainton Parish 
Council

Policy D1 - p.57  4.2 The PC Agree with the bullet points This is long overdue.   Policy D1 - The PC Agree with a-f.  The PC Agree 
that Aylesbury Garden Town focus should 'deliver key infrastructure' residents and visitors should be able to move freely on good 
infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-02-00653 Quainton Parish 

Council
Policy D2 - p. 66
4.33 -The PC agree with the plan to develop new settlements around Haddenham, infrastructure is already in place and would just 
need upgrading.
4.34 - The PC, although understanding why Winslow has been chosen to possibly develop, would stress that the infrastructure is 
'promised' at the moment.

VALP16-09-02-00653 Quainton Parish 
Council

Policy D6 - The housing requirement should be reduced as the total number in housing requirement has been.  Quainton, along with 
many other 'medium' villages have chosen natural growth. This should be respected.  

VALP16-09-02-00653 Quainton Parish 
Council

Policy D9 - Strategic Delivery Policy D9
The PC feel strongly that ACORUS or equivalent with evidence to support should be provided in all cases to ensure that employment 
development would be appropriate in rural locations.

VALP16-09-02-00653 Quainton Parish 
Council

Policy D14 - Strategic Delivery Policy D14 Gypsy/Traveller and Showpeople sites
Strategic Delivery comments: The PC would query whether consultation has taken place with Gypsy/Traveller and Showpeople 
groups. Residents remember the destruction of the Cublington site.
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VALP16-09-02-00654 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd)
Policy D4 - We object to the phrasing of policy D4:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by identifying further 
suitable sites through a review of the HELAA, or by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...." This wording does not leave room 
for landowners and developers to bring forward schemes to help deliver the housing requirement. The HELAA is a fairly crude tool for 
assessing the suitability of sites. It only looks in broad and general terms at the opportunities and constraints presented by a site. Its 
main role is normally to provide a pool of suitable sites that the Local Planning Authority can rely on as deliverable/developable so as 
to provide a sound basis on which to make site selections for the Local Plan allocations. In most cases, the pool of suitable sites far 
exceeds the allocations to be selected and there is no need to look further. However, in the emerging VALP, many village sites are 
being categorised as 'unsuitable' in the HELAA in a context in which there is a shortfall of suitable sites to meet the % growth targets. 
In the circumstances, a review of the HELAA (or Neighbourhood Plan) should not be the only delivery mechanism set out in the 
policy. What is clearly missing is the recognition of the role of the private sector in bringing forward sites by addressing the relevant 
constraints and finding creative solutions, where these are possible. The level of detail that pre-application advice and planning 
applications are able to bring to bear on the various planning issues will undoubtedly unlock more capacity in the villages. It enables 
built environment professionals (both officers and consultants) to engage fully with the issues and to find ways to meet the potential 
problems identified broadly in the HELAA.

We have found that the site assessments in HELAAs just assess the land ownership parcels as submitted and not how these might 
be sub-divided to form a more suitable site size. They also assume that the site will be developed in full at a standard density across 
the whole area. It is not surprising, then, that some sites in sensitive contexts are categorised as unsuitable. In some cases they 
undoubtedly are unsuitable in principle, but in other case, when they are assessed from first principles by creative design 
professionals, consideration of the role of Green Infrastructure and design principles enable an appropriate developable area, 
amount/density, layout, scale and landscape strategy to be arrived at that can deliver some much needed housing potential. 
Therefore we suggest the following phrasing:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by suitable schemes being 
brought forward in individual planning applications as well as further suitable sites being identified through a review of the HELAA, or 
by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...."
We similarly object to the wording of paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 as this does not make explicit the role of the private sector in bring 
forward suitable schemes where there is a shortfall of suitable sites in the HELAA relative to the proportionate growth sought by 
Policy D4. These paragraphs need to acknowledge the unavoidable limitations of the HELAA in assessing the suitability of sites and 
the opportunity this affords developers in fully exploring and testing the potential for suitable schemes through the Development 
Management process. Such schemes can come forward throughout the Plan Period therefore it does make sense to only refer to the 
Local Plan allocation process as the means by which new sites are identified.
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VALP16-09-02-00654 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd)
Policy D5 - We object to the phrasing of policy D5:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by identifying further 
suitable sites through a review of the HELAA, or by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...." This wording does not leave room 
for landowners and developers to bring forward schemes to help deliver the housing requirement. The HELAA is a fairly crude tool for 
assessing the suitability of sites. It only looks in broad and general terms at the opportunities and constraints presented by a site. Its 
main role is normally to provide a pool of suitable sites that the Local Planning Authority can rely on as deliverable/developable so as 
to provide a sound basis on which to make site selections for the Local Plan allocations. In most cases, the pool of suitable sites far 
exceeds the allocations to be selected and there is no need to look further. However, in the emerging VALP, many village sites are 
being categorised as 'unsuitable' in the HELAA in a context in which there is a shortfall of suitable sites to meet the % growth targets. 
In the circumstances, a review of the HELAA (or Neighbourhood Plan) should not be the only delivery mechanism set out in the 
policy. What is clearly missing is the recognition of the role of the private sector in bringing forward sites by addressing the relevant 
constraints and finding creative solutions, where these are possible. The level of detail that pre-application advice and planning 
applications are able to bring to bear on the various planning issues will undoubtedly unlock more capacity in the villages. It enables 
built environment professionals (both officers and consultants) to engage fully with the issues and to find ways to meet the potential 
problems identified broadly in the HELAA.

We have found that the site assessments in HELAAs just assess the land ownership parcels as submitted and not how these might 
be sub-divided to form a more suitable site size. They also assume that the site will be developed in full at a standard density across 
the whole area. It is not surprising, then, that some sites in sensitive contexts are categorised as unsuitable. In some cases they 
undoubtedly are unsuitable in principle, but in other case, when they are assessed from first principles by creative design 
professionals, consideration of the role of Green Infrastructure and design principles enable an appropriate developable area, 
amount/density, layout, scale and landscape strategy to be arrived at that can deliver some much needed housing potential. 
Therefore we suggest the following phrasing:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by suitable schemes being 
brought forward in individual planning applications as well as further suitable sites being identified through a review of the HELAA, or 
by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...."

We similarly object to the wording of paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 as this does not make explicit the role of the private sector in bring 
forward suitable schemes where there is a shortfall of suitable sites in the HELAA relative to the proportionate growth sought by 
Policy D4. These paragraphs need to acknowledge the unavoidable limitations of the HELAA in assessing the suitability of sites and 
the opportunity this affords developers in fully exploring and testing the potential for suitable schemes through the Development 
Management process. Such schemes can come forward throughout the Plan Period therefore it does make sense to only refer to the 
Local Plan allocation process as the means by which new sites are identified.
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VALP16-09-02-00654 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd)
Policy D6 - We object to the phrasing of policy D6:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by identifying further 
suitable sites through a review of the HELAA, or by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...." This wording does not leave room 
for landowners and developers to bring forward schemes to help deliver the housing requirement. The HELAA is a fairly crude tool for 
assessing the suitability of sites. It only looks in broad and general terms at the opportunities and constraints presented by a site. Its 
main role is normally to provide a pool of suitable sites that the Local Planning Authority can rely on as deliverable/developable so as 
to provide a sound basis on which to make site selections for the Local Plan allocations. In most cases, the pool of suitable sites far 
exceeds the allocations to be selected and there is no need to look further. However, in the emerging VALP, many village sites are 
being categorised as 'unsuitable' in the HELAA in a context in which there is a shortfall of suitable sites to meet the % growth targets. 
In the circumstances, a review of the HELAA (or Neighbourhood Plan) should not be the only delivery mechanism set out in the 
policy. What is clearly missing is the recognition of the role of the private sector in bringing forward sites by addressing the relevant 
constraints and finding creative solutions, where these are possible. The level of detail that pre-application advice and planning 
applications are able to bring to bear on the various planning issues will undoubtedly unlock more capacity in the villages. It enables 
built environment professionals (both officers and consultants) to engage fully with the issues and to find ways to meet the potential 
problems identified broadly in the HELAA.

We have found that the site assessments in HELAAs just assess the land ownership parcels as submitted and not how these might 
be sub-divided to form a more suitable site size. They also assume that the site will be developed in full at a standard density across 
the whole area. It is not surprising, then, that some sites in sensitive contexts are categorised as unsuitable. In some cases they 
undoubtedly are unsuitable in principle, but in other case, when they are assessed from first principles by creative design 
professionals, consideration of the role of Green Infrastructure and design principles enable an appropriate developable area, 
amount/density, layout, scale and landscape strategy to be arrived at that can deliver some much needed housing potential. 
Therefore we suggest the following phrasing:- "The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by suitable schemes being 
brought forward in individual planning applications as well as further suitable sites being identified through a review of the HELAA, or 
by emerging/reviewed neighbourhood plans...."

We similarly object to the wording of paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 as this does not make explicit the role of the private sector in bring 
forward suitable schemes where there is a shortfall of suitable sites in the HELAA relative to the proportionate growth sought by 
Policy D4. These paragraphs need to acknowledge the unavoidable limitations of the HELAA in assessing the suitability of sites and 
the opportunity this affords developers in fully exploring and testing the potential for suitable schemes through the Development 
Management process. Such schemes can come forward throughout the Plan Period therefore it does make sense to only refer to the 
Local Plan allocation process as the means by which new sites are identified.

VALP16-09-02-00655 Frances Durkin Policy D6 - In section 4.75, Cheddington is classed as being "moderately well served with services and facilities." With only one 
small shop, a single primary school already filled to capacity and a very limited bus service, I would like to comment that further 
provisions would need to be made to allow for the proposed growth of the village. Additionally, as most residents need access to 
cars, the on-street parking along the High Street and Mentmore Road is usually so busy as to reduce these roads to a single lane. 
The VALP makes no reference to the easing of the congestion which is likely to increase with the growth of the village.
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VALP16-09-02-00656 Mrs Hillary Dave Policy D2 - I accept there is a need for more housing on a national level. However the village along with other villages within 

Aylesbury Vale, is being prejudiced by the council offering to adsorb over spill from other councils. This will result in the urbanization 
of the village. It is vital that the nature and character of a village is maintained so that it does not turn into suburbia.

The 2016 plan contains a major error in connection with plot MAR 006 land at rear of the white lion. The site assessment wording is 
completely incorrect as it was learnt at the village parish council meeting That AVDC has been in negotiation with agents for the 
owner to develop the site to provide 8 units. Having seen the proposed plans the new dwellings would be in keeping with the 
adjoining cottages which are in turn next to one of village pubs. 

I support this development as being in keeping with adjoin properties and the canal side location. I am appalled that the council 
wording and assessment should be so wrong since it clearly does not represent isolated residential development.

Plots Ref MAR001 and MAR002- Land adjacent to long marston road plus lower end cottage.

There apears to be a basic error in the numbering of these 2 plots which were put forward in the 2014 plan as potential development 
sites. They should surely be numbered the other way round. However both were deemed suitable in 2014 but not in 2016 they are 
not.

The assessment states both sides are disconnected from and remote from the village. This argument was put forward for the white 
lion site which is a non sense for plot MAR 006 as it is for plots MAR001 + MAR002. There are several dwellings adjacent to these 
plots in long mars road plus indeed further west along that road. Also, there are dwellings in church farm lane.

They cannot be said to be disconnected plus remote. neither plots has been farmed actively in at least 20 years. no crops are grown 
plus occasionally cows are grazed. Otherwise they are greenfield sites with no specific use. 

I submit both these sites should be included as potential development sites as they were in 21014. There are new development at 
both ginbblecote and dixons wharf (Dacorum) which are certainly disconnected and remote from any village yet they have gone 
ahead. 
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VALP16-09-02-00656 Mrs Hillary Dave These two sites already have road access and would provide space for new houses plus therefor a pleasant environment for 

residents. Any dwellings would not need to be squeezed between and around existing housing, thus allowing less intrusion and a 
loss of privacy, which the proposed for plot MAR 003 most certainly would (see below). Results in these disadvantages.

Plot MAR003 Marsworth Glebe

I object most strongly to the development of this site MAR003 for the following reasons!

a) First foremost this is agricultural land subject to an agricultural tenancy which is farmed every year with a food crop- wheat or 
barley or else grass for the farmers cattle. There should be very special circumstances to take agricultural land over a brownfield 
greenfield site. 

B) The access via stepnells is not large enough to support increased traffic and there are already severe congestion problems where 
vicarage road meets the B489 lower luckhield way not only at rush hour and school hours. The school buses now cause a severe 
obstruction. 

C) The current drawing sustem could not cope with any more development. 

D) The impact on the many adjoining properties would be considerable since the density would impact heavily on the privacy pf these 
properties. It would create a suburban area in the village which most certainly would not relate to the character and form of the 
settlement  to quote AVDC. It would also be a harmful effect into the open countryside to have any development of this agricultural 
land.The wildlife of hares, badgers, pleasant, plus skylarks would be devastated. 

Conclusion

I support development of sites MAR001, MAR002 and MAR006.
I strongly object to any development of site MAR 003
I strongly object to any development of site MAR003 and submit the above points as reasons for my support plus objections.
Finally, AVDC has not allocated the development at bulbourne, which is in the parish of Marsworth, to any village. This development 
must be taken into account and cannot be allowed to slip through the net and conveniently be forgotten.
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VALP16-09-02-00656 Mrs Hillary Dave Policy D6 - Whilst AVDC has listed various criteria. Marsworth only just fulfills 3 of them and looked at as a whole i submit, that 

compared to other much larger villages which are termed "medium", Marsworth is still a small village.

1) Population- 741, only just over the 700 minimum. There is a Hugh difference between a population of 700 and 2000 at the top end.

2. The school- This is only a first school does not cater for 8-11/12 years olds who must go elsewhere.

3. Employment units- The main site at Cheddington airfield has been used in the criteria for not only Marsworth but Cheddington 
pitstone also. Most do not provide proper employment being small businesses proving temporary or zero hours contracts. Some units 
are storage facilities only. Many are more than 2 KM by road from Marsworth. 

Conclusion
One to the above points, i challenge the criteria and submit Marsworth should not be regarded as a Medium sized village since i full 
points should not be attributed to those 3 criteria. This has a direct bearing on the number of new dwellings which the village would 
need to adsorb.

VALP16-09-02-00657 Valerie Thomasson Policy D2 - To Whom It May concern
As a resident of this village for over twenty years  I was shocked and amazed that the Council should put forward such a badly 
thought –out scheme. 
To inflict the proposed number of residences and subsequent 19% increase in population beggars belief. For non-motorists- young 
and old , the infrequent bus service which they require to reach a shop or shops or school needs addressing, and already blights our 
lives. The noise of vehicles , frequency of fast driving through the village and along the main road, inadequency of parking i.e. in 
excess of that provided for each residence, particularly when the Hall is being used and cars park along Vicarage road and turning off 
the main road is difficult and dangerous will shatter the rural tranquillity  for which many of us yearn. The only school is limited in the 
numbers and term of years the children can attend; many go on to Cheddington ,but that is also due to expand. Farm-land 
considered by many as an asset will be destroyed, livelihoods seriously affected, and the land immediately on the edge of the 
planned development subjected to serious flooding at times of heavy rain which causes even now the drains to overflow, whilst at 
least a crop and the soil help absorb much rain . It is most obvious that the Parish boundaries , the physical layout of the village and 
its amenities have not been inspected on foot. If on observing what has been built in the past few months  and what is available to 
build on  may be the site of the White Lion pub should be examined , preferably before it rots and the main road and canal bridge 
collapse.At the other end of the village a now redundant garage and outbuildings i.e. a brown field site is also available.  
Look again please , is it worth in the future having to deal with complaints of inadequate services , possible high accident figures  and 
disgruntled tax payers when re assement  could solve this.
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VALP16-09-02-00659 Bill Renshaw Policy D6 - I wish to register my objection to the proposed development on green field land off Stepnalls in Marsworth.

I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it. The designation of Marsworth as a medium 
sized village should be revisited and return its designation to that of a small village.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
•      Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
•      Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
•      Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
•      There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
•      Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of 
its own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
•      Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
•      Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-
counted in that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the 
village and most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not 
proper long-term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
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VALP16-09-02-00660 Nigel wright Policy D6 - There is consensus that new housing must be built to accommodate increasing population. However, I am concerned 

that the green-field site adjacent to Stepnells is being proposed when there are more suitable brown-field sites within Marsworth 
which appear to have been ignored. 
 
I should like to propose AVDC reviews the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and give its consideration to 2 main issues. 
1. Whether Marsworth’s re-designation from a small  to medium sized village is justified.
2. To review the proposed area designated for new housing and consider previously identified largely brown-field sites within the 
village which are more suitable for development.
1. Reasons that Marsworth should be designated a small village include:
•         Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741) by a mere (5%) margin over 
the 700 that currently qualifies for small village status. Accordingly, a proposed housing increase of 19% just does not fit comfortably 
with the current size of the village. [I seem to recall reading in AVDC’s plans that development should be scaled to the size of the 
village and thus whilst Marsworth’s population of 741  just nudges it into the “medium-sized village category” surely the scale of any 
proposed new housing should reflect this? e.g. perhaps 7% rather than the blanket 19-20% for a fully medium sized village.]
•         AVDC has allocated Marsworth 6 points for amenities and yet there are very few amenities within the village. 
•         Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point despite AVDC acknowledging that it is only a first school and has no nursery 
and provides education for a limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in Marsworth over the age of 7 must be educated outside 
the village and it seems unreasonable to award a full point for Marsworth school in the same way that 1 point is awarded for a full 
primary school.
•         The limited bus service to and from the Marsworth has recently suffered further cuts. There isn’t a shop in Marsworth, nor is 
one within walking distance. It has recently lost its garage/filling station.
•         In, nearby Tring, amenities have been cut; the New Surgery has closed and already Tring has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of numerous adjacent villages.
•         The employment opportunities identified in AVDC’s Strategy are double-counted as they also appear in other villages’ 
proposals and the majority of these are more than the suggested 2 kilometres from Marsworth and most do not offer employment.  
The few that do, offer only zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work.
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VALP16-09-02-00660 Nigel wright 2. Proposed Development Site adjacent to Stepnells: 

The land shown in the plan for development is actively farmed land at the end of Stepnells and ignores the Brown Field sites in the 
village, all of which, would be so much  more suitable for development. e.g.
•         The White Lion Site: historically there were 6 houses on the site of the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 
houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. 
•         The former Lower End Garage
•         A further site at Lower End which is rough pasture.
These 3 sites were originally identified in the previous draft plan and are far more suitable for development of small groups of houses, 
which would be  in character with Marsworth village.
•         The Bulbourne Yard development, also a brown-field development, falls within Marsworth and therefore should be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.
The proposed Stepnells development could be problematic:
•         It is likely to exacerbate the drainage issues already causing problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes Lea during periods of 
prolonged rainfall.
•         Increased traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, in particular at school times with school buses 
etc…The proposed Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is entirely out of keeping with the surroundings.
If Marsworth reverts back to its a small village status (5% development)  or if the proposed development is scaled to reflect that it only 
just falls into the medium-sized village category (say 7%), this could be comfortably accomplished by The White Lion, Bulbourne and 
Lower End sites without the  need to develop the farmland by Stepnells

VALP16-09-02-00661 Robert Love 
(Davidsons 
Developments Ltd)

Policy D2 - We have no comments to make. The policy is not sufficiently advanced to make comments and we reserve the right to 
comment on the policy in the future.

VALP16-09-02-00661 Robert Love 
(Davidsons 
Developments Ltd)

Policy D3 - The policy requires further evidence and we reserve the right to comment on the policy in the future. Bierton can help 
contribute towards the delivery of additional growth needs of Milton Keynes given its location on the eastern side of Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-02-00661 Robert Love 
(Davidsons 
Developments Ltd)

Policy D5 - For reasons set out above under Polices S1, S2 and S3, Bierton should be identified as a larger village.

VALP16-09-02-00661 Robert Love 
(Davidsons 
Developments Ltd)

Policy D6 - Paragraph 4.78 and 4.81 of the Draft Plan states that the proposed housing requirement for Bierton is added to 
Aylesbury’s requirement. An objection is raised to this approach as there is no evidence to suggest why Bierton’s requirement has 
been included within Aylesbury. Despite its close proximity to Aylesbury, Bierton will need to meet its own housing needs and include 
site allocations for development. The current position in the Draft Plan does not identify any growth for Bierton. It is important that a 
settlement such as Bierton can grow sustainably and continue to support local amenities and services by providing market and 
affordable housing.

VALP16-09-02-00663 Daniel Freeman Policy D1 - 4.1 to 4.17 Support Garden Town Initiative but early investment in transport (including coherent link road or link roads 
between Buckingham Park and Bierton and Bierton and A41 to take traffic travelling through Aylesbury out of the congested town 
centre (this is already a problem in 2016).
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VALP16-09-02-00663 Daniel Freeman Policy D12 - 4.112 to 4.149 All proposals to preserve the historic town centre and redevelop the surrounding area with sympathetic 

shopping, dining and leisure activities welcome. Redevelopment of Sainsbury's / old cinema quadrant long overdue.

VALP16-09-02-00664 Ken Trew (Cuddington 
Parish Council)

Policy D2 - 4.27 Delivering a new settlement 
The Parish Council has concerns about the scale of the potential location of a New Settlement at Haddenham and the direct and 
indirect effects this would have on the area between Thame and Aylesbury (including the smaller villages such as Cuddington and 
Chearsley).
Context
The Spatial Strategy, Para 2.4 j refers to proportionate growth for Winslow and Haddenham with a separate reference (Para 2.4 I) to 
a New settlement. Policy S2 confirms the VALP proposal for 50% growth for Haddenham (and Winslow). The importance of the 
existing (Haddenham) and proposed (Winslow) stations is highlighted.
Policy S2 Para f refers to a New Settlement of 4500 homes (within the Plan period) although it is understood that a total of 6,000 
homes is the longer term aspiration 
Haddenham’s housing requirement is 1043 (with 1063 for Winslow)
Both settlements have populations of c 4000 and the proposed 50% growth in homes would increase their populations to around 
6000 to 7000 by the end of the Plan period. 
This compares with Thame with a population of c12,000 and draft proposals for an additional 1375 homes (775 in the made 
neighbourhood plan and an additional 600 in the draft local plan process for South Oxon . This would see Thame grow to a 
population of about 16,000. 
In the local area South Oxon has proposals for a major development of 3,500 homes at Chalgrove and the draft High Wycombe local 
plan has proposals for an additional 2,500 homes at Princes Risborough.
In addition to these urban extensions Para 4.32 of the draft VALP refers to two shortlisted options for a New Settlement at 
Haddenham and Winslow with 6000 dwellings at each (4500 in the Plan period). 
Rail capacity
The assumption in all the proposals for M40 corridor (Thame, Haddenham, Princes Risborough and Chalgrove)  is that the 
Haddenham and Thame Parkway station (on the Chiltern Line) is a major locational factor by providing public transport access to 
employment. The proposed level of new homes would create significant additional demand for rail capacity over and above the 
existing pressure from major growth at Bicester and the new rail link to Oxford.
The Chiltern Line already experiences over-crowding at peak periods and there are proposals to mitigate the existing situation 
through the introduction of a longer trains, However Chiltern Railways have made it clear in their evidence on HS2 that there are 
limited opportunities to increase capacity on the line further  –
http://www.appghsr.co.uk/upload/Chiltern%20Railways%20submission.pdf
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VALP16-09-02-00664 Ken Trew (Cuddington 

Parish Council)
"Current Capacity on Britain’s railways
2. Britain’s railways are now handling more traffic than at any time since the 1920s, and both passenger and freight traffic are 
continuing to grow despite the poor state of the national economy. A particular feature is the growth of rail traffic to/from south 
midlands (e.g. existing towns such as Banbury and Bicester, or new cities such as Milton Keynes), due to these being favoured 
locations for new housing development. There is a limit to how much of this growth can be absorbed on the existing rail network."
"4. It is clear that the key routes between London, the Midlands and the North will be running out of capacity within the next decade".

"7. Conversely, we believe that the potential for adding extra capacity to existing routes is limited:
� Many of the possible projects have already been carried out (e.g. Chiltern Railways’ successive “Evergreen” projects that between 
1999 and 2011 have transformed the Marylebone line from a low capacity suburban route into an intensively-used main line; or the 
West Coast Main line’s Trent Valley quadrupling). The scope for further upgrades is thus limited
� Such work causes massive disruption over many years for both rail users and for lineside residents.
� Engineering work on an existing railway is inevitably more expensive than on a “greenfield” site, where construction is unimpeded 
by the need to continue running trains.
� Due to the amount of lineside housing, upgrading and additional tracks is least practical where it is most needed – again, the first 
30 miles out of London".

The significance of this for the draft VALP is that there is no evidence that the Chiltern Line has the capacity to accept further 
passenger growth particularly in the context of proposals for growth of 8,400 homes in the Thame/Princes Risborough area (with the 
potential for an additional 6000 from a New Settlement at Haddenham). 
East/West Transport Links
In contrast, growth at Winslow would encourage investment in the proposed new transport infrastructure for the Oxford/ Cambridge 
expressway and the East West Rail link described in Bucks Transport Plan 
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/transport/more/local-transport-plan-4/
http://www.eastwestrail.org.uk/2016/08/16/east-west-rail-key-to-economic-development-say-local-enterprise-partnerships/
A strategic approach
Given the proposed transport-led approach to housing growth it would seem logical to prioritise development in the northern part of 
AVDC (in order to support investment in the Oxford / Milton Keynes/ Cambridge growth corridor) rather than create further pressure 
on the ‘over-heated’ M40 corridor. 
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VALP16-09-02-00664 Ken Trew (Cuddington 

Parish Council)
At a strategic level consideration also needs to be given to the potential effect on the hierarchy of settlements in the M40 area. At 
present Aylesbury, Oxford and High Wycombe provide the main centres for employment, services, transport links and facilitates. The 
market towns of Thame (Pop 11,500 :2011) and Princes Risborough (Pop 8000 :2011) provide intermediate services between the 
main centres. Unfortunately, the contribution of these settlements is not considered adequately in the VALP because they lie in 
adjacent districts. As a consequence of this approach, the smaller settlement of Haddenham (approx. pop 4000) is elevated to the 
role of a ‘strategic’ settlement within the VALP even though it is significantly smaller than its near neighbours.
The VALP proposals for proportionate (50%) growth at Haddenham maintains the current hierarchy and balance between the various 
settlements. A new settlement at Haddenham of 4500 to 6000 additional homes would create another town the size of Thame with 
only a small gap between the two settlements. Both Haddenham and Thame would lose their individual identities and the overall 
hierarchy in the area would be distorted beyond recognition. 
The consequential effects on local roads, education etc would destroy what is currently an attractive and well-balanced area of small 
towns and villages, for the most part linked by local bus services. 

In assessing options for New Settlements AVDC have produced supporting evidence in the form of a report entitled New Settlement 
Scoping Study :June 2016
In para 2.6 and 2.7 a New Settlement is defined as 
 “A free standing settlement, promoted by private and/or public sector interest, where the completed new development – of whatever 
size – constitutes 50 per cent more of the total size of a settlement, measured in terms of population/dwellings”. 
2.7 We have taken forward this definition in this Study, which therefore considers the potential for a new freestanding settlement or 
one which would enlarge an existing settlement by more than 50% of the population/dwellings"
.
The Scoping Study debates the pros- and cons of a free-standing settlement v an urban extension: -
"2.31 The form of any new settlement – i.e. whether it is a free standing settlement or urban extension, also poses different 
challenges. The benefits of urban extensions include linking into existing infrastructure networks such as transport, jobs and social 
infrastructure, and they can also be perceived as having fewer environmental impacts. Equally new standalone settlements provide 
the opportunity and the economies of scale to truly fulfill the ambitions of sustainable development by delivering multiple benefits 
including zero carbon design, sustainable transport and local food sourcing. They also avoid the impact of sequential development 
around existing communities".
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VALP16-09-02-00664 Ken Trew (Cuddington 

Parish Council)
In short-listing Winslow and Haddenham as sites for a new settlement the consultants have placed great weight on their existing and 
proposed rail links without (in the case of Haddenham) any evidence to show that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate further 
passenger growth (see above). The consultants have also underestimated the potential for stand-alone settlements to generate 
investment in new public transport that would enhance their sustainability credentials 
It is recommended that further work is undertaken, in particular with public transport operators (rail and bus), before the long-list of 
options is reduced in number. 
In the event that Haddenham and Winslow remain the two preferred options at the draft stage of the VALP the Parish Council 
recommends that Haddenham is not selected as a new settlement for the following reasons: -
• It would create a second town the size of Thame - duplicating the role of Thame in the local area 
• It would be difficult to avoid the actual or perceived coalescence of Haddenham with Thame and the local villages
• It would destroy the character of Haddenham and the whole of the local area between Stone and Thame
• It would exacerbate queuing around Thame in the evening and morning peaks. Mitigating measures are likely to be costly and 
intrusive, further degrading the rural character of the area
• It would create additional and unacceptable pressure on rail capacity
• It would contribute to a significant and unsustainable increase in passenger numbers as a result of other development proposals for 
the M40 corridor 
• It would reduce the potential to create a successful East /West corridor of growth by diverting investment to the southern part of 
AVDC 
• It would substantially increase the already unacceptably heavy amount of north/south commuting traffic to and from Milton Keynes 
that uses minor roads through villages in preference to heavy congestion through Aylesbury because of the lack of any adequate ring 
road system
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VALP16-09-02-00664 Ken Trew (Cuddington 

Parish Council)
Policy D6 - Delivering the allocated sites 
The Council supports the qualitative approach set out in para 4.56 but this seems to contradict the rigid methodology of the spatial 
strategy and settlement hierarchy. It suggests that housing numbers will need to be reviewed for each settlement based on capacity / 
constraints and deliverability. A fixed % growth is not a sensitive enough tool and there will need to be exceptions/ adjustments

Para 4.56 
"By their very nature, some settlements are more constrained than others in terms of factors such as landscape, flooding and 
settlement form, and therefore it is to be expected that some settlements may not have sufficient suitable sites to meet their own 
housing requirements. The council, in consultation with the community, must decide on the most appropriate sites to allocate in the 
Local Plan for each village".

However, it is not clear when this qualitative assessment is happening.
Policy D6 suggests that this process will completed within 12 months following the adoption of the Plan. Whilst this may sound 
sensible as there should, at least, be some certainty on housing numbers on adoption it does make it difficult for Parish Councils to 
contribute/comment. As stated above the VALP should include a clear process and programme for the refinement of housing 
allocations including a well-defined public consultation process.
Policy D6 includes tests for proposals that come forward before all the sites have been identified (items a to f). it is recommended 
that item g is added to minimise the effect on best and most versatile agricultural land in accordance with Policy NE3.

VALP16-09-02-00665 Gary Palmer (South 
Oxfordshire District 
Council)

Policy D2 - As per S2

VALP16-09-02-00665 Gary Palmer (South 
Oxfordshire District 
Council)

Policy D4 - As per S2

VALP16-09-02-00666 Kate Curry (Aston 
Abbotts Parish Council)

Policy D1 - e) 
 •Outer link roads must be in place before other development begins
 •Cycling network should include cycleway from Wingrave Cross Roads to Bierton on the A418. This should not be allowed to be 

blocked by Sustrans
VALP16-09-02-00666 Kate Curry (Aston 

Abbotts Parish Council)
Policy D7 - Add to list:
h) is not located within a designated conservation area
i) does not cause damage to trees with TPOs

VALP16-09-02-00667 Robert Barnes Policy D3 - Totally unacceptable to impose large scale housing developments in rural communities that will double both housing 
stock and population numbers. Milton Keynes have plenty of housing development space within their own boundaries - notably 
Eastern and Western Expansion Schemes. All requirements for services will gravitate towards Milton Keynes. AVDC take the Council 
Tax Revenues yet MKC take all the Bills! It is morally wrong!

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 139 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-02-00667 Robert Barnes Policy D6 - Newton Longville had a target to meet of 154 dwellings. Not without its own challenges and many compromises but to 

add a further development of 1855 on the Parish will see - completely - the rural identity of our Village
VALP16-09-02-00669 Sean Carolan Policy D10 - 4.106  Where is the local council office?  The very heart of the localism agenda, and it's not important enough to itemise 

alongside the pub and the post office?

4.108  Needs explicit clarification that it applies to Aylesbury and Buckingham only.

Policy D10 makes no sense at all.  Is there anything that won't be permitted?   The threat to many town centres comes from specific 
sources (residential, low-grade services, etc).   What needs protecting is high-grade retail.   There needs to be a proper hierarchy 
accepting that other uses are better than nothing, but buildings need to be readily reverted to retail, so residential should be a last 
resort.   (Please note: within Policy I3 there is a very clever 'later use' provision that could be highly effective in this context so that 
where a retail building was taken for another use conditions could be imposed to make sure future retail use wasn't prevented).  In 
Winslow everywhere is readily accessible, so the policy makes even less sense.   Perhaps there needs to be a separate policy for 
Aylesbury where the loss of a shop or two is insignificant?

Shops, pubs and post offices are to be protected, but the local council office can close?  Please protect our local services!
VALP16-09-02-00669 Sean Carolan Policy D4 - Existing footprint, etc. is fine (if a little awkward to describe), but this policy needs to also encompass the highly 

successful (and much more straightforward) Settlement Boundary principle on which the Winslow NP and other NPs rely.
VALP16-09-02-00669 Sean Carolan Policy D9 - This is the weakest policy in the whole Plan, it makes no attempt to meet the needs of local communities, just addresses 

the issue at district level.  Linking new employment to new housing is far too simplistic.  There are neighbourhoods (like Winslow) 
with existing unmet need and this need redress not sweeping under the carpet.

VALP16-09-02-00671 David Child Policy D7 - Much of the extra housing from districts south of AVDC seem to be being loaded evenly across AVDC but this will require 
extra travel.  The extra housing from these other districts should be loaded adjacent to to where that housing is required not just 
spread across AVDC

VALP16-09-02-00673 rod phillips Policy D1 - i think i would support this policy, however i think the growth area should be split between the south and north of 
Aylesbury, and should be reduced in size to allow more housing in the rest of the district.

VALP16-09-02-00673 rod phillips Policy D7 - i do not think the new draft plan allows  enough new development for the smaller villages, Akeley for example, only gets 
4 or 5 bedroomed houses built on rarely available plots, there should be a policy change to include a  smaller type of dwelling , hence 
my previous comments regarding exception sites to include elderly downsizers.

VALP16-09-02-00676 martin thomas Policy D1 - 4.17  Aylesbury town centre is in many ways in a woeful state, it has suffered from haphazard-looking development, 
existing shops esp in the lower part of the High Street look really tatty.  Yes you have to have charity shops, pound shops, phone 
shops but this area looks awful.  Let us hope this Plan will result in some robust and historically sensitive planning and development 
across Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D1 - Generally support D1

Add D1 g - To "green" the pre-1914 inner residential areas with tree planting, the creation of small "pocket parks" and other 
environmental improvements.
Add D1 h -To plant trees along inner radial routes into the town centre where very few trees exist.
This will require a complete change in attitude by BCC Highways, if their objection to the planting of trees on the developer's land 
adjacent to the highway footpath along the Bicester Road Gatehouse Quarter housing development (in accordance with a planning 
permission) is indicative of their approach.

VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D12 - Generally support D11 and D12, but redevelopment of lower High Street area must also include some refurbishment of 
existing buildings where appropriate.
Para. 4.143 Town centre residents' car parking must be sorted out by the new study or there is a risk that the demographics of the 
existing population will continue to change to a more itinerant one.
D13  - New three bedroom family houses should be encouraged on suitable redevelopment sites, as the bulk of permitted 
development changes from offices to residential is producing only one or two bedroom flats.
HMOs should be strictly controlled, as should conversion of larger dwellings to flats to prevent the loss of family homes.

VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D2 - See S2 above.
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D3 - Object to D3.
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D4 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D5 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D6 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D7 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D8 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D9 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00677 Steven Mitchell Policy D10 - Support
VALP16-09-02-00678 Patricia Stradling Policy D4 - 4.58  The timescale for increasing the strategic settlements by 50% is far too quick to allow the integration of new 

residents into the existing community.  Haddenham has a reputation for being a very friendly village which welcomes new residents 
into its existing organisations.  A population increase of the proposed size over a 5-10 year timespan  will seriously affect any 
community's ability to cope with establishing social cohesion.  Very large developments such as Fairford Leys and now Berryfields in 
Aylesbury develop their own identity as a community over time but this is much less likely to happen with a number of more moderate 
developments, such as are being proposed for Haddenham, where new residents will expect to become part of the community as a 
whole.  This will be challenging both for the existing as well as new residents.  Affordable housing that enables adult 'village' children 
to return to the village would help to bridge the gap between old and new as they already have family and friendship connections 
locally.  A number of young families are living in Thame and Aylesbury and would dearly love to return home to Haddenham - if they 
could afford the house prices.

VALP16-09-03-00679 Samita Kirve (Bucks 
NHS Trust)

Policy D1 - Good plan. We can aspire to become like Welwyn Garden City :)
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VALP16-09-03-00679 Samita Kirve (Bucks 

NHS Trust)
Policy D7 - A lot of development is being proposed in the belt between the outer wards of South Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville 
Parish, while the North of Aylesbury is left untouched. This is lop-sided and needs to be rebalanced please!
Lower Road needs to be widened especially between Stoke Mandeville village and ASDA. A radical solution is required to solve the 
traffic problem at the Gyratory. How long should we continue to use the temporary bridge over the railway line? The Mandeville Road 
is an arterial road linking Aylesbury town centre and South of Aylesbury and needs to be solved jointly with Network Rail/ Highway 
Authority. Also the VALP needs to link up with HS2 and the existing approved development plans to ensure that the Lower Road 
intersections are minimised/ optimised. The traffic on this road is expected to increase considerably.

VALP16-09-03-00680 John Sylvester Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00681 Jenny Sylvester Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00682 Philip Moriarty Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00683 Annette Moriarty Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00684 Sarah Feeney Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury into 
account, the impact on the Parish of  Bierton and Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00685 Olwyn Owen Policy D2 - Pages 65 - 68
Any new settlement in this area will destroy the vista from the Chilterns, an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, over the Vale of 
Aylesbury.   This was one of the reasons given for the refusal to build a wind turbine in this area.  It is vital that this area is protected 
for future generations to enjoy.  Lack of existing, and cost of building new infrastructure, schools, health centres and work places are 
a few more reasons why this an unsuitable site.  Existing local villages will be adversely affected as well as many listed buildings.

VALP16-09-03-00686 Emma Cable Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00687 Paul Cable Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00689 Robert Fowler Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-03-00690 Sarah Owen Policy D2 - The proposed site is an area where it was deemed inappropriate for a wind turbine (2016) so cannot be deemed suitable 

for housing and all that that entails.  This means not only houses, shops, a school, a medical centre, homes for local workers but also 
parking for at least twice as many cars as residents. History shows that many of these facilities are promised but not built thereby 
adding unsustainable pressure on the existing facilities.
The area includes several quintessential English villages and listed properties, all of which would be seriously compromised by 
modern housing. Good agricultural land will be lost as well as  the subsequent loss of wildlife.
The area is overlooked by the Chilterns which is designated an AONB partly due to the view enjoyed from them. Modern housing 
would spoil this view.
It appears there are 2 main reasons why this site is more 'attractive' than Winslow. One is the proximity of Haddenham & Thame 
Parkway station which is already being used by people living well out of the area and would be unable to cope with the influx of even 
more people or cars.  The other is the market town of Thame which would soon lose it's appeal if more and more people and cars 
made demands on it.
Yes, we need more houses but rather than spoil yet another village, town or area please just add these houses to the areas already 
'spoilt'.

VALP16-09-03-00691 Barbara Hewson Policy D14 - Sustainable development key. 
Delivery policy D14.a. makes clear sites must have reasonable access to existing local services and facilities. Sites should be either 
within or close to existing existing sustainable settlements. 
Integration has to be a long term goal. 
We need to acknowledge that only the largest communities or proposed communities can be considered sustainable. Whilst Policies 
S7 and S8 seek to meet the need they do not recognise the sustainability need. 
Table 6 hints at the answer with 'Large MDA sites not committed. This needs development into a firm proposal within S7 that 
provision for GTTS pitches must be made within each new major development, say up to 15 pitches on development in excess of 
2000 new dwelling. All facilities will be included.

VALP16-09-03-00691 Barbara Hewson Policy D2 - D2 Delivering a new settlement

When considering the volume of growth likely and the pressures on Infrastructure provision this Delivery Policy becomes a key 
enabler. Strongly Supported. 
Plans should propose a full integration with the existing community, it should not be termed a new settlement. 
Plans should be accelerated with the aims of significantly greater development than proposed- potentially 13,000 + at Haddenham. 
With a fall in 'unmet demand' allocation and an increase here and around Aylesbury and Buckingham, we can propose a realistic plan 
that can meet Strategic Objective 2.6.3.  Sharing of pain and pepper-potting should be dismissed, a logical, sustainable approach is 
needed.
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VALP16-09-03-00691 Barbara Hewson Policy D6 - 4.75 states Medium villages are moderately well-served with services and facilities and can therefore be considered to be 

reasonably sustainable villages. 
THIS IS CLEARLY NOT THE CASE FOR MANY. reality needs to be acknowledged. 
-Bus Services are being withdrawn and will soon stop.
-All roads are minor and in constant need of repair.
-Many schools are full and cannot expand
-Shops are minimal and insufficient to meet needs. They continue to close despite growth. 
-Pubs continue to close and are under pressure. 

The new category of Medium sized village is welcomed. 
The % growth target based on existing housing stock is welcomed and supported. However the growth target is a pragmatic proposal 
aimed at balancing overall 33,300 target, is, aimed at sharing pain and is 'pepper-potting'. 
Sustainability limitations must be acknowledged, % growth target reduced. 
North Marston is patently in the wrong category and should be moved to small. The bus service is less frequent than suggested. The 
School is already full with local children and cannot grow.

VALP16-09-03-00692 Denis Elliott Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00693 Christine Elliott Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00694 Mark Seymour Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00695 Amanda Seymour Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00696 John Sylvester (Bierton 
Action Group)

Policy D6 - The Bierton residents Action Group which represents Bierton & Broughton residents fully supports this Draft Plan's 
recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states 
that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should 
be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00697 Toby Sylvester Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00698 Colin Thomson Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-03-00699 Jack Sylvester Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 

the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00700 Mavis Thomson Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00701 michael crees Policy D6 - Ickford is a village surrounded by ancient "ridge and furrow " fields which should NOT be disturbed by house building. 
The lanes are narrow and the area flat and fields are liable to flooding. The sewer system is inadequate within Ickford at present and  
greater housing would only  worsen this situation.We have current flooding in the centre of the village and many years inhabitants are 
inflicted by water damage and greater housing can only make matters worse. The school cannot cope at present with our village 
demand. We are dead against 50 houses but would consider an appropriate five or six within the existing confines of Ickford.

VALP16-09-03-00702 Sheila Sylvester Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00706 Nigel Lamburn Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth

VALP16-09-03-00707 Joanna Lamburn Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00710 Elizabeth Mary 
Hawksford

Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-03-00712 Frank Donlon Policy D2 - The above typo "Deliving" a new settlement is surely a freudian slip!  If the proposed level of growth for North Bucks goes 

ahead, then "De-living" is what will happen.
4.27 If a new settlement is defined as "more than 50%" growth, then the strategy of increasing Winslow by 50% is already creating a 
de facto new settlement without the addition of another new settlement.
4.29 If a new settlement is required at all it would make sense for this to be in the South of the Vale nearest to where the unmet need 
is, in the same way that the Milton Keynes expansion is in the North of the Vale.
4.31 The long list is unbelievable.  e.g. Granborough?  The inclusion of such evidently unsuitable sites renders the whole list as 
pointless.
What about the designated employment areas at Silverstone and Westcott?
4.32 Did the assessment process take note of the impact on the Winslow area of the already planned 4,000 expansion from Milton 
Keynes and the proposed 50% increase in Winslow anyway?
4.34 East/West Rail now say that this section is scheduled for "early 2020s" not by 2020.
4.35 I agree that Haddenham is preferable, not because of where I live, but for all of the reasons given.
4.43 It will not be possible to create public transport links "at the earliest opportunity".  Ongoing uncertainty about East/West Rail and 
the Oxford/Cambridge Expressway will prevent any such dead line and in the mean time the existing public transport links are non-
existent.

VALP16-09-03-00712 Frank Donlon Policy D3 - The new settlement and Milton Keynes incursion cannot be viewed as "separate" from the proposed 50% growth for 
Winslow.  Combining d,f and g generates a totally unsustainable c12,000 new houses, and an incredible 36% of the total VALP, in 
one small rural area of North Bucks.  See my attached map - "Winslow & Villages VALP" to see the graphic impact.
The villages within the sector bounded by Buckingham to the west, Milton Keynes to the north and east, and Winslow to the south will 
be subsumed by this volume of growth.

VALP16-09-03-00714 Robert Venning Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00715 Roderick floud Policy D10 - Para. 4.104
t is difficult to see how any further planned development can be achieved in Haddenham without destroying the village ethos and 
seriously overloading the road network.  This could result in road safety issues.
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VALP16-09-03-00715 Roderick floud Policy D2 - Paras. 4.33-4.35 and 4.42

Haddenham should not be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. Haddenham is a 
large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has only an exiguous and insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and 
an inadequate village hall; it has no secondary school; although it has good transport links these mean that it relies heavily on 
neighbouring settlements for shopping and social facilities, with associated undesirable reliance on car journeys. In all these ways, 
Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a new settlement. 
Haddenham should, therefore, be reclassified as a larger village.  
The suggestion to put a new settlement in the vicinity of Haddenham shows a lack of awareness of the traffic infrastructure problems 
developing in Haddenham.  The Forecast Modelling Report by JACOBS, commissioned by Buckinghamshire County Council, 
produces in para 5.2.1.5 some horrendous projected increases in travel times, should the settlement go ahead.  This would 
undoubtedly destroy the ethos of the village with its extensive conservation areas stretching throughout the village to the southern 
boundary.
Another key factor is the growing evidence that Chiltern Railways is nearing its maximum passenger carrying capacity.  This is not 
only due to limitations in carriage capacity in the face of already rising demand but also platform capacity limitations at Marylebone 
Station. A good example of the effect of limitations in platform capacity was the necessity to increase the number of platforms at 
Reading Station to enable speed increases on the SW line; this would not be possible at Marylebone
Thus, the proposal for a new settlement of 4500-6000 houses in the vicinity of Haddenham should not be further considered. The 
proposal appears to have been developed in ignorance of proposals for a large development north of Princes Risborough, just 
outside the Vale boundary, and for similar proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire, all of which are predicated on the 
existence of the same transport links - in particular Haddenham and Thame Parkway station and the A418. In addition, the proposal 
relies on Thame and Aylesbury to provide shopping, educational and social facilities for the residents of the settlement, putting further 
pressure on those neighbouring areas and on road links to them. Within the planning period, this would all be exacerbated by the 
construction of HS2. In other words, there has been a complete lack of “joined-up” planning which would be required to justify a 
proposal of such magnitude.

VALP16-09-03-00715 Roderick floud Policy D4 - Paras. 4.55-4.57
It is extremely disappointing that the discussion of the HELAA does not refer to the involvement of neighbourhood plans in the 
identification and prioritisation of potential development sites. Unless this occurs and the local communities are involved, at every 
stage, in site identification, the process will be driven by owners and predatory developers and will not command public assent.
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VALP16-09-03-00717 Chris Hall Policy D6 - RE Ickford.  Adding 50 houses to the Ickford is just not sensible because

 1)Surface Drainage will not cope.  Worminghall Rd has flooded several times in the last 5 years.  The bottom of the gardens 
adjacent to the proposed sites flood every year.

 2)Sewage system will not cope.  We have tankers in the village every winter taking away the excess once the water table rises
 3)School – is full with kids from surrounding villages.  The answer to build new schools in other villages to stop the daily commute to 

Ickford
 4)Roads – When flooding occurs two or three of the roads out of the village are not passable.  Given the effect of global warming it 

would not surprise me to see Ickford completely cut off a some point in the future.  
The access from the A418 is a weight limited single carriageway with blind crossing over a bridge.  Access from other directions is 
also poor and prone to flooding.

 5)The village shop is only viable because of investment by the local villagers.  Simply saying if we have a school , a pub and a shop 
makes us a medium sized village is ridiculous.

 6)I don’t understand why other plots have not been considered around the village for say 10 to 15 houses which is a more 
proportionate increase given the Ickford population.

VALP16-09-03-00720 Ruth Scott (Scott Travel 
Ltd)

Policy D2 - Surely this would be better based near a larger existing settlement?

VALP16-09-03-00720 Ruth Scott (Scott Travel 
Ltd)

Policy D3 - Whaddon has fought the encroachment of MK for many years. How does AVDC intend to provide a long-term defensible 
boundary to the western edge of Milton Keynes, around WHA001?,

VALP16-09-03-00720 Ruth Scott (Scott Travel 
Ltd)

Policy D7 - 11 houses sounds not great but perhaps do-able, but not in addition to 2000 others!

VALP16-09-03-00721 Edward Piotrowski 
Piotrowski

Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00723 natalie roberts Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00724 Lynn Thomson Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations may be made.The impact on the Parish Bierton / Broughton has 
already been disastrous and   no further growth should be considered. Bierton's green spaces must be protected to ensure the 
continued existence of Bierton as a village.

VALP16-09-03-00726 Richard Dorrance Policy D1 - I support what is in the Report
VALP16-09-03-00726 Richard Dorrance Policy D10 - I'm slightly worried by the simplicity of the arguments of this section. Villages need shops and leisure activities to build a 

sense of community and to cut down transport costs. Northall is so far from Aylesbury and Buckingham and has so little public 
transport that people can only live here if they can afford a car and have time to travel.
bearing in mind that rising average age of residents, a local centre is essential.
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VALP16-09-03-00726 Richard Dorrance Policy D7 - The targets for different sizes of village are admirable and logical - however when they are applied without discretion to 

individual villages, they produce outcomes which contradict the vision in chapter 2. Speaking only about Northall and Edlesborough, 
neither village can support the numbers of houses proposed because there is insufficient public transport, insufficient employment 
possibilities, insufficient surgery capacity, insufficient school places and insufficient services. I suspect that the same applies some of 
the other villages in the list. I would prefer a more flexible approach whereby villages which can accommodate more growth are 
allowed to grow faster and villages where growth is difficult or expensive because of the improvement to services and transport links 
which need to be funded are allowed to grow at a slower rate.

VALP16-09-03-00727 Lisa Welling Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00728 Gemma Fraser Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00729 Sian Williams Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-03-00730 Paula Lambert Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00733 Arnold Dunn Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of the 
allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact on 
the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth

VALP16-09-04-00735 John Brine Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish of Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth

VALP16-09-04-00737 Kelly Rossiter Policy D6 - We feel that the number of houses allocated to Cheddington under the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is more than the 
village can support.  We have already allocated 100 additional houses to the village under the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan, this 
58 additional number of developments will significantly increase the amount of traffic and parked cars in the village and around the 
train station.  The roads leading to and from Cheddington are not sufficient access for the number of additional cars.  Further the 
local school will not support the number of additional children.  The village came together to decide a planning strategy and Aylesbury 
Vale District Council should take into consideration the villagers' views.

VALP16-09-04-00738 Linda Kemp (Kemp's 
Farm)

Policy D2 - Of the proposed new settlements at Haddenham, I favour the option near Aston Sandford.

VALP16-09-04-00738 Linda Kemp (Kemp's 
Farm)

Policy D7 - 4.85-4.87. Increase of new housing on the disused land at Ford between Chapel Road and Longwick Road is proposed 
as help towards the requirement for 434 new homes from 2013-2033.
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VALP16-09-04-00739 Pierre & Wendy Hibble Policy D2 - Paragraphs 4.33, 4.34 and 4.35

The requirement for a new settlement appears to be predicated on the need to provide for the unmet needs of adjoining authorities.  
In this scenario the draft Vale Plan recognises to some degree that such a new settlement will essentailly be a dormitory 
development for those adjoining authorities.  It will therefore make little contribution to the Vale.  It will however exacerbate the 
existing transport infrastructure problems and congestion with consequent dangers and degradation of the quality of life for existing 
residents.  First and foremost therefore the Vale should not be the soft option for those authorities failing to fulfil their obligations and 
the increased housing requirements must be rejected.  If a new settlement is to remain part of the Plan then the Vale Plan notes 
further evaluation of the transport impact and infrastructure requirements are required for the two proposed sites.  Considering the 
developments at Buckingham and the current road congestion on the A421 then a new settlement at Winslow is not viable.  There is 
no guarantee or commitment that road infrastructure will be developed in a timely manner.  Proposals such the A421 Expressway are 
nowhere near fully developed and considering the environmental objections that will have to be overcome then such a project will 
never be completed in conjunction with the housing developments.  Suggestions that the East-West Rail will deliver increased 
accessibility for Winslow also seem overly optimistic in regard to when any new station will open, as delays and deferments are 
inevitable, so again infrastructure will not be progressed in tandem with the new settlement.   It is indeed a question as to whether 
such a new station would be actually beneficial if much of the traffic is travelling southwards to adjacent authorities.  The Vale Plan 
should not be dictated by other authorities but should a new settlement be required then Haddenham may be appropriate but 
Winslow is not a viable location.
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VALP16-09-04-00739 Pierre & Wendy Hibble Policy D3 - Paragraph 4.45, 4.48, 4.49, 4.50 and 4.51

Yet again the proposal of developments adjacent to Milton Keynes appears to be predicated on the assumption that the Vale is 
obligated to fulfil the unmet needs of adjoining authorities.  This is not the case and should never be the case.  Elimination of the 
additional housing needs significantly reduces the requirement for such developments as those at Whaddon and Newton Longville.  
In considering some of the specifics related to the WHA001 Whaddon development the draft plan is neither consistent nor compliant 
with its own stated objectives and principles.  The draft plan is silent on critical issues in respect of WHA001 and the failure to include 
site specific information on the basis it will date quickly is disingenuous.   One concludes that the draft plan proposes the WHA001 
development adjacent to Milton Keynes as an easy fix to make up the numbers.  Specific objections are:
(i) since the WHA001 development is de facto an extension of the Milton Keynes boundaries it hardly represents a long term 
defensible boundary to the western edge of Milton Keynes.  There is absolutely nothing to prevent further expansion and 
development,
(ii) the failure to provide any form of infrastructure plan means that issues such as construction access and long term road congestion 
on the A421 once the developments are completed are ignored,
(iii) the draft plan proposes the WHA001 development without any analysis of critical issues such as land use, drainage, flood 
protection, landscaping and the environment,
(iv) the draft plan constantly refers to multi use, education and social needs as prime considerations of any development yet WHA001 
as an isolated development will not be able to include or sustain these requirements unless it takes advantage of the Milton Keynes 
facilities (which is therefore contrary again to the defensible boundary principle).
The WHA001 development will adversely impact the village of Whaddon, will further aggravate transport congestion, will not prevent 
further expansion of the Milton Keynes boundaries and will not ensure the long term identity of Whaddon.  The lack of any supporting 
analysis, technical evaluations or strategic considerations demonstrates that the WHA001 proposal is ill conceived and not viable.

VALP16-09-04-00739 Pierre & Wendy Hibble Policy D7 - Paragraphs 4.85, 4.86 and 4.87
The requirement for Whaddon to provide 11 additional house when WHA001 proposes 2000 additional homes within the Parish is 
inconsistent with the previously noted objectives and principles of sympathetic, non-intrusive developments and far from reasonable.  
Yet again the draft plan makes proposals without providing any specifics on where houses will be located or how the character of the 
village will be maintained.  The random allocation of housing development numbers to Whaddon and other villages is not a plan.

VALP16-09-04-00742 Carolyn Cumming Policy D2 - NEW SETTLEMENT Paragraphs 4.27 – 4.31
In my view a proposed new settlement at either Winslow or Haddenham is unworkable.  It would lead to co-alesence by encouraging 
more development with adjoining centres; in Haddenham with Thame, and in Winslow’s case with Milton Keynes.  The case for the 
new settlement is not proven as the “unmet need” is still subject to further review.
In addition, there are still many unknown factors that will have a significant part to play before the most sustainable location for a new 
settlement could be identified.  The Oxford-Cambridge expressway being one, but clearly overall transport connectivity is the key to 
sustainability.  The pressing need will be to locate new dwellings closest to existing good public transport networks.  Aylesbury and 
Milton Keynes are the two centres which can provide this requirement and both have good connections to London and the greater 
London area from whence the “unmet need” has been identified.
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VALP16-09-04-00742 Carolyn Cumming Policy D3 - 4.48  TABLE 8  SITE NLV001

Why is this site not using the same density as indicated at WHA001?  It appears that WHA001 accommodating 2000 dwellings uses 
23 per ha.  If 23 per ha. Is applied to NLV001, the capacity can be significantly raised which would further reduce the need for a new 
settlement.  Not using higher densities on this site is a missed opportunity.

VALP16-09-04-00742 Carolyn Cumming Policy D4 - DELIVERING ALLOCATED SITES:  BUCKINGHAM
4.63
The Buckingham Neighbourhood Development Plan (BNDP) has allocated the most sustainable locations and it did so on the basis 
that these sites would be developed with the Plan Period (2013-2033).  It is vital to recognise that for the health of the community, the 
commitments made in the BNDP are built out before any identified additional capacity is allowed.  What constitutes a “timely manner” 
for a neighbourhood plan review?  For each made neighbourhood plan there are allocated sites to maintain a five year supply.  It is 
unrealistic to expect the neighbourhood plan to undertake a review before 2020.
D4
I emphasise repeatedly that the ‘sustainability criteria’ which will determine the most suitable additional sites cannot be fully 
understood until projected road and rail schemes are finally agreed.  These are not likely to come forward before 2017.  It is, 
therefore, a mistake to attempt to define additional sites before the half way stage of the plan period.

VALP16-09-04-00743 Fiona Simmonds Policy D6 - I support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Button in 4.78 a high recognises the close proximity and impact of the 
allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact on 
the Parish Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated. By no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00744 Cllr David Finch Policy D6 - Objection is made to the (unnumbered) table at Page 85 of the VALP and the statement re Cheddington. "The HELAA 
identifies suitable sites for 58 homes ..." The site in question is NOT suitable for reasons set out below (See Additional Notes) in 
response to Maps and Evidence Documents (HELAA); this was rejected in the Neighbourhood Plan and should therefore be removed 
from the HELAA. Accordingly, details should be the subject of a review of the Neighbourhood Plan if required. There is greater 
potential for appropriate expansion at the sites allocated in the existing Neighbourhood Plan. Para 4.82 - this is unclear and requires 
clarification.
In accordance with reasons as given above, the “potential housing allocation” at Cheddington should be removed as a “potential 
housing allocation”. The statement “through a review of the HELAA” should also be removed from the paragraph below the table in 
proposed Policy D6.

VALP16-09-04-00745 Marianne Faux Policy D6 - Objection is made to the (unnumbered) table at Page 85 of the VALP and the statement re Cheddington  "The HELAA 
identifies suitable sites for 58 homes ..." The site in question is NOT suitable for reasons set out below (See Additional Notes)

VALP16-09-04-00746 Ian Denison Denison Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-04-00747 Simon Bromige Policy D3 -  I am making comment on the impact that this monstrosity will have on Newton Longville. I moved from Westcroft Milton 

Keynes to escape the expansionism that was occurring there I like some many people have worked hard to get up the housing 
ladder. 
I saw what a complete lack of thought did in Westcroft the houses although nice were crammed in there was absolutely no 
consideration given to parking or multi car families hence the parking there is now an absolute nightmare, there was the farce of 
householders renting their premises out without a thought to the people that resided there alongside this came the anti social 
behaviour noise pollution and rubbish/ litter being chucked about.
We decided to move to a village took a financial hit on the house we sold and settled in Newton Longville it now transpires that AVDC 
propose to do the same to Newton Longville as MKC did to area of Milton Keynes.
The word sustainability is banded around the need for more housing, I appreciate that but how are the roads going to cope the village 
has a speed watch group,MVAS and occasional visits from the TVP speed reduction van. 
We are a rat run between the Bottledump roundabout and the A4146 by pass  along the Whaddon road speeds of up to 90mph have 
been recorded (90mph in a 30 mph zone!!!) we have in excess of 150,000 vehicles going through the village monthly, I've even seen 
big 38 tonne trucks being overtaken in the 30mph zone and you propose another 1800+ houses to be built around and in NL? 
The roads won't cope please don't insult our intelligence by saying that there are plans for the transport infrastructure Newton Leys 
blows that claim out of the water.
What about the green belt and agricultural land we seem to be building all over that our future food supply that we will need is getting 
smaller and smaller why can't you regenerate those empty buildings industrial estates or use brown field sites first?
What about schools and Doctors surgeries and policing are there going to be new surgeries to service the new community and are 
there GPs in place to serve the community the same question applies to Schools again Newton Leys were told that they would have 
the infrastructure in place they have had to fight to get it.
Policing are we going to get an increase in police officers and will we see them on patrol? 
I moved to a village for a village life, I accept the crap broadband the power failures having to get in my car to go shopping etc 
because I want to live in a village not a bolt on to Milton Keynes I am not against using space within the village confines to build more 
houses but to have 1800+ houses built when the roads and the other issues covered above haven't been addressed it is a 
catastrophe waiting to happened.

VALP16-09-04-00748 Jeanette Denison Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the 
impact on the Parish Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00750 Colin Read (Aston 
Clinton parish planning)

Policy D1 - Laudable, but ring road and plethora of traffic lights within, will encourage shoppers to bypass Aylesbury in favour of MK, 
Watford , Brent Cross, and Oxford. You must make it car friendly and reduce parking charges otherwise you will fail.

VALP16-09-04-00750 Colin Read (Aston 
Clinton parish planning)

Policy D2 - Must have regard to no coalescence and maintaining open countryside between settlements as stated in your policy.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 153 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-04-00750 Colin Read (Aston 

Clinton parish planning)
Policy D5 - Aston Clinton is stated at having 345 houses approved but this figure is now nearing 700 houses due to speculative 
development. We agree that no further housing to be allocated in the VALP to Aston Clinton and sincerely hope that this is taken into 
account with respect to planning applications prior to the VALP being made.

VALP16-09-04-00752 Wendy Fellowes Policy D6 - I fully support the draft plans recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of the 
allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact on 
Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth

VALP16-09-04-00753 Alan Branch Policy D6 - Paragraph 4.46
I have previously stated that I have no objection in principle to the development of land around my village.  However the current 
proposed development at Salden Chase (NLV001) would, in my opinion, put inexcusable and unacceptable strain on the 
infrastructure in Newton Longville, particularly the road infrastructure without some action being taken to restrict the amount of traffic 
passing through the village.  
I would therefore object to any development of this land without an undertaking that AVDC would put into action a plan to stop any 
increase in traffic in Newton Longville between the A421 and the A4146.
In my opinion AVDC are in a position to ensure this can be avoided by a simple and effective proposal to close Whaddon Road to 
motor traffic at the railway bridge, limiting the through route to pedestrians and cycles.  
Not only would this have the effect of reducing traffic currently using this road as a "rat run" between those two roads but would help 
to retain the village atmosphere and protect Newton Longville's infrastructure.
It would appear, in the summary in Paragraph D3, that consideration has been given, as stated, "how the rural settlements of Newton 
Longville, Mursley, and Whaddon will be protected from the negative impacts of development and take the opportunity to maximise 
the positive and how this development within Aylesbury Vale will relate to neighbouring Milton Keynes"

VALP16-09-04-00754 Scott Messenger Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00755 Joyce Docherty Policy D6 - There is objection to the (unnumbered) table at P85 of the VALP and the statement re Cheddington: 'The HELAA 
identifies suitable sites for 58 homes...'  The subject site is not 'suitable' for reasons set out below in response to Maps and Evidence 
Documents (HELAA); it was rejected in the neighbourhood plan; and should be removed from the HELAA.  Whilst details should be a 
matter for a review of the neighbourhood plan, if required, there is greater potential for appropriate expansion at the sites allocated in 
the existing neighbourhood plan.
The meaning of para 4.82 is unclear and should be clarified.
For reasons given above (proposed Policy S9) The 'potential housing allocation' at Cheddington should be removed as a 'potential 
housing allocation.'
The statement 'through a review of the HELAA' should be removed from the para below the table in proposed Policy D6.
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VALP16-09-04-00756 Andrew Docherty Policy D6 - There is objection to the (unnumbered) table at P85 of the VALP and the statement re Cheddington: 'The HELAA 

identifies suitable sites for 58 homes...'  The subject site is not 'suitable' for reasons set out below in response to Maps and Evidence 
Documents (HELAA); it was rejected in the neighbourhood plan; and should be removed from the HELAA.  Whilst details should be a 
matter for a review of the neighbourhood plan, if required, there is greater potential for appropriate expansion at the sites allocated in 
the existing neighbourhood plan.
The meaning of para 4.82 is unclear and should be clarified.
For reasons given above (proposed Policy S9) The 'potential housing allocation' at Cheddington should be removed as a 'potential 
housing allocation.'
The statement 'through a review of the HELAA' should be removed from the para below the table in proposed Policy D6.

VALP16-09-04-00759 geoffrey day Policy D6 - I welcome and support the draft plan comments which recognise the impact of the Kingsbrook development will have on 
Bierton, and states that no further allocations will be made. The impact on Bierton should be mitigated by no further growth in the 
village or its surrounds

VALP16-09-04-00761 Patrick Dickinson Policy D6 - Please see previous comment regarding proposals for Brill
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VALP16-09-04-00762 Gary Powell (AVDC) Policy D1 - I refer to the site allocations for the growth of Aylesbury that have been allocated to the areas adjacent to the ward I 

represent, Walton Court and Hawkslade: specifically, sites STO016 and SMD009. My understanding is that, in terms of infrastructure, 
these sites would benefit from ample cycleways, footpaths, parks and open spaces as well as a new link road around to Oxford Road 
and the A41 (East), as well as an Infrastructure Delivery Plan providing a full range of schools, health services, flood risk services, 
water services, telecommunications services, etc. STO016 has been assessed as Part Suitable (together with SMD009) only if HS2 
goes ahead. I have also been informed that the housing numbers on both these sites, and also AYL035 at Walton Court Shopping 
Centre, may well change given that we are currently at the draft stage of the Local Plan. 

One very important point to consider, in terms of the increased housing plans for the whole of AVDC, is the fact that AVDC is still 
liaising with neighbourhood authorities to establish whether it is obliged to take the figure they report as their housing shortfall under 
the Duty to Co-operate, and that GL Hearn are independently reviewing neighbourhood authorities' work that has been undertaken 
so far. It is of course essential that neighbouring planning authorities do all they can to ensure they meet their own housing need as 
best they can in the locality in which it arises, rather than neighbouring authorities be expected to take a shortfall that they could 
reasonably have accommodated themselves. AVDC's approach to this matter has been conscientious, thorough and rigorous, and is 
an excellent example of good practice that not only encourages other authorities to make every reasonable effort to accommodate 
their own housing needs, but also ensures that the residents of Aylesbury Vale are not unfairly disadvantaged. 

One question that can legitimately be raised about the new developments is why they are so concentrated on the south side of 
Aylesbury, given that there would seem to be scope for potential housing development on the north side of the town as well. 
Allocating more housing to the north would decrease the need for the scale of new development to the south of Aylesbury. At the 
same time, my understanding is that if HS2 does not go ahead for any reason, then the two new site allocations STO016 and 
SMD009 would also not go ahead.

It should please be borne in mind that Walton Court and Hawkslade is one of the most deprived wards in the district, and that all 
measures to regenerate it with new infrastructure, or that may impact it in terms of demands on its existing infrastructure should new 
site allocations go ahead as planned adjacent to this ward, need to be planned in a way that reduce rather than increase deprivation 
in this ward. According to the Deprivation Index, "In the latest Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) this area was ranked 9,620 out of 
32,844 in England, where 1 was the most deprived and 32,844 the least."

http://www.uklocalarea.com/index.php?lsoa=E01017723&q=Walton+Court+and+Hawkslade&wc=11UBHZ

VALP16-09-04-00764 Christine Hayward Policy D4 - I would like to pass comments on the potential housing allocation site reference BUC046. I think this is  an impractical 
development given it would have no connection to existing housing, also any road access would add additional pressure to the busy 
Buckingham ring road or use the unsuitable Gawcott Road. From the proposed site there are no safe footpath or cycle links to 
Buckingham as well as a lack of general infrastructure. In the Buckingham area there are other more suitable sites for development  
that would not have these problems.
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VALP16-09-04-00766 Barbara Venables Policy D6 - I fully support the draft plans recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recogises the close proximity and impact of the 

alloated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further  allocations will be made.  In taking strategi growth for Aylebury the impoact on 
the parish Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00768 RICHARD WINWARD Policy D2 - Pages 65 to 68  WHA001 has already been assessed by AVDC and Buckingham CC as an area of sensitive landscape ( 
see the Jacobs Report Oct 2008 )Whaddon would be threatened by the proposed development which would give rise to coalescence 
between the neighbouring settlements of Milton Keynes and Whaddon. This is an opportunistic " dumping " of housing development 
not sustainable planning as required by the National Planning framework and breaches the findings of HM Planning Inspector Keith 
Holland issued in 2004 ( supported by the then Planning Department of AVDC ) who rejected an illogical intrusion of urban 
development into the open countryside. The Whaddon/ Nash Valley should be maintained as a crucial defensible planning barrier to 
maintain the urban/rural boundary on the West and South West of Milton Keynes.

VALP16-09-04-00768 RICHARD WINWARD Policy D3 - Pages 69 to 71The crucial question is as per the response to D2 above..how do AVDC intend to create a long term, 
viable and defensible barrier to the western edge of Milton Keynes. AVDC accept that the Shenley Ridge should be protected from 
development and logic demands that this protection be extended to any sensitive landscape area to the south west of the North 
Bucks way ensuring that the historic Whaddon/Nash valley, and its setting, is maintained as a strategic green space for the 
enjoyment of furure generations

VALP16-09-04-00768 RICHARD WINWARD Policy D7 - Pages 91 to 96 Of course Whaddon should consider sustainable development with the village but consistent with the 
Conservation designation given by AVDC and respecting the setting of the village

VALP16-09-04-00769 Beverley James Policy D6 - The sites to the north and west of the village (CHE005 and CHE06) received overwhelming support in the Cheddington 
Neighbourhood plan where a mix of housing with emphasis on provision for affordable homes for the young and small families with 
children was selected. The small, but very successful and widely supported scheme at Partridge Close in the village has been well 
received. The village is convinced that the area offered could successfully take the numbers currently required by District and new 
developments should be exclusively concentrated and carefully phased in this area as already agreed in the NP. Well designed and 
thought through, this gives an opportunity for an excellent experience on entering Cheddington from the north.

VALP16-09-04-00770 Yvonne Pringle Policy D2 - I don't think Haddenham needs anymore development within the village. The traffic involved will be detrimental to village 
life. If a new settlement is required it should be outside the village off the A418 opposite Notley and near the roundabout into the 
village.

VALP16-09-04-00771 Trevor Chrich Policy D6 - Para 4.82   Cheddington   I agree that the 35 houses required in addition to the 100 shown on our Village Neighbourhood 
plan should be sited at Croft Meadow, the site selected by the HELAA May 2016

VALP16-09-04-00774 Caroline Liggett Policy D2 - Comment on Chapter 4, pages 65-67, 4.27 - 4.43
VALP16-09-04-00779 Aaron Gibbs Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 

the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00780 Linda Fisher Policy D6 - See comments elsewhere. If People want to live in a town then there are plenty to choose from. The onbjective should 
not be to create more towns
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VALP16-09-04-00782 Amie Gibbs Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 

the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-04-00784 Paul Tattam Policy D2 - No policy, built difficult to comment on
VALP16-09-04-00784 Paul Tattam Policy D6 - These are well served by Services and facilities, Weston Turville has no Doctors, 2 hairdressers, 2 shops one take away, 

there s one bus route, which stops at 7pm. How is that well served?????
VALP16-09-04-00788 David Dinsdale Policy D1 - I am highly concerned by the proposed garden village.  The scale of the new village will cause significant infrastructure 

issues including water and sewerage.  Thames Water is already conducting a review having concluded current provision is 
inadequate for existing properties.  A new village can not be constructed without a complete re-work of supporting infrastructure for 
water and sewage.

VALP16-09-04-00789 Angie Ravn-Aagaard 
(Bletchley Park Area 
Residents Association)

Policy D3 - 4.47 refers to joint working between Aylesbury Vale, Milton Keynes and Bucks County Council. Planning applications for 
sites adjacent to Milton Keynes are well advanced, and the infrastructure to support expansion is neither in place nor in any 
plans/proposals by any of these authorities, or any other body such as the National Infrastructure Council. The Newton Leys area 
already partly developed received Section 106 monies to build a health centre which stands empty as there is no funding to staff it!

VALP16-09-04-00792 John Griffiths Policy D2 - 4.32 - I completely disagree with the suitability of Haddenham as an area for a new settlement and do not understand 
why it was shortlisted.  A new settlement at Haddenham would put severe strain on existing services at the village and in Thame, 
potentially cause merging with Thame or other settlements, and severely disrupt the rural character and charm of this place. This 
would in turn cause infrastructure chaos on existing roads and result in it becoming even more of a dormitory village, with new 
residents taking the train to London and other areas instead of contributing to the local community.

VALP16-09-04-00795 Cllr Diana Hogbin-Mills Policy D6 - Strategic Delivery Comments (Paragraph) - 4.75
AVDC stated in their initial draft local plan, “The overall strategy being adopted by this council to meet housing need is to direct 
sustainable levels of development to its existing settlements, through the implementation of a Settlement Hierarchy.”  

However, as a resident of North Marston, I contest the accuracy with which villages have been assessed against the Settlement 
Hierarchy.  North Marston has been recently reclassified as a medium village (from a large village) but this is still not correct as it 
does not take into account the current status of the existing infrastructure and ongoing requirements to sustain the proposed 
Settlement.
 
The Settlement Hierarchy states we have an hourly bus service but this is incorrect. The bus times to Aylesbury (Monday to Friday) 
are 6:38, 7:36, 9:10, 11:07, 13:07, 15:07, 16:09 and 18:18.  This is not an hourly service. There is no direct service to Milton Keynes 
and there is typically a timetabled 30minute wait. The times the buses do run do not enable commuting into work or for travel to 
secondary schooling, which makes the existing provision of service unsuitable for the village. Additional homes, including proposed 
affordable homes will be more reliant on public transport services, which are currently not adequately met. Subsequently this will 
leave people stranded and isolated.

VALP16-09-05-00798 Santosh Kirve (NEC 
Europe Ltd)

Policy D1 - This idea is quite welcome to support the growth of the city in a balanced manner as well as to fund new infrastructure 
development. Well done!
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VALP16-09-05-00799 John Mole (Oakley 

Parish Council)
Policy D6 - 4.75
Ickford with a population of 780 is classed as a larger village because its shop closed but the central premises remained as a retail 
unit. As a result the village was able to club together and run a community shop, which has been a great success. 

Brill with a similar population as Oakley is also classed as medium village, despite have a very part time post office in a social 
club/pub. .

VALP16-09-05-00799 John Mole (Oakley 
Parish Council)

Policy D7 - Oakley with a population of 1,086, is categorised as a smaller village, because it has lost its shop / post office. When this 
asset to the village was closed, the shop was absorbed into the retiring owner's house. As a result Oakley was left without a building 
that could be used as a retail unit.  Two parties were willing to run a shop in Oakley but without premises the  opportunity was  gone. 
If the right premises was made available, I believe Oakley would benefit greatly from a shop and post office once again.
Oakley has a pub, a garage and a school, we as a Parish Council would welcome some small groups of housing, so that the village 
could support a shop, could ensure the school remains vibrant and grows. In 2016, BCC adopted a ridiculous Education S106 policy, 
wherein 12 houses being built in Oakley, generated S106 moneys for neighbouring Brill school, when Oakley School is in desperate 
need for capital funds. By classing Oakley as a  smaller village the VALP will mean Oakley will not have the opportunity to develop, to 
become sustainable and to thrive.

VALP16-09-05-00804 Nigel Hyre Policy D6 - Paragraph 4.78 -9 : Housing figures for medium villages.
I am in agreement with the no further development in Bierton, as the Kingsbrook development has more than provided for Bierton's 
quota for housing.

VALP16-09-05-00805 Natalie Harris Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-00806 Jeff_ Deacon Policy D2 - From amongst your text it seems that Haddenham is to be preferred because it already has a railway station "with a good 
service". But have you looked at what that service comprises? It is good to Marylebone, but to anywhere else the service is only one 
train per hour! The justification for this new settlement here (rather than at Cheddington where the train service to London is more 
frequent and faster) is that it is to meet the "unmet need" from the southern Bucks districts. With ONE TRAIN PER HOUR how does 
that meet their needs? NO BUSES. Ah road traffic and motor cars. In that case this new settlement can be built anywhere and 
blaming the presence of the station is another fig leaf.

Examining the rail timetable through Haddenham shows that there is little opportunity to augment the service to South Bucks without 
either substantial infrastructure investment (laying four tracks for significant distances to allow long distance trains to overtake the 
stopping trains - a benefit that Cheddington already has!) or forcing a downgrade on the very successful long distance trains.

VALP16-09-05-00806 Jeff_ Deacon Policy D9 - The concentration of employment areas in locations without existing adequate public transport is noted. It is also noted 
that exising employment allocations in areas with adequate public transport is being reallocated to housing!

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 159 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-00807 Angela Truesdale Policy D2   - 4.32/33 •The cumulative effect of the additional housing proposed by not only AVDC but by all neighbouring authorities, 

who promote their sites as being close to the Chiltern railway and M40 transport hub (eg Charlbury, Harrington, Banbury, Bicester, 
Oxford, Princes Risborough, High Wycombe, Thame in addition to Haddenham).  The Chiltern line is currently standing room only on 
many of their services and Marylebone in unable to expand to accommodate longer trains or additional trains.  On my commute to 
work, on most days I hear traffic announcements that the M40 is so congested that it has long traffic jams.  Has this been taken into 
account, as the transport provision will be unable to cope with the huge expansion of housing?
I was dismayed to see from the consultants' report by Hearn that they didn't know that the A418 is not a trunk road (I assume that 
'truck' road was a spelling error) nor did they understand that Haddenham is not on the A418 but only connected by rural roads.  
Putting large roundabouts at the junctions of rural roads would be comical if it wasn't so serious.  Can I suggest that the consultants 
be made to actually visit Haddenham and rewrite the report (at no extra cost) in light of the actual conditions on the ground rather 
than looking at Google maps at their desks.  The A418 is a very dangerous road which has become much busier with the Fairford 
Leys development and the development at Stone.  I regularly commute along the road and can confirm that I follow one long line of 
cars at 7 am, interspersed by lorries, bicycles and tractors.  I frequently see impatient drivers trying to overtake but the dips and 
bends in the road make this extremely dangerous, which is why there is a high accident rate.  I don't believe that the A418 can take 
any more traffic without grinding to a complete halt, like the A40 between Witney and Oxford.
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VALP16-09-05-00809 Fred Martin Policy D6 - My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:

� Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741 only 41 over the small village 
size), and thus a proposed housing increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
� Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. No shop, GP, 
bank etc.
� Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
� There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts. This is now a loop 
therefore not easy to get back to Marsworth at the end of a working day if working in Pitstone or Cheddington.
� Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of 
its own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
� Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
� Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted 
in that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village 
and most do not offer employment,
while those that do, offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.

VALP16-09-05-00812 Simon Russell 
(Amethyst Planning)

Policy D4 - There should not be a prescription against sustainable development in locations other than those identified within the 
plan/neighbourhood plans. Whilst the adopted local plan will in time have sufficient sites to meet the FOAN for the area the NPPF  is 
clear that such targets are minimums and not maximums and there should not be what is effectively a cap on the sustainable 
development of housing.

VALP16-09-05-00812 Simon Russell 
(Amethyst Planning)

Policy D9 - Whilst an over supply of employment land is identified the emerging LP should recognise the re-use of sites lost from 
previous employment allocations to alternative uses other than B class uses and ensure that these losses are reflected in emerging 
policies and the associated evidence base. This will ensure that employment land lost to retail is not double counted as still available 
for B1 development when the loss is reflected in the retail evidence base already.

VALP16-09-05-00813 Marion Kiff Policy D6 - I fully support the draft plans  recommends for Bierton 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of the 
allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made.  In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact on 
the parish Bierton/Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-05-00814 Shirley Tinnion Policy D2 - Also see previous comments from chapter 3.

The visual impact of such a huge settlement is unacceptable in an area around Haddenham which includes conservation areas at 
Aston Sandford, and listed buildings- Dinton Hall/ Waldridge Manor.
The listed areas for employment in the plan are at considerable distance from Haddenham New settlement- in Westcott, Silverstone 
or ARLA , therefore a new settlement in this area goes against the premis that workers should live close to employment opportunities.
As a GP in Aylesbury I have had experience of new settlement - at Berryfields and the huge negative impact on local services. Whilst 
a new GP surgery was planned this has not stopped massive effect on neighbouring surgeries with increased list size and effect of 
new and previously registered patients and pressure son the surgery workforce as well as building space. 4500 houses will give 
about 13500 patients, requiring 7 whole time equivalent GPs, along with nurses HCAs and community teams. At a time of national 
shortage of personnel, and lack of investment in infrastructure of the health service there is ample evidence that this is unattainable.
Whilst I have no direct knowledge of the education system, I cannot imagine it will be much different .
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VALP16-09-05-00816 Peter Gulland Policy D2 - We understand that Wycombe District Council is allocating housing sites using densities well below those being applied 

in Aylesbury Vale. In the present climate of pressure for housing in the south- east of England we strongly feel that each District 
should do its utmost to meet its allocations within its boundaries. We thus ask AVDC to reject the scale of overspill from Wycombe 
District being proposed for Aylesbury Vale.

2.New settlement of 7000+ dwellings at Waldridge (between Aston Sandford and Owlswick).   
This is an area of lonely, unspoilt countryside which is an integral part of Haddenham’s setting. The very fact that it sees few visitors 
means that it is a reservoir for wildlife and a real “green wedge” between Haddenham and Longwick.  The site is not far from the 
railway but, with pressures to accelerate Chiltern Services, it is unrealistic to expect Network Rail to agree to insert a new station 
between Haddenham and Risborough because of the delays that stopping trains would cause. This would inevitably lead to cars 
being driven to Haddenham or Risborough stations which are already under siege. People not travelling by train are likely to put 
pressure on the already-overloaded Thame northern bypass and Princes Risborough – High Wycombe road. Finally, even with 7000 
dwellings the quality and variety of shops at the new settlement would not match that at Thame, Risborough and High Wycombe, all 
of which have serious town centre parking problems already.
In summary this proposal would ruin a piece of unspoilt countryside in order to exacerbate existing local traffic and parking problems. 
This would make it completely unviable.

3.New settlement of 6000+ dwellings west and north of Haddenham Station
The large site west of Haddenham station would be very difficult to integrate with the existing edge of west Haddenham so that it 
would tend to create a duplicate settlement right beside existing Haddenham.  Instead of a new settlement this would create a very 
odd split community,  presumably with  two centres in one built-up area.   We feel that a compromise would be for a very much 
smaller community between the agreed 300 dwelling site and the A418. The northern boundary of the 300 dwellings site would be 
completely artificial as a straight edge on a dead flat site so it would be better to extend to the A418 for an obvious and historic 
boundary. This location would enable residents to walk to the station and the existing bus service to be diverted into the estate.  It 
would also strengthen the need for a pedestrian link between the 300 dwelling site and the Banks Parade shopping centre.
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VALP16-09-05-00822 Brenda Williams Policy D6 - In response to the outlined local plan it would be extremely unwise to even consider re-categorising Cuddington to a 

medium size village.  With a population of barely half that of the average sized proposed medium village.

Cuddington falls far short of the amenities required for sustaining a medium village. 
  
With only limited public transport which ceases around 6.00.pm.   Only two buses each week connect to Haddenham for people to 
attend GP and other facilities which we do not have in Cuddington.  It is extremely dangerous to cycle or walk to Haddenham as 
there are no footpaths, and a very hazardous crossing of the busy A418.

There is absolutely no prospects of employment in Cuddington.

The catchment area for the infant school (5-8 years) covers other nearby villages of Dinton, Chearsley and Nether Winchendon, is 
always over-subscribed and has a waiting list.
The junior school is sited in Dinton.

Over the last two decades there has been much “in-filling” with every available prospect of a building plot in Cuddington being 
utilised, even in the conservation area, where on occasions it has not been considered within keeping of our outstanding attractive 
landscape.

Cuddington also has a village store, church,  hairdressers and a village hall but little else.

Serious re-consideration should be given for Cuddington to remain a small village.
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VALP16-09-05-00824 Geoffrey Davies. Policy D2 - Following the Haddenham Village Hall meeting on 28th July convened by the Parish Council and Village Society we 

would like to register our feelings with regard to our understanding of the proposals for future development for Haddenham and the 
surrounding area:

 1.The size and scope of the housing developments are far beyond the expectation of potential developments introduced previously.

 2.No detailed plans have been developed with regard to services which would accompany such an expansion of housing on the 
scale envisaged. Massive changes would be required to the infrastructure of the village regarding health provision, educational needs 
and also highway modification to access both existing amenities and the proposed additional several hundred houses. 

 3.Significant road safety issues would arise if expansion of existing boundary road systems are  considered in Thame, Princes 
Risborough and Aylesbury directions. Already the accident incidence at both junctions of  the Haddenham/Aylesbury roads has 
increased significantly with revised bus routes and resiting of the Health Centre. 

 4.Rail connections and station facilities will soon be overloaded anyway with extension of Chiltern services to Oxford . Additional 
use of Haddenham Station due to extended routes to Oxford Broadway and Midlands has already resulted in dangerous extension of 
railway parking spaces which now extend to adjacent building developments North and South of the station, causing frequent ‘near 
misses’ due to resulting congestion and overspill, obvious on any weekday.

 5.Alternative re-siting of these developments would seem more appropriate in existing development areas recently developed in 
Thame, Aylesbury and High Wycombe which have modified/uprated service road systems and facilities to accommodate additional 
housing populations such as those proposed. Destruction of the village environment which has built up in Haddenham over many 
centuries seems unnecessary when these more urban type developments  could easily have been augmented in the above areas to 
accommodate the 544 (and more) new houses planned..
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VALP16-09-05-00826 Richard Murdock 

(Woods Hardwick 
Planning Ltd)

Policy D3 - Paragraphs 4.44 to 4.54 set out the strategy with regard to future development adjacent to Milton Keynes, which is then 
expressed in Policy D3.  In total, the Draft Plan proposes a minimum of 4,274 dwellings in this location through the allocation of 3,924 
dwellings across three sites as set out in Table 8. It is noted that 2,000 dwellings are still proposed for site WHA001 whereas the 
assessment of that site in the HELAA determined that the capacity of the site may be lower than that. As a simple comparison, site 
NLV001 provides for 1,855 dwellings (tested through a submitted outline planning application) on a considerably larger site area and 
we would accordingly question the ability to deliver the 2,000 dwellings on site WHA001. It is therefore submitted that additional land 
should be allocated in this location, through the inclusion of sites referenced as NLV020, MUR001 and MUR002 (within the HELAA).

These three sites previously formed part of a policy allocation, along with proposed allocation NLV001, within the South East Plan 
(MKAV1) for an urban extension.  In determining the appropriateness of the site, the South East Plan was accompanied by a 
Sustainability Appraisal and was subject to a rigorous inquiry process to assess the Plan.

The SEP allocation was being taken forward through the Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy and in particular Policy CS4 of that document, 
which allocated 5,390 dwellings in a sustainable urban extension to the south-west of Milton Keynes.   The Core Strategy had been 
submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination in Public. This policy allocation was further supported by the preparation of a 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) titled ‘Salden Chase Masterplan & Delivery’. The Council had planned to adopt this 
following the adoption of the Core Strategy. However, the Core Strategy was withdrawn from Examination and the SPD was also not 
progressed any further.

It is clear that there has been a history of support for a large urban extension to the south west of Milton Keynes, an approach that 
has previously been robustly examined and supported.  This has also been put forward recently by Milton Keynes Council as one of 
the options for growth with the consultation on Plan MK: Strategic Development Directions.

The sites have not been put forward as part of a proposed allocation in the Draft Plan due to the conclusions within the HELAA, 
where each site has been deemed ‘Unsuitable’.

The concerns listed for the three sites can be summarised into the following issues:
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VALP16-09-05-00826 Richard Murdock 

(Woods Hardwick 
Planning Ltd)

• Visual impact due to exposed views of the site and the sensitive nature of the landscape; 
• Potential impact upon areas of ecological value; and 
• Part of the land is within an area identified as Flood Zone 3. 

With regard to visual concerns, the current consultation seeks views on Landscape Evidence documents, which focus on Landscape 
Character Areas and Areas of Sensitive Landscape. None of the three identified areas fall within a landscape designation and are 
therefore less sensitive to development than areas of greater quality. 

The Landscape Evidence documents are based on an earlier report undertaken by Jacobs titled ‘Aylesbury Vale Landscape 
Character Assessment’ that was published in 2008. That report looks at a number of different areas within Aylesbury Vale. The sites 
fall within an area titled LCA 4.8 Horwood Claylands. The assessment for this area concludes that the overall area has a moderate 
degree of sensitivity, which is reflected by the fact that it is not subject to any landscape designation. 

It is also important to reflect back on the evidence that supported the 2009 Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy, which included a policy 
allocating this land (along with the site referred to as NLV001) for 5,390 dwellings. As part of the evidence base, a Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) was undertaken to assess and underpin the selection of the site for allocation as the North East Aylesbury Vale 
Strategic Development Area (SDA). 

Three options were considered for the SDA and they were assessed against 17 SA Objectives which included delivery of housing, 
climate change, transport, landscape and heritage impact, flooding etc. The Council has deemed these sites as now being 
‘Unsuitable’ citing landscape, ecological and flooding concerns. However, the 2009 SA states that the site would have a minor 
negative impact on landscape and ecology and heritage and would have a minor positive affect on flooding. 

The Salden Chase Masterplan and Delivery SPD had sought to set out the development principles to guide development and 
address important issues identified within the Core Strategy. This document included a vision for the SDA, the key elements of which 
included: 

• Ensuring a high level and quality of design, the development drawing on its location at the interface between rural Aylesbury Vale 
and the city of Milton Keynes and seeking to remain sympathetic to the character and form of existing communities and the 
countryside beyond. Also maintaining and protecting the identity of Newton Longville and neighbouring communities; 
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VALP16-09-05-00826 Richard Murdock 

(Woods Hardwick 
Planning Ltd)

• Ensuring the development form and layout successfully integrates development with the urban area of Milton Keynes and reflecting 
the transitional role it plays with Aylesbury Vale; and 
• Creating a well-connected green space network throughout the site, linking existing and planned green infrastructure. Enabling the 
provision of multi-functional green infrastructure and providing links for recreation and wildlife into the countryside. 

It is submitted that the place shaping principles that are set out within the Draft Plan at paragraph 4.50 replicate the vision for the 
former SDA, providing further evidence and justification that the allocation of this additional land will deliver a suitable development.

The issue of ecology was also comprehensively assessed. Sensitivities were identified and mitigation strategies identified to provide 
buffer zones of landscape planting, create wildlife corridors and generally maximise opportunities for ecological enhancement. It is 
not uncommon for development sites to be part of or adjacent to ecological habitats.  However, this should and does not represent an 
overriding constraint which leads to the conclusion that the site is not suitable for development. Appropriate ecological assessments 
and mitigation strategies can be carried out to address this issue. This is evidenced by the fact that the sites were previously 
considered appropriate for development. 

With regard to flood risk, there is a strip of land running across the site identified as NLV020, extending from the north east to the 
south west that lies within Flood Zone 3. However, the site is sufficiently large to allow for this to be incorporated as open 
space/green infrastructure as part of any masterplan. Within the Salden Chase Masterplan and Delivery SPD, there was a concept 
plan to inform the development of the site. This clearly identified such a green infrastructure corridor along the watercourse. 

In summary, the sites are not considered to be constrained by landscape or ecology, in a way that would prevent the future 
development of the sites. There is a limited amount of land within Flood Zone 3, however this can be incorporated within a 
masterplan to develop the site. The previous comprehensive work and assessments that were undertaken to determine and 
demonstrate the appropriateness of the area as a sustainable urban extension to south-west Milton Keynes support this conclusion. 
It is therefore considered that the sites should have been deemed ‘Suitable’ within the HELAA.

The sites should therefore form part of an enlarged allocation to the south west of Milton Keynes.  The proximity of the site to Milton 
Keynes is a significant benefit as it will make a contribution to meeting the needs of the Milton Keynes HMA in the optimum location.  
The Draft Plan currently doesn’t make any allowance for meeting any of the need in that HMA.

Furthermore, the allocation of the additional land would both assist in the delivery of the 3,924 dwellings and make a significant 
contribution to addressing the current shortfall identified in Table 1 in the Draft Plan, which supports Policy S2 Spatial Strategy for 
Growth.

VALP16-09-05-00827 Jenny Armitstead Policy D3 - Milton Keynes was designed and built with the infrastructure in place to further develop,not fragile village communities 
with inadequate transport and infrastructure

VALP16-09-05-00827 Jenny Armitstead Policy D6 - Designation as a medium size village from a small village
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VALP16-09-05-00829 Kate Mackie Policy D5 - It seems frankly ridiculous to aim to increase housing in Ivinghoe by 51 houses... there is not the land available to do this, 

due primarily to the topography of the village.  There are also limited school places at the local school. This has been noted in 
planning appeals to date in the area. And... combined with the numbers noted for Pitstone would swamp the primary school. I 
strongly object to these numbers and also to the change of Ivinghoe from a small village in the previous plan to a large village in this 
plan... I would also question what has actually changed in this time to make this jump!??! Housing requirements in AVDC and not 
changes to the village itself??

VALP16-09-05-00830 Manlet Group Holdings Policy D6 - Policy D6 Housing Development at Medium Villages
 5.2Manlet Group supports the draft VALP where it recognises that “medium villages are moderately well served with services and 

facilities and can therefore be considered to be reasonably sustainable villages” (draft Paragraph 4.75).  However, Manlet Group 
object to the remainder of draft Paragraph 4.75 which sets an upper limit on the amount of housing development in the medium 
villages which collectively are expected to provide a total of 1,478 new dwellings between 2013 and 2033.  

 5.3Manlet Group objects to draft Paragraph 4.77 which states that additional development in the medium villages will only be 
permitted in exceptional circumstances.  The following changes to draft Paragraph 4.77 are therefore necessary:
  “…additional development in the medium villages will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated (either in the 
Local Plan or neighbourhood plan) are not coming forward at the rate anticipated”.

 5.4Manlet Group strongly objects to the table on Page 85 of the draft VALP.  This states that “the HELAA identifies suitable sites for 
58 homes, so only the most sustainable site needs to be allocated in the Local Plan”.  Manlet Group does not consider that a full and 
robust assessment of potential development sites in Cheddington has been undertaken and therefore identifying Land East and 
South of Croft Meadows (CHE001) is considered premature in the absence of a proper assessment. 

 5.5Manlet Group objects to draft Policy D6 which unnecessarily sets an upper limit on housing for the medium villages and 
suggests that a more flexible approach is taken which allows for additional housing growth where it can contribute to the Council’s 
housing strategy.  As such, it is suggested that the first paragraph of draft Policy D6 is amended to read “The housing requirement for 
medium villages will be at least 1,478 homes”.

 5.6Whilst Manlet Group suggest that Land at Station Road, Cheddington should be allocated as the preferred housing site in the 
emerging VALP instead of Land East and South of Croft Meadows (CHE001).

 5.7Draft Policy D6 states that the remainder of the housing requirement will be met by identifying further suitable sites through a 
review of the HELAA or by emerging / reviewed neighbourhood plans.  This is therefore inconsistent with the approach taken 
elsewhere in the draft VALP which suggests that a decision has already been reached that Land South and East of Croft Meadows 
(CHE001) is the preferred site for housing development (in addition to the sites already allocated in the Cheddington Neighbourhood 
Plan) which can more than meet the additional requirement set in the Table on Page 85.

 5.8Draft Policy D6 states that development on unallocated sites in medium villages will not normally be permitted.   Manlet Group 
objects to draft Policy D6 as currently drafted as it is unnecessarily restrictive.  It is therefore suggested that it is amended as follows:
  “Development in medium villages not allocated in this plan or in a made neighbourhood plan will only be permitted where the 
council’s monitoring of housing delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated 
rate.” 
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VALP16-09-05-00830 Manlet Group Holdings 5.9 Draft Policy D6 states that development sites not allocated would need to fulfil the following criteria:

• Be located within or adjacent to the existing developed footprint of the village
• Not result in coalescence with any neighbouring settlement
• Be of a scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement, and not adversely affect its character and 
appearance
• Respect and retain natural boundaries and features such as trees, hedgerows,
 embankments and drainage ditches
• Not have any adverse impact on environmental assets such as landscape, historic
 environment, biodiversity, waterways, open space and green infrastructure and
• Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage and highways
5.10 Land at Station Road, Cheddington is located immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary and is a suitable and sustainable 
short term residential development site. 
5.11 A planning application (ref. 16/02806/AOP) for outline planning permission of up to 100 dwellings has recently been submitted 
for development at Land West of Mentmore Road, Partridge Close and Barkham Close, Cheddington (the site allocated for 100 
dwellings in the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan). This application would extend the settlement boundary north, up to Long Marston 
Road/Station Road. Land at Station Road, Cheddington would therefore be a logical area of infill, with Station Road/Long Marston 
Road forming a defensible settlement boundary for Cheddington. 
5.12 Land at Station Road, Cheddington could provide a modest number of dwellings towards the Council’s five year housing land 
supply, appropriate to the scale of the existing settlement. At this stage, it is estimated that the site could provide for up to 40 
dwellings plus a replacement scout hut and/ or new multi-purpose community facility, and would therefore be ideally placed to meet 
the Council’s currently identified housing shortfall (assuming that the housing target is not increased beyond 141 dwellings). 
5.13 Cheddington is rural in character and limited development to the edges of the settlement would not lead to coalescence of 
settlements. Station Road/Long Marston Road provide a defensible boundary to the settlement. 
5.14 Any development would incorporate and enhance where possible the natural features and green infrastructure of the site.

VALP16-09-05-00832 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D6 - Reduce housing growth anticipated at Medium villages to 18%.

VALP16-09-05-00832 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D7 - Housing growth anticipated at Smaller villages should be increased to 8%. In addition, there
should be no artificial 'cap' on housing delivery at Smaller Villages, rather a criteria-bsaed
approach should be adopted (in full). Sub-section (g) should therefore be deleted.

VALP16-09-05-00833 Tim Smee Policy D6 - The plan suggests 96 new houses for Brill. Brill is a unique hill top village that cannot support such an increase in 
housing without sustaining a substantial and adverse impact of its composition and character. Such expansion is, in my view, an 
entirely inappropriate proposal.
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VALP16-09-05-00835 John Bond Policy D2 - Unfortunately these attractions now seem to be working against us by making our village a prime location for expansion 

and a ‘strategic settlement’.  The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan shows we should have 1,059 new homes and also be the location of a 
new settlement that could mean between 1,250 to 7,000 new homes.  This huge increase in village size is difficult for us to imagine.  
The village has history, it was mentioned in the Doomsday Book and it has grown out of three settlements (Townside, Fort End and 
Church End).  This has left us with a wonderful range of ancient buildings, narrow streets, four churches, three duck ponds and four 
pubs.  At its current size it has approximately 2,000 homes and the current pressure on local services is already at capacity.  The 
increase in population, the traffic through the village and the blight of rail users random parking would change the character of the 
village completely.

VALP16-09-05-00837 Marion Jackson Policy D5 - 3.43  Please make sure there is enough parking for new housing.   Even those without cars can expect visitors who need 
to park locally.   Parking locally is very resricted, and often blocks pavements and walkways.   Parking narrows the through roads and 
seems to be permitted on bends and corners these days, making sight lines very difficult for all road users.

VALP16-09-05-00838 Kay Vause Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-00839 Jennifer Magrath Policy D6 - I am a resident of Cheddington and I am concerned with the number of houses to be built in the proposal. I believe the 
village has already agreed to approximately 100 houses to be built which I already think is the maximum the village can reasonably 
support. The village has only a small school and one main road in and out of the village. The increase in the number of residents 
would result in the already oversubscribed school not being able to cope, congested roads and a change in the character of the 
village as a whole. I object to the building of any further houses in the village.^ I am a resident of Cheddington and I am concerned 
about the number of houses that are planned to be built in the proposals. I understand that two sites in the village have already been 
committed for development of approximately 100 houses. I think this will result in a significant change to the character of the village. 
The village school is already oversubscribed and the building of extra houses will also result in congested roads through the village. 

I strongly object to the building of this number of houses, and I would like to register my objection to any further development in the 
village.

VALP16-09-05-00840 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D5 - Support the principle of the proposed level of growth at Larger Villages, but levels could be increased proportionately 
given the comments above in respect of the amount of housing growth required across the District.

VALP16-09-05-00841 Sara Jones (Delta 
Planning on behalf of 
Crevichon Properties 
Ltd)

Policy D2 - Winslow has been short listed as a potential location for delivering a new settlement.  It is identified as having potential 
for a large scale extension taking account of the range of services the settlement offers, the improved accessibility which East-West 
Rail will deliver on the opening of the new station and physical potential to grow.  Support is given to the identification of Winslow as 
a sustainable settlement to provide additional housing through the plan period. It is considered however that sites within the existing 
settlement boundary such as Land at Buckingham Road should be allocated for residential development ahead of a new settlement.
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VALP16-09-05-00841 Sara Jones (Delta 

Planning on behalf of 
Crevichon Properties 
Ltd)

Policy D4 - Delivering the Allocated Sites at Strategic Settlements -
The table showing allocated sites at Strategic Settlements states that within Winslow the HELAA identifies a site for 585 homes to 
assist in meeting the shortfall in this settlement.  Objection is raised to the level of housing development proposed in Winslow as it is 
considered to be too low.  The settlement has been identified as a highly sustainable location accordingly more houses should be 
allocated there. Whilst objection is not raised to the allocation WIN001 Land east of B4033 Great Horwood Road, it is considered 
additional sites should be allocated at this settlement, for example at Land at Buckingham Road. The justification for allocating this 
site is set out further in representations to Policy S2.

Objection is raised to Policy DS4 as it is not considered that sufficient sites are allocated within Winslow. It is considered that Land at 
Buckingham Road should be allocated for residential development as it is in a highly sustainable location, adjacent to the forthcoming 
train station and school that is currently under construction, it is within the settlement boundary and it offers an excellent opportunity 
to assist in meeting the District's housing requirement.

VALP16-09-05-00842 Mrs Caroline Aston Policy D2 - There is not a need for a new settlement in the AVDC area it is the pressure from Wycombe where their plans are not 
based on an acceptable density
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VALP16-09-05-00845 John C Benjamin Policy D2 - Having read through your extensive- and often opaque- draft document I would like to register my response to its 

contents and specifically how I believe it would impact upon Aylesbury Vale and its communities if it were to be wholly or partially 
adopted.
 
1. I am at a loss to understand how you think The Vale- and especially South Aylesbury- can sustain such massive growth without 
putting intolerable pressure on our existing services, roads, transport and infrastructure. To learn that you are prepared to accept an 
additional 10,000 houses from neighbouring local authorities such as Wycombe shows a terrifying complacency and unawareness of 
just how overburdened we already are.
 
2. The impact on traffic will be truly catastrophic. Have any of the people who wrote this document ever tried to drive into Aylesbury 
along the A41 Tring Road or A418 from Whitchurch on a normal working morning or evening?
 
3. Who is responsible for the construction of key amenities such as schools, medical centres and cemeteries? I doubt the developers 
will factor these into their plans. Have you set aside sufficient funds to build a new hospital as Stoke Mandeville is already at breaking 
point and Central Government funding to the NHS is under review.
 
4. It is a well known fact that the proposed Woodlands site is a historic flood plain. Apart from the sensitive and important landscape 
which will be destroyed for ever, this development will require huge additional funding to stabilise individual constructions. I very 
much doubt residents will obtain cover from insurance companies who are becoming increasingly risk-averse where flooding is 
concerned.
 
5. Over 5000 letters of objection were submitted by local residents (and beyond) to the planned development at Hampden Fields and 
surrounding vicinity. Infilling all our green spaces will create coalescence with all our cherished villages simply merging into one 
enormous Greater Aylesbury. The unprecedented response from the communities in Aylesbury Vale has been totally ignored by 
AVDC - which means that the councillors elected by the people have chosen to completely ignore the wishes of the very people who 
have voted them in.
 
6. The inescapable conclusion to this badly thought out and worrying document is that you have chosen to adopt the vast majority of 
the scores of speculative and opportunistic applications submitted by property developers and used them to create the template of 
your own local plan. It will do nothing for local communities except to create years of chaos and disruption.  May I respectfully 
suggest you tear it up and employ a team of experienced and impartial consultants to start again.

VALP16-09-05-00847 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D4 - Support the proposals in the context of delivery at Haddenham
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VALP16-09-05-00849 Ian and Sue Harper Policy D2 - 1)   Differing housing densities between AVDC and Wycombe District Council (WDC).  If WDC were to use AVDC’s 

density of 30dph, not only could they fulfil their entire need of 15,000 houses, but they have would sufficient capacity left to take all of 
Chiltern and South Bucks DCs’ unmet needs.  This would obviate the need for AVDC to plan a new settlement at all.
 
2)   Neither of the two larger options for Haddenham make any sense when looked at on an Ordnance Survey map.  The western 
area is bounded by the A 418, the railway line and the flood plain of the River Thame.  This area is smaller than the current area of 
Haddenham, yet you are planning for three times the number of houses plus all the associated infrastructure.  Similarly, the eastern 
option would extend from Aston Sandford to Ford and envelop Aston Mullins, Waldridge Manor and Lower Waldridge Farm.  All of 
this would be on prime agricultural land and goes against VALP’s Spatial Vision (Para 2.4.j, Page 23).
 
3)   Even if there is still a need for 6,000 houses, why does it have to be a new settlement?  Why can’t it be shared out among the 
existing planned sites?
 
4)   It is obvious that the only reason for Haddenham to be selected as a Strategic Settlement is the presence of Haddenham Station, 
as there is very little infrastructure in the village, compared to that in the other Strategic Settlements, which are all towns with defined 
centres and more local amenities.  Even before any of the VALP has been implemented, inconsiderate on-street parking by 
commuters is causing major problems in the village and this has yet to be acknowledged by either BCC or the Highways Authority.  
By encouraging yet more commuters to live in Haddenham, the problem can only get worse.  This will be further exacerbated by the 
extra houses planned for Thame (1,000+) and SODC’s new settlement at Chalgrove airfield (3,500).  How will Chiltern Railways cope 
with all these commuters when account is also taken of the growth proposals for Banbury, Bicester and Princes Risborough (a further 
20,000 houses)?
 
5)   The nearest main road to Haddenham is the A418 from Aylesbury to Thame.  This is already a busy road, which is relatively 
narrow and it is not uncommon for a single cyclist to cause lengthy tailbacks, as there are few safe places to overtake.  For traffic 
travelling towards Thame in the morning peak period, there is always a long queue approaching the ring road roundabout, reaching 
past the Scotsgrove turn to Haddenham.  This is indicated in Jacobs Forecast Modelling Report (Para 5.2.1.5, Page 29) as a 150% 
increase in travel time at this point.  There are further problems at the Portway Road/ A418 junction, again pointed in JFMR (Para 
5.2.1.4, Page 28).  The A418 is being extolled as the major link to the M40, but how will it cope with all this extra traffic, plus all the 
heavy traffic that would occur, should the new settlement and HS2 go ahead?
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VALP16-09-05-00849 Ian and Sue Harper 6)   Following on from the previous point, there appears to be something missing from the Transport Network map for Aylesbury 

Garden Town (VALP Policy Map Inserts, Page 50).  Starting at the A41 Bicester Road, there is already a link road to the A418 
Bierton Road.  Continuing clockwise, there are “Proposed Highway Network Improvements” indicated as far as the A418 Thame 
Road at the Fairford Leys roundabout.  Five sixths of Aylesbury bypassed, but where is the last link?  Is all the traffic supposed to a) 
turn right and drive into town and then along Gatehouse Road to the Bicester Road or b) go straight on through the housing estate 
and Griffin Lane to the A41?  Doesn’t this defeat the object of a ring road?
 
7)   There is no mention in the VALP of Thames Water’s proposal for a new reservoir between Towersey, Emmington and Ilmer, 
which straddles the boundaries of all three District Councils.  The Thames Water/Arup map of this scheme is dated 4 Dec 2005; it 
would be interesting to know when AVDC became aware of it.  This will be a vast civil engineering project, involving many thousands 
of LGV journeys to move all the spoil, along country roads not designed for such traffic, just like HS2!

VALP16-09-05-00851 Michelle Bye Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - POLICY D2   DELIVERING A NEW SETTLEMENT.
4.27 – 4.29
Sadly, this unnecessary requirement is a result of AVDC possibly having to accommodate the unmet need of the southern adjoining 
local authority areas.  If this need did not exist for approximately 12000 homes, the Vale would not have to accommodate growth at 
WHA001 (2000), NLV001 (1900), and a possible new town at Winslow (6500) – all of which do nothing for the economy and future 
prosperity of Aylesbury Vale (or the southern districts that cannot find space for them), but will simply support the growth and 
economy at Milton Keynes.
WPC does not believe that a new settlement has to be located on land already owned and promoted by developers (i.e. Horwood old 
WW2 airfield site).  The October 2004 Communities and Local Government document entitled ‘THE NEED FOR COMPULSORY 
POWERS’ states at para 1.8  “Compulsory purchase powers are provided to enable acquiring authorities to compulsorily purchase 
land to carry out a function which Parliament has decided is in the public interest”.
These powers will no doubt be used to ensure land is available for Government infrastructure along the East-West Rail and the A421 
Expressway routes, so why not for another new town like Milton Keynes?  AVDC are possibly having to provide 12000 ‘unmet need’ 
houses, due to Government intervention and these ‘extra homes’ are forcing the ‘New Settlement’ debate.  CP powers are there for 
New Towns, so why not one in Aylesbury Vale, and one in the most sustainable location, regardless of land ownership?  The 
proposed designation of Aylesbury as a ‘Garden Town’ is so that additional funding can be sought for its infrastructure.  Conversely, if 
such powers were used for a new town,  the full increase in land value (less of course sensible compensation to the land owner – 
even if they argue higher than agricultural value for any lost hope value), could provide the essential and new infrastructure such a 
new settlement would require.  Government are currently looking at updating these powers alongside their current National 
Infrastructure Commissions report on the ‘Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor as a single, knowledge-intensive cluster’, so 
why not wait for the findings of these studies, and then plan a Government led ‘New Settlement’ that can be properly located in the 
most sustainable area, thereby releasing infrastructure funding from the growth in ‘consented’ land values.  Such ‘new town’ growth 
demands essential infrastructure, but sadly with developer intervention/involvement, a too greater percentage of profit is diverted 
from the very areas where it is most deserved and needed.
4.32 – 4.43
Turning to the two short-listed sites themselves, HADDENHAM and WINSLOW,  Whaddon PC prefers HADDENHAM for the 
following reasons :-
a) Winslow does not yet have a rail station, and the one planned is already 5 years overdue, with the latest delivery time of 2022 – 
and not 2020 as mentioned in VALP.  Also, there is no certainty that a service to London via Aylesbury would be available.  
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VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

b)  Winslow has a poor road network. The A413 will become more overloaded, as will the nearby A412, as natural organic growth 
occurs in the Vale.  Haddenham by comparison has a better sustainable transport network, and already enjoys a rail station.
c)  The current employment base in Winslow is very low, compared to its 5000 population.  Little Horwood, a much smaller 
community has more jobs than Winslow!  Where will the 5000 people from 6500 homes work?  It stands to reason that homes should 
be planned where a better employment base exists and where it can be more easily expanded.
d)  There is great concern that coalescence will occur between Little and Great Horwood, which could in turn merge with Winslow.  
This is in direct conflict with VALP policies which insist that communities will retain their individual character and separate identity.
e)  The Winslow site is too small and would not allow for further inevitable growth in the future. Haddenham has more suitable 
housing land available.  Accordingly, a new town at Winslow will have a much greater impact on both the landscape and the 
environment.
f)  Only Aylesbury and Buckingham have populations greater than 10000 people. If chosen, Winslow would be too close to 
Buckingham, thereby threatening its ability to properly serve its community and endangering its viability.^ POLICY D2 DELIVERING 
A NEW SETTLEMENT.
4.27 – 4.29
Sadly, this unnecessary requirement is a result of AVDC possibly having to accommodate the unmet need of the southern adjoining 
local authority areas. If this need did not exist for approximately 12000 homes, the Vale would not have to accommodate growth at 
WHA001 (2000), NLV001 (1900), and a possible new town at Winslow (6500) – all of which do nothing for the economy and future 
prosperity of Aylesbury Vale (or the southern districts that cannot find space for them), but will simply support the growth and 
economy at Milton Keynes.
WPC does not believe that a new settlement has to be located on land already owned and promoted by developers (i.e. Horwood old 
WW2 airfield site). The October 2004 Communities and Local Government document entitled ‘THE NEED FOR COMPULSORY 
POWERS’ states at para 1.8 “Compulsory purchase powers are provided to enable acquiring authorities to compulsorily purchase 
land to carry out a function which Parliament has decided is in the public interest”.
These powers will no doubt be used to ensure land is available for Government infrastructure along the East-West Rail and the A421 
Expressway routes, so why not for another new town like Milton Keynes? AVDC are possibly having to provide 12000 ‘unmet need’ 
houses, due to Government intervention and these ‘extra homes’ are forcing the ‘New Settlement’ debate. CP powers are there for 
New Towns, so why not one in Aylesbury Vale, and one in the most sustainable location, regardless of land ownership? The 
proposed designation of Aylesbury as a ‘Garden Town’ is so that additional funding can be sought for its infrastructure. 
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VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Conversely, if such powers were used for a new town, the full increase in land value (less of course sensible compensation to the 
land owner – even if they argue higher than agricultural value for any lost hope value), could provide the essential and new 
infrastructure such a new settlement would require. Government are currently looking at updating these powers alongside their 
current National Infrastructure Commissions report on the ‘Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor as a single, knowledge-
intensive cluster’, so why not wait for the findings of these studies, and then plan a Government led ‘New Settlement’ that can be 
properly located in the most sustainable area, thereby releasing infrastructure funding from the growth in ‘consented’ land values. 
Such ‘new town’ growth demands essential infrastructure, but sadly with developer intervention/involvement, a too greater 
percentage of profit is diverted from the very areas where it is most deserved and needed.
4.32 – 4.43
Turning to the two short-listed sites themselves, HADDENHAM and WINSLOW, Whaddon PC prefers HADDENHAM for the following 
reasons :-
a) Winslow does not yet have a rail station, and the one planned is already 5 years overdue, with the latest delivery time of 2022 – 
and not 2020 as mentioned in VALP. Also, there is no certainty that a service to London via Aylesbury would be available.
b) Winslow has a poor road network. The A413 will become more overloaded, as will the nearby A412, as natural organic growth 
occurs in the Vale. Haddenham by comparison has a better sustainable transport network, and already enjoys a rail station.
c) The current employment base in Winslow is very low, compared to its 5000 population. Little Horwood, a much smaller community 
has more jobs than Winslow! Where will the 5000 people from 6500 homes work? It stands to reason that homes should be planned 
where a better employment base exists and where it can be more easily expanded.
d) There is great concern that coalescence will occur between Little and Great Horwood, which could in turn merge with Winslow. 
This is in direct conflict with VALP policies which insist that communities will retain their individual character and separate identity.
e) The Winslow site is too small and would not allow for further inevitable growth in the future. Haddenham has more suitable housing 
land available. Accordingly, a new town at Winslow will have a much greater impact on both the landscape and the environment.
f) Only Aylesbury and Buckingham have populations greater than 10000 people. If chosen, Winslow would be too close to 
Buckingham, thereby threatening its ability to properly serve its community and endangering its viability.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 178 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Policy D3 - POLICY D3   DELIVERING SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES.

4.44 – 4.48

a)  It has never been satisfactorily explained why AVDC should provide housing sites adjacent to Milton Keynes, especially when so 
many residents of MK (including Bletchley) oppose it.  It is also not known how MKC will respond to the proposed allocations made 
within the VALP,  but WPC expects that MK Council will provide a response that contains various important caveats, similar to those 
WPC have previously described under headings such as ‘provision of infrastructure’ etc. 
WPC would not expect MKC to submit an outright ‘objection’ to sites adjoining their boundaries, but they will surely be seeking 
solutions and guarantees as to how all the infrastructure will be planned, installed and funded, whilst at the same time demanding 
assurances that any social infrastructure deficiencies will be ‘picked up’ by the development and not by the receiving authority (see 
WPC comments on Police and National Health funding etc.).  AVDC must be able to defend their decision to locate these sites next 
to MK, because if they are unable to do so, they must expect MKC to withdraw their ‘caveat-ed support’ at the pre examination stage, 
which would place AVDC in a very embarrassing position.  So, WPC asks yet again, how is WHA001 going to be supported by the 
necessary infrastructure to make it truly sustainable?  This ‘policy’ of simply dropping sites along the MK boundary seems to be a 
simple ‘hang over’ from the now defunct South East Plan, that has been kept alive by persistent developer pressure at every possible 
opportunity, and which in turn has resulted in the current planning application at Salden Chase NLV001 site for 1885 homes (reduced 
from a much larger site originally showing 4582 homes).  
b)  Whilst NLV001 may, on plan, seem a logical fit to this corner of Milton Keynes, it is separated from the rest of the city by the A421 
and the proposed commercial/employment development at Snelshall East and West.  No case has been made for a railway station 
even though the re-opened line would adjoin its southern boundary, and many argue this would be impracticable anyway, being so 
close to the existing Bletchley Station.  
c)  The site NLV001 has numerous highway difficulties and transport issues that have yet to be resolved – with WHA001 having 
similar difficulties that have not yet even been addressed,  not least the proposed Expressway, which Government sees as an 
important infrastructure project that could open up this general area for further development.  The sites, especially WHA001, must 
therefore remain premature until these important infrastructure questions have been satisfactorily answered.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 179 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

d)   NLV001 is too small in its own right to be a sustainable extension to Milton Keynes, as experts all agree that around 4000 homes 
plus, are required to support social infrastructure such as primary schools, etc.  WPC believes this is the only reason that WHA 001 
has suddenly entered the frame, as together these two sites would come close to the recognised level of development to make it 
sustainable.  This said, WPC finds that the ‘selection of suitable sites’ appears to be completely arbitrary, and WPC can find no 
reason within the ‘Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP Reasonable Alternative Sites’ study why – for instance on the ‘Aylesbury Vale 
District Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (May 2016) - Whaddon Plan (contained within VALP) – NLV020 – was 
not selected instead of WHA001, especially as this site has some ‘planning history’.  One is identified as being ‘Unsuitable for 
housing or economic development’, whilst the other is found ‘Suitable for development in part’….without any reason or explanation as 
to why?   WPC is certainly not advocating that NLV020 should necessarily be identified as an alternative site to WHA001, but on the 
face of it, it would appear to be just as suitable if not more-so.  It has an adjoining westerly boundary, intersecting road infrastructure, 
on site power lines, better enclosure (i.e. woodland – such an important landscape feature, which sadly is not depicted on any of the 
plans), an extended frontage to a rail line (a strong physical long term defensible boundary) and an opportunity to extend the Thrift 
Wood in a south west direction up to the rail line, providing a physical landscaped ‘outer boundary’ to the west.  All in all this could 
possibly provide better ‘rounding off potential’ to this corner of Milton Keynes, with a better integrated and more sustainable 
development plan.
e)  WPC has long argued (as did AVDC and BCC during recent years, and supported by both Local Plan Inspectors previously 
mentioned) that MKC has more land to the North and East of the M1 Motorway, which is much better located for sustainable 
development especially considering the already upgraded and extended road and rail infrastructure, together with the potential 
offered by Cranfield Technology Park, Cranfield Airport, Marston Gate Industry,  Marston Thrift Nature Reserve, M1 Motorway 
access, and the reserved Canal Corridor opening up tremendous leisure opportunities alongside the old Quarry pits around Lidlington 
that already attract a large number of water sport enthusiasts.  It seems that this ‘ready made’ and sustainable area, that already 
benefits from improved infrastructure to Bedford, is being overlooked for rural North Bucks that has little to offer yet – apart from the 
promise of an unproven rail link and an Expressway that has not yet come off the drawing board with a route for consideration!
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f)  Development in this area will be to the serious detriment of Aylesbury Vale as these 4000 homes will relate to Milton Keynes in 
every practical sense, and as yet with no satisfactory explanation as to how these homes will function or be supported between the 
two authorities.  It seems that if this plan goes ahead it will only be a matter of time before a Boundary Commission Review will find 
that these areas of Aylesbury Vale should be given over to an ever-expanding MK, as logic suggests that homes and employment 
when and if built, will surely be part of Milton Keynes rather than Aylesbury Vale.
g)  As stated earlier, it is by no means certain that MKC will support this element of the VALP (sites that adjoin MK), and the 
Whaddon community believes that the planning and development of these important sites should wait for the current Government’s 
two stage National Infrastructure Commission studies to conclude before such major schemes evolve.  This study is about finding 
and developing the most sustainable sites within the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Arc, and as the Government has such an 
important part to play in defining major infrastructure schemes and future funding arrangements, this is too important an issue to pre-
judge.  If this area is to become – as Government suggests - “a single, knowledge-intensive cluster that competes on a global stage, 
whilst protecting the area’s high quality environment and securing the homes and jobs the area needs” (HM Treasury letter to Lord 
Adonis, Chair of the National Infrastructure Commission dated March 2016) and if, as the letter states, “The commission will make 
recommendations to maximise these potentials” (our underlined highlight)…...let us wait and hear what they have to say before 
jumping in too soon, and making irreversible and possibly catastrophic strategic ‘site location’ mistakes.
h)  During the recent ‘Plan:MK’ consultation, MKC received additional strategic site opportunities, not least a site promoted by 
Gallagher Estates which could provide 20000 new homes to the North of the City, between the main railway Line and the M1 
Motorway, and importantly wholly within the existing MKC district.  Gallagher Estates has been hugely important to the development 
of MK during recent years, having been almost single handedly responsible for delivering the Western and Eastern expansion areas 
(20000 plus homes).  They not only have a proven track record of delivery, but have also assembled a site capable of driving 
sustainable growth forward, without the potential difficulties of having to work with adjoining – and perhaps unwilling – neighbouring 
authorities.  This enforces WPC’s view that there is no need, at this time – nor at any time in the foreseeable future - to extend the 
MK designated area west and south-west, into an area which enjoys a much richer landscape and heritage location and where, by 
comparison, little or no support infrastructure, employment opportunities, etc, exist.
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4.49    The six bullet points under this paragraph spell out what the development adjacent to MK should ‘contain’.  The word ‘should’ 
has to be replaced with ‘must’, as major development of this scale must ensure that the residents both within the new development, 
and those in the immediate environs, enjoy properly funded and up to date facilities and services.  Bullet point two specifically states 
’Local infrastructure and services – provision of education, police, fire and ambulance services, social care and medical facilities’.  
WPC notes with considerable interest that under application no. 15/00314/AOP (appertaining to 1855 new homes at Salden Chase – 
NLV001) a representation dated 18 July 2016 (one of 388 documents) has been submitted by Thames Valley Police.  In this ten page 
document it states “In order to mitigate against the impact of growth TVP have calculated that the ‘cost’ of policing new growth in the 
area equates to £195,296 to fund the future purchase of infrastructure to serve the development”…. “The contribution will mitigate 
against the additional impacts of the development because our existing infrastructures do not have the capacity to meet these and 
because like some other services we do not have the funding ability to respond to growth”…. “The contribution will fund in part the 
following items of essential infrastructure :- Staff; Premises; Vehicles; IT; Cameras etc”.  WPC and Whaddon residents absolutely 
and unequivocally support the Police, and any other public service that requires funding support to ensure the continuation of critical 
local services.  Whether it be the police, health care, fire or ambulance, this is a concern raised over and over again by Whaddon 
residents, and one that simply must not be ignored.  These services relate directly to the new major sites, and all services that are 
expected to be provided to the new homes, and whilst WPC does not begin to fully understand the funding arrangements of such a 
wide variety of essential services, it seems to us that, taking the Police in isolation, if development adjoining MK is proposed at 4274 
homes, which is roughly two and a half times the size of NLV001 alone, so the full contribution to TVP should be in the order of half a 
million pounds (£500,000) in order that they can continue to serve new residential areas adjoining Milton Keynes.  Can WPC have 
the assurance of AVDC that such contributions will be guaranteed from development, to all essential services, including health, adult 
social services, children’s services, to name but a few?
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4.50    Bullet point one  : Under the place shaping principles, there must be a clear definition and understanding of “a long term 
defensible boundary”.   AVDC’s Peter Williams responded in an open Q & A session, that ‘long term’ is until the next plan review, and 
a defensible boundary is a major road or river.  This is completely unacceptable.  There is already a strong defensible boundary to 
the Western edge of MK at this location in the form of the historic North Bucks Way bridleway.  Once this is crossed then there is no 
defensible boundary, apart from unconnected clumps of historic Woodland.  If AVDC are serious in this statement then they must 
demonstrate how they will make the boundary defensible, and in addition AVDC must accurately define ‘long term’ in a number of 
years.  This whole debate comes down to defining ‘what prevents coalescence’, and ‘what is crucial in maintaining the separate 
identity and character of nearby settlements’ – in this case Whaddon Village.  At the Whaddon exhibition on 8 August, Peter Williams 
said that even if the developers (who may control the remaining land between WHA001 and Whaddon Village) looked to extend the 
development boundaries during the next plan review period, AVDC would be able to defend the boundary as the rest of the land was 
within the Whaddon Local Landscape Area.  This is not the case.  The intervening land has no such designation, and the LLA does 
not start until you cross Coddimoor Lane.  This persuades Whaddon PC and its residents even more of the folly of proceeding with 
the WHA001 proposal, as it will be impossible – and Peter Williams knows it - to implement a ‘long term defensible boundary’, unless 
the freehold ownership of the remaining land is passed to The Parish Council or Parks Trust to manage and look after for ever, with 
appropriate legal ‘no development clauses’ attached.  Only such action, could effectively provide a permanent long term defensible 
boundary to the western edge of MK, and in doing so could, in the longer term post 2033,  provide the help and reasoning that the 
city should expand in an easterly direction over the M1 Motorway, effectively opening up truly sustainable areas of development land 
and keeping the existing ‘Central Milton Keynes’ where it should be - at ‘the centre of the city’.  To persuade WPC otherwise by 
unenforceable ‘place shaping principles’ and policies - such as ‘a long term defensible boundary’ - is simply unacceptable and it is 
verging on dishonesty to suggest otherwise.
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4.50   Bullet point two  :  The VALP statement that  “the development will use some facilities in Milton Keynes given it’s proximity” is 
widely misleading and way off the mark.  If built, these houses will be almost totally dependent on Milton Keynes – apart from 
perhaps refuse collection (and that must be debatable)  It is virtually inconceivable that new residents will travel to Buckingham, 
Winslow or Aylesbury (unless in very special and rare circumstances), and for officers to make such comments concerns WPC and 
local residents.

4.50   Bullet point three  :  There is no attempt to qualify how the long term retention as separate communities with unique identities 
will be accomplished.  This point, alongside bullet one above, must be answered.  Please refer to WPC’s extended comments under 
Policy S3, covering this important issue.

4.52   The fact that VALP states “Rather than include site specific detail, which can date quickly” and “the plan does not contain 
detailed infrastructure requirements for sites adjacent to MK” and “instead an infrastructure plan is being developed in conjunction 
with the relevant bodies”, is totally unacceptable and a complete ‘cop out’ by AVDC.  Development of the magnitude proposed should 
be fully researched and proper studies undertaken, before they are proposed in a strategy plan.  The truth of the matter is, WPC 
suspects, that little or no work has been done on WHA001, and AVDC are playing ‘catch up’.  To expect a community to comment on 
a site where no work has been done on any of the important infrastructure issues, or where no proper comparative studies have been 
undertaken against alternative sites, is frankly poor at best, and shows a lack of concern by the Council on its affected residents.  
WPC and the community expect to be fully involved in these discussions, and this must commence with an opportunity to properly 
comment on both the so called emerging Infrastructure Plan, and any other studies – not least a proper traffic and transport 
assessment - well before any plan is presented to a Government Inspector for consideration, in order that WPC and resident views 
and concerns are both properly considered and fully taken into account.  If AVDC are to have a ‘sound’ plan it must be properly 
researched and preferably have the support of those its policies affect most.^ POLICY D3 DELIVERING SITES ADJACENT TO 
MILTON KEYNES.
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4.44 – 4.48
a) It has never been satisfactorily explained why AVDC should provide housing sites adjacent to Milton Keynes, especially when so 
many residents of MK (including Bletchley) oppose it. It is also not known how MKC will respond to the proposed allocations made 
within the VALP, but WPC expects that MK Council will provide a response that contains various important caveats, similar to those 
WPC have previously described under headings such as ‘provision of infrastructure’ etc.
WPC would not expect MKC to submit an outright ‘objection’ to sites adjoining their boundaries, but they will surely be seeking 
solutions and guarantees as to how all the infrastructure will be planned, installed and funded, whilst at the same time demanding 
assurances that any social infrastructure deficiencies will be ‘picked up’ by the development and not by the receiving authority (see 
WPC comments on Police and National Health funding etc.). AVDC must be able to defend their decision to locate these sites next to 
MK, because if they are unable to do so, they must expect MKC to withdraw their ‘caveat-ed support’ at the pre examination stage, 
which would place AVDC in a very embarrassing position. So, WPC asks yet again, how is WHA001 going to be supported by the 
necessary infrastructure to make it truly sustainable? This ‘policy’ of simply dropping sites along the MK boundary seems to be a 
simple ‘hang over’ from the now defunct South East Plan, that has been kept alive by persistent developer pressure at every possible 
opportunity, and which in turn has resulted in the current planning application at Salden Chase NLV001 site for 1885 homes (reduced 
from a much larger site originally showing 4582 homes).
b) Whilst NLV001 may, on plan, seem a logical fit to this corner of Milton Keynes, it is separated from the rest of the city by the A421 
and the proposed commercial/employment development at Snelshall East and West. No case has been made for a railway station 
even though the re-opened line would adjoin its southern boundary, and many argue this would be impracticable anyway, being so 
close to the existing Bletchley Station.
c) The site NLV001 has numerous highway difficulties and transport issues that have yet to be resolved – with WHA001 having 
similar difficulties that have not yet even been addressed, not least the proposed Expressway, which Government sees as an 
important infrastructure project that could open up this general area for further development. The sites, especially WHA001, must 
therefore remain premature until these important infrastructure questions have been satisfactorily answered.
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d) NLV001 is too small in its own right to be a sustainable extension to Milton Keynes, as experts all agree that around 4000 homes 
plus, are required to support social infrastructure such as primary schools, etc. WPC believes this is the only reason that WHA 001 
has suddenly entered the frame, as together these two sites would come close to the recognised level of development to make it 
sustainable. This said, WPC finds that the ‘selection of suitable sites’ appears to be completely arbitrary, and WPC can find no 
reason within the ‘Sustainability Appraisal of the VALP Reasonable Alternative Sites’ study why – for instance on the ‘Aylesbury Vale 
District Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (May 2016) - Whaddon Plan (contained within VALP) – NLV020 – was 
not selected instead of WHA001, especially as this site has some ‘planning history’. One is identified as being ‘Unsuitable for housing 
or economic development’, whilst the other is found ‘Suitable for development in part’….without any reason or explanation as to why? 
WPC is certainly not advocating that NLV020 should necessarily be identified as an alternative site to WHA001, but on the face of it, 
it would appear to be just as suitable if not more-so. It has an adjoining westerly boundary, intersecting road infrastructure, on site 
power lines, better enclosure (i.e. woodland – such an important landscape feature, which sadly is not depicted on any of the plans), 
an extended frontage to a rail line (a strong physical long term defensible boundary) and an opportunity to extend the Thrift Wood in a 
south west direction up to the rail line, providing a physical landscaped ‘outer boundary’ to the west. All in all this could possibly 
provide better ‘rounding off potential’ to this corner of Milton Keynes, with a better integrated and more sustainable development plan.
e) WPC has long argued (as did AVDC and BCC during recent years, and supported by both Local Plan Inspectors previously 
mentioned) that MKC has more land to the North and East of the M1 Motorway, which is much better located for sustainable 
development especially considering the already upgraded and extended road and rail infrastructure, together with the potential 
offered by Cranfield Technology Park, Cranfield Airport, Marston Gate Industry, Marston Thrift Nature Reserve, M1 Motorway access, 
and the reserved Canal Corridor opening up tremendous leisure opportunities alongside the old Quarry pits around Lidlington that 
already attract a large number of water sport enthusiasts. It seems that this ‘ready-made’ and sustainable area, that already benefits 
from improved infrastructure to Bedford, is being overlooked for rural North Bucks that has little to offer yet – apart from the promise 
of an unproven rail link and an Expressway that has not yet come off the drawing board with a route for consideration!
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f) Development in this area will be to the serious detriment of Aylesbury Vale as these 4000 homes will relate to Milton Keynes in 
every practical sense, and as yet with no satisfactory explanation as to how these homes will function or be supported between the 
two authorities. It seems that if this plan goes ahead it will only be a matter of time before a Boundary Commission Review will find 
that these areas of Aylesbury Vale should be given over to an ever-expanding MK, as logic suggests that homes and employment 
when and if built, will surely be part of Milton Keynes rather than Aylesbury Vale.
g) As stated earlier, it is by no means certain that MKC will support this element of the VALP (sites that adjoin MK), and the Whaddon 
community believes that the planning and development of these important sites should wait for the current Government’s two stage 
National Infrastructure Commission studies to conclude before such major schemes evolve. This study is about finding and 
developing the most sustainable sites within the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Arc, and as the Government has such an 
important part to play in defining major infrastructure schemes and future funding arrangements, this is too important an issue to pre-
judge. If this area is to become – as Government suggests - “a single, knowledge-intensive cluster that competes on a global stage, 
whilst protecting the area’s high quality environment and securing the homes and jobs the area needs” (HM Treasury letter to Lord 
Adonis, Chair of the National Infrastructure Commission dated March 2016) and if, as the letter states, “The commission will make 
recommendations to maximise these potentials” (our underlined highlight)…...let us wait and hear what they have to say before 
jumping in too soon, and making irreversible and possibly catastrophic strategic ‘site location’ mistakes.
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h) During the recent ‘Plan:MK’ consultation, MKC received additional strategic site opportunities, not least a site promoted by 
Gallagher Estates which could provide 20000 new homes to the North of the City, between the main railway Line and the M1 
Motorway, and importantly wholly within the existing MKC district. Gallagher Estates has been hugely important to the development 
of MK during recent years, having been almost single handedly responsible for delivering the Western and Eastern expansion areas 
(20000 plus homes). They not only have a proven track record of delivery, but have also assembled a site capable of driving 
sustainable growth forward, without the potential difficulties of having to work with adjoining – and perhaps unwilling – neighbouring 
authorities. This enforces WPC’s view that there is no need, at this time – nor at any time in the foreseeable future - to extend the MK 
designated area west and south-west, into an area which enjoys a much richer landscape and heritage location and where, by 
comparison, little or no support infrastructure, employment opportunities, etc, exist. 4.49 The six bullet points under this paragraph 
spell out what the development adjacent to MK should ‘contain’. The word ‘should’ has to be replaced with ‘must’, as major 
development of this scale must ensure that the residents both within the new development, and those in the immediate environs, 
enjoy properly funded and up to date facilities and services. Bullet point two specifically states ’Local infrastructure and services – 
provision of education, police, fire and ambulance services, social care and medical facilities’. WPC notes with considerable interest 
that under application no. 15/00314/AOP (appertaining to 1855 new homes at Salden Chase – NLV001) a representation dated 18 
July 2016 (one of 388 documents) has been submitted by Thames Valley Police. In this ten page document it states “In order to 
mitigate against the impact of growth TVP have calculated that the ‘cost’ of policing new growth in the area equates to £195,296 to 
fund the future purchase of infrastructure to serve the development”…. “The contribution will mitigate against the additional impacts of 
the development because our existing infrastructures do not have the capacity to meet these and because like some other services 
we do not have the funding ability to respond to growth”…. “The contribution will fund in part the following items of essential 
infrastructure :- Staff; Premises; Vehicles; IT; Cameras etc”. WPC and Whaddon residents absolutely and unequivocally support the 
Police, and any other public service that requires funding support to ensure the continuation of critical local services. Whether it be 
the police, health care, fire or ambulance, this is a concern raised over and over again by Whaddon residents, and one that simply 
must not be ignored. These services relate directly to the new major sites, and all services that are expected to be provided to the 
new homes, and whilst WPC does not begin to fully understand the funding arrangements of such a wide variety of essential 
services, it seems to us that, taking the Police in isolation, if development adjoining MK is proposed at 4274 homes, which is roughly 
two and a half times the size of NLV001 alone, so the full contribution to TVP should be in the order of half a million pounds 
(£500,000) in order that they can continue to serve new residential areas adjoining Milton Keynes. Can WPC have the assurance of 
AVDC that such contributions will be guaranteed from development, to all essential services, including health, adult social services, 
children’s services, to name but a few?
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4.50 Bullet point one : Under the place shaping principles, there must be a clear definition and understanding of “a long term 
defensible boundary”. AVDC’s Peter Williams responded in an open Q & A session, that ‘long term’ is until the next plan review, and 
a defensible boundary is a major road or river. This is completely unacceptable. There is already a strong defensible boundary to the 
Western edge of MK at this location in the form of the historic North Bucks Way bridleway. Once this is crossed then there is no 
defensible boundary, apart from unconnected clumps of historic Woodland. If AVDC are serious in this statement then they must 
demonstrate how they will make the boundary defensible, and in addition AVDC must accurately define ‘long term’ in a number of 
years. This whole debate comes down to defining ‘what prevents coalescence’, and ‘what is crucial in maintaining the separate 
identity and character of nearby settlements’ – in this case Whaddon Village. At the Whaddon exhibition on 8 August, Peter Williams 
said that even if the developers (who may control the remaining land between WHA001 and Whaddon Village) looked to extend the 
development boundaries during the next plan review period, AVDC would be able to defend the boundary as the rest of the land was 
within the Whaddon Local Landscape Area. This is not the case. The intervening land has no such designation, and the LLA does not 
start until you cross Coddimoor Lane. This persuades Whaddon PC and its residents even more of the folly of proceeding with the 
WHA001 proposal, as it will be impossible – and Peter Williams knows it - to implement a ‘long term defensible boundary’, unless the 
freehold ownership of the remaining land is passed to The Parish Council or Parks Trust to manage and look after for ever, with 
appropriate legal ‘no development clauses’ attached. Only such action, could effectively provide a permanent long term defensible 
boundary to the western edge of MK, and in doing so could, in the longer term post 2033, provide the help and reasoning that the city 
should expand in an easterly direction over the M1 Motorway, effectively opening up truly sustainable areas of development land and 
keeping the existing ‘Central Milton Keynes’ where it should be - at ‘the centre of the city’. To persuade WPC otherwise by 
unenforceable ‘place shaping principles’ and policies - such as ‘a long term defensible boundary’ - is simply unacceptable and it is 
verging on dishonesty to suggest otherwise.
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4.50 Bullet point two : The VALP statement that “the development will use some facilities in Milton Keynes given it’s proximity” is 
widely misleading and way off the mark. If built, these houses will be almost totally dependent on Milton Keynes – apart from perhaps 
refuse collection (and that must be debatable) It is virtually inconceivable that new residents will travel to Buckingham, Winslow or 
Aylesbury (unless in very special and rare circumstances), and for officers to make such comments concerns WPC and local 
residents.
4.50 Bullet point three : There is no attempt to qualify how the long term retention as separate communities with unique identities will 
be accomplished. This point, alongside bullet one above, must be answered. Please refer to WPC’s extended comments under 
Policy S3, covering this important issue.
4.52 The fact that VALP states “Rather than include site specific detail, which can date quickly” and “the plan does not contain 
detailed infrastructure requirements for sites adjacent to MK” and “instead an infrastructure plan is being developed in conjunction 
with the relevant bodies”, is totally unacceptable and a complete ‘cop out’ by AVDC. Development of the magnitude proposed should 
be fully researched and proper studies undertaken, before they are proposed in a strategy plan. The truth of the matter is, WPC 
suspects, that little or no work has been done on WHA001, and AVDC are playing ‘catch up’. To expect a community to comment on 
a site where no work has been done on any of the important infrastructure issues, or where no proper comparative studies have been 
undertaken against alternative sites, is frankly poor at best, and shows a lack of concern by the Council on its affected residents. 
WPC and the community expect to be fully involved in these discussions, and this must commence with an opportunity to properly 
comment on both the so called emerging Infrastructure Plan, and any other studies – not least a proper traffic and transport 
assessment - well before any plan is presented to a Government Inspector for consideration, in order that WPC and resident views 
and concerns are both properly considered and fully taken into account. If AVDC are to have a ‘sound’ plan it must be properly 
researched and preferably have the support of those its policies affect most.
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Policy D7 - POLICY D7   DELIVERING SITES AT SMALLER VILLAGES.

4.85 – 4.87   Whaddon is not yet a village that has commenced a neighbourhood plan, and it remains uncertain whether or not one 
will be produced.  The reason for this, despite the matter having been discussed at Parish meetings, is mainly due to the time and 
commitment required to formulate one, the uncertainty as to how much weight it will eventually carry once ‘made’ , and when 
determining  planning applications, the very fact that it must conform to the AVDC Local Plan – which many believe, in any event, 
should protect the community if the policies are closely and properly administered and adhered to.  Finally and most importantly, the 
Whaddon community has long been under threat from an ever expanding MK, and the community genuinely feels that our future 
(whatever this council and residents may say in consultation exercises, etc.) will be determined by Government and the future 
pressure for homes – which is now being witnessed by major sites having been identified as possible areas of growth on both sides 
of the village – despite all the comments the Parish Council have made on various consultations over very many years, since MK was 
established.   This said, Whaddon wishes to work with AVDC when it comes to identifying sites within the village, because we remain 
strongly opposed to what we see as ‘hostile developer-led applications’ that do nothing towards sustainability, do not accord with the 
advice given in the NPPF, nor Local Plan retained policies, and have little or no regard to the character, identity and historic fabric of 
the village.   Many residents are left wondering why the village must find another 11 homes within the village, in addition to the 2000 
new homes that are proposed in the Parish, just 600m (six hundred metres) from the nearest village homes at Briary View and the 
village recreation ground.  If however these extra eleven homes were truly sustainable, located in the right place and accommodated 
the needs of the community, then WPC would almost certainly support them.

VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 
(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Policy D9 - POLICY D9   PROVISION OF EMPLOYMENT SITES

Should there prove to be a surplus of employment land in the period to 2033, then where appropriate the allocation should be 
changed from employment to residential to help spread the housing ‘load’ more evenly throughout the district, rather than what is 
proposed at present with an over reliant policy in the rural north of the district.  It is really important that sufficient employment 
opportunities are created within the major development areas, rather that simply building houses. This will encourage sustainable 
development in local areas, discouraging the need for unnecessary journeys to work on infrastructure that is already running to 
capacity at peak times and actually overloaded in many areas.
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VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 

(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Policy D10 - POLICY D10   VILLAGE AND LOCAL CENTRES TO SUPPORT COMMUNITIES.

4.106    Whilst Whaddon is a small community, it retains a great deal of community spirit, and despite the fact that Milton Keynes 
grows ever closer, and links with that ‘City’ inevitably increase as each month and year passes, the Whaddon community remains 
very ‘stable’ with few people choosing to move away.  Therefore Whaddon residents and the Parish Council fully support the 
principles of this particular para and policy as it is essential we maintain – and increase – wherever possible, community assets that 
will keep ‘the village alive’.  We see the Public House as being one of the top ‘must save list’, especially as this facility has recently 
closed and is currently for sale.  The village failed in its attempt to have the Lowndes Arms registered as a village asset – a decision 
by AVDC officers that still seems incomprehensible to the community – but were this facility to disappear for good, then the last real 
‘historic social gathering venue’ would be a tremendous loss to the community, and one which might never re-appear.

VALP16-09-05-00853 Suzanne Lindsey 
(Whaddon Parish 
Council)

Policy D14 - POLICY D14   GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITES.

It is extremely regrettable that AVDC has taken the very controversial decision  to approve the illegally based traveller site at Nash, 
due to a failing of that Council to find sites within the district, especially after having been told to do so following the last public local 
plan enquiry.   Whaddon PC finds this response totally unacceptable and suggests that the ‘easy way out’ option has been taken.   
This causes many people to believe that this irresponsible action will lead to more illegal sites cropping up throughout the district, but 
WPC hopes that should this occur, then appropriate action will be taken by the authorities to re-home the travellers onto appropriate 
sites that are to be allocated within the emerging plan.  It is noticeable that in the new policies the responsibility for finding sites will in 
many cases fall on the development industry, who will have to absorb these new traveller sites somewhere within their major housing 
schemes.  There needs to be clarity within this policy as to how this will work in practice, because these traveller sites must not be 
simply ‘tucked away’ on the least damaging outskirts of the development site where it least impacts on profitability, but sensibly 
located where they can be part of the community in which they will reside.  In doing so, all interested stakeholders must be consulted 
on where these sites are to be located in order that a sense of fairness prevails for all.

WPC presumes that one such proposed traveller site is within the WHA001 proposed allocation, and accordingly if this site remains 
within the adopted plan then it is hoped that this community will be invited to comment on the siting through the normal early planning 
or pre-application stages.^
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VALP16-09-05-00854 Mrs R Sadler Policy D2 - I am to totally oppose the proposed plan to build 7000  houses in a so called 'Garden Village' close to Aston Sandford 

and Haddenham.
This would amount to over 20,000 people and over 14,000 cars crammed into an area under one square mile. I can't see much room 
for the 'Garden effect' with so many houses!! Where would access be in and out of this estate? Surely not onto the very narrow, busy 
Longwick/ Thame Road.
 
The increase in trafiic will use the nearby lanes as 'Rat Runs' such as the road through Ford Village, which has almost constant traffic 
and heavy trucks and farm vehicles, nearly all speeding in spite of the 30mph limit.
 
One reason the recent refusal of the erection of the wind turbine was because of the visual impact from the Chilterns, then, what will 
the construction of 7000 houses look like in such a rural location? Hideous!
 
It is also a very historic location with many archeological sites as well as the ancient listed buildings such as Waldridge Manor and 
Dinton Hall and I am sure that the design of the houses will be typical small boxes so as to fit as many in as possible without regard 
for the rural area design characteristics. It will look another Faiford Leys or Buckingham Park.
 
The increased population will put pressure on, already, social services and community facilities such doctors surgeries, schools etc. 
We already know the budget for these amenities is forever being cut.
 
In conclusion, it would be an act of total folly to permit such a massive development in a small rural location. I implore you not to 
include it in the draft plan.
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VALP16-09-05-00857 Cho Wong Policy D2 - 2.         I strongly object to the Haddendam option.

1.1     Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed a local plan, Vales of Aylesbury Local Plan (the Plan) for public discussions.
1.2     In the Plan, under section 4, there is a sub-section of “Delivering a new settlement”, shortlisting Haddendam or Winslow for the 
establishment of 6,000 dwellings (4.32 in the Plan).
1.3     However, there are no details (in D2, it says policy to follow, awaiting further evidence).
1.4     A map available which fails to indicate some established housings within the said area. (attachment A).
3.         Reasons:
3.1     As a matter of principle: There is no detail to go through it objectively. No reports are available on the area in terms of studying 
the traffic, environment impact, social impact etc. 
3.2     Sustainability:
The proposed development will be bigger than, for example, Thame where the infrastructure has been built up through centuries. 
With a new town of this size, there will be a need of schools, high street shopping, medical and other services, new roads and railway 
structures, employment opportunities to support it to make sure that this will be a viable, self-sustained community.
This is going to be a huge project and decisions can only made after detailed studies have been carried out. Questions need to be 
asked whether a project of this size is sustainable in the area proposed.
 3.3     Needs:
There is no doubt about the increase in population and therefore an increase in housing needs. However, this should be examined in 
a wider context. Do we need such a large development in Aylesbury Vale or are we trying to shoulder the needs from our neighbour, 
namely WDC’s unfulfilled needs?
 Someone should also look into the ratio of population over areas of land available to see if it is a fair distribution between AVDC and 
WDC.
3.4     Road Networks:
It is definitely not possible for the existing road network in the area to cope with the inevitable in the increase in traffic volume as a 
result of the settlement planned. Roads with the Haddendam village, Thame Road, (A4129), Lower Icknield Road, Aylesbury (A418) 
and the A4010 between Aylesbury, Princes Risborough, and Wycombe, will inevitably need to be widened to cater for the increase in 
traffic, especially during rush hours and school run hours.
Also more traffic load will be added to all the feeder roads to M40.
At the moment, the above mentioned roads are very congested as they are now.
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VALP16-09-05-00857 Cho Wong 3.5     Rail Network:

To serve the settlement’s needs, unless there is enough employment opportunities for the new resident locally, which is highly 
unlikely, the obvious choice for jobs for residents will be London.
Chiltern Railway will have to increase the number of trains serving the area and London during rush hours (which is already very 
crowded), Marylebone Station is unlikely to cope with the increased number of trains without major work to lengthen or increase the 
number of platforms available.
4.         Environment Impact
The proposed settlement within the area designated as Area of Natural Beauty. Obviously building a settlement of 6~7,000 houses in 
the area will have a significant impact in the local environment.
In addition, currently the land is productive agricultural land and losing that will be an irrevocable loss to food production.
In view of the above, it will be much more preferable with much less environmental impact to offer brown field sites for the proposed 
settlement.
5.         Alternatives
I am sure that there are alternatives in identifying more suitable sites to build enough houses to satisfy the needs of AVDC.
Some possible solutions are:
-          New houses are added to existing settlements but spread evenly or appropriately so that there is no “big bang” effect;
-          Brown field sites to be identified instead of building on green field sites

VALP16-09-05-00860 John Careford Policy D1 - 4.8 River Thames?
VALP16-09-05-00860 John Careford Policy D3 - 4.49 As part of the planning for houses and business within Vale, how can a park and ride site for Milton Keynes on the 

land as mentioned here, presumably for Milton Keynes be anything other than poor control over the development of Milton Keynes. 
Tthis is also in contradiction to 7.1, i.e. it will have an impact.  That is not an environmentally or ethically good reason to use precious 
new land for the purpose of a large car park - presumably plonked straight next to some new little boxes that are called home.
4.50  I don't want to become part of the new defensible boundary of Milton Keynes - I'd like the boundary to be kept where it is and 
meet the strategic principle of the village separation and identity
4.52 No detail - looks like a get out clause to abdicate responsibility!
4.79 It is obvious that the 19% allocation is too high a percentage for medium villages.  Most have an allocation that can't be met.  
This also includes villages that are going to have to use their local plan reserves.

VALP16-09-05-00861 Julia Penwill Policy D4 - Haddenham is a historic village with a strong and vibrant community which has been nurtured and invested in over many 
years by a passionate and engaged local population. Recent projects such as the planting of a new orchard are a good example of 
this community activism. The planned significant increase in housing will materially undermine the character of this close-knit, safe, 
supportive and respectful community and will compromise the village life that is so dearly valued by those who live there.  

                                                                               Further comments attached
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VALP16-09-05-00863 David Peck Policy D1   - 1.The overall plan seems to be a drastic solution and a more thoroughly thought through solution appears to be 

needed.
 2.The proposal seems to be to convert Haddenham from a village into a small town. Which will have very negative impacts on a 

number of areas, if not properly planned from square one in the proposed development, including:
 a.Transport, many new roads would be needed and access and parking at the station could become intolerable. The current village 

roads are not capable of taking any real increase in traffic. 
 b.Doctors’ surgery is currently unable to handle for the 4500ish residents and will be unlikely to handle many additional thousands 

without significant enhancements.
 c.The schools are currently almost at capacity and new schools would be needed, including a local secondary school rather than 

making many more journeys to Waddesdon, Aylesbury and Thame.
 d.With the other planned developments in South Oxfordshire, especially near to Thame, the services in Thame would be 

overwhelmed.
 e.By basing the developments in and around Haddenham that will consume significant quantities of high-grade agricultural land.

 f.There is a great need in Haddenham for a high quality retirement home area and in any plan to develop Haddenham this is an 
essential item.

 3.The proposal to develop near Haddenham does not appear to take due account of the other available brownfield sites in 
Buckinghamshire, especially those at Wescott and Winslow’s nearby old airfield. In the not too distant future Winslow will be 
connected to the new railway line between Oxford and Cambridge making the Winslow area are very attractive transport hub.

 4.Further it does not take account of the possibility of generating a completely new town on the railway line between Haddenham 
and Bicester.

 5.The north of the county is wanting development and new homes, whilst this plan seems to further increase the congestion in the 
southern part of Buckinghamshire.

 6.Haddenham is already accepting many hundreds of extra houses within its general boundaries and hence assisting the AVDC to 
meet its housing objectives. Hence consideration should be given to additional housing in the AVDC area going elsewhere.

VALP16-09-05-00863 David Peck 7. There is great concern that AVDC is taking on housing requirements from the surrounding district councils, especially Wycombe. 
Also it is understood that the density of housing proposed for the Wycombe area is far lower than that proposed new developments 
around Haddenham. This seems totally unreasonable and further detailed assessment of Wycombe’s plans are needed before AVDC 
except more houses from other authorities.
8. Further, little consideration seems to have been made for the local employment of the new residents, hence exacerbating the 
transport system by adding to the commuter pool.
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VALP16-09-05-00867 Susan Peck Policy D1   - 1.The overall plan seems to be a drastic solution and a more thoroughly thought through solution appears to be 

needed.
 2.The proposal seems to be to convert Haddenham from a village into a small town. Which will have very negative impacts on a 

number of areas, if not properly planned from square one in the proposed development, including:
 a.Transport, many new roads would be needed and access and parking at the station could become intolerable. The current village 

roads are not capable of taking any real increase in traffic. 
 b.Doctors’ surgery is currently unable to handle for the 4500ish residents and will be unlikely to handle many additional thousands 

without significant enhancements.
 c.The schools are currently almost at capacity and new schools would be needed, including a local secondary school rather than 

making many more journeys to Waddesdon, Aylesbury and Thame.
 d.With the other planned developments in South Oxfordshire, especially near to Thame, the services in Thame would be 

overwhelmed.
 e.By basing the developments in and around Haddenham that will consume significant quantities of high-grade agricultural land.

 f.There is a great need in Haddenham for a high quality retirement home area and in any plan to develop Haddenham this is an 
essential item.

 3.The proposal to develop near Haddenham does not appear to take due account of the other available brownfield sites in 
Buckinghamshire, especially those at Wescott and Winslow’s nearby old airfield. In the not too distant future Winslow will be 
connected to the new railway line between Oxford and Cambridge making the Winslow area are very attractive transport hub.

 4.Further it does not take account of the possibility of generating a completely new town on the railway line between Haddenham 
and Bicester.

 5.The north of the county is wanting development and new homes, whilst this plan seems to further increase the congestion in the 
southern part of Buckinghamshire.

 6.Haddenham is already accepting many hundreds of extra houses within its general boundaries and hence assisting the AVDC to 
meet its housing objectives. Hence consideration should be given to additional housing in the AVDC area going elsewhere.

VALP16-09-05-00867 Susan Peck 7. There is great concern that AVDC is taking on housing requirements from the surrounding district councils, especially Wycombe. 
Also it is understood that the density of housing proposed for the Wycombe area is far lower than that proposed new developments 
around Haddenham. This seems totally unreasonable and further detailed assessment of Wycombe’s plans are needed before AVDC 
except more houses from other authorities.
8. Further, little consideration seems to have been made for the local employment of the new residents, hence exacerbating the 
transport system by adding to the commuter pool.

VALP16-09-05-00868 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D4 - Support the proposals in the context of delivery at Haddenham
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VALP16-09-05-00869 Jake Collinge (Jake 

Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D4 - Support the proposals in the context of delivery at Haddenham

VALP16-09-05-00871 Mary Hunt (Aylesbury 
Vale Green Party)

Policy D1 - The idea of a garden town is appealing but unfortunately there is nothing in here that gives an indication that the garden 
element is anything other than a funding opportunity. This is what the Town and Country Planning Association suggest that 21st 
century Garden city principles should include:
1. Land value capture for the benefit of the community. This is not mentioned in the Plan.
2. Strong vision, leadership and community engagement. The emphasis is on what developments will be permitted, not on positive 
encouragement and facilitation as it should be.
3. Community ownership of land and long-term stewardship of assets is not mentioned in the Plan.
4. Mixed-tenure homes and housing types that are affordable for ordinary people. More detailed proposals needed, especially as 
regards imaginative provision of adequate housing for an ageing population.
5. A strong local jobs offer in the Garden City itself, with a variety of employment opportunities within easy commuting distance of 
homes. This is mentioned but more detailed proposals needed, especially as regards imaginative provision of adequate housing for 
an ageing population.
6. Beautifully and imaginatively designed homes with gardens, combining the very best of town and country living to create healthy 
homes in vibrant communities. The only technical standards acknowledged are those for density of dwellings and space per person.  
A lot more could be said about energy-efficient and environment-friendly building standards.
7. Generous green space linked to the wider natural environment, including a surrounding belt of countryside to prevent sprawl, well 
connected and biodiversity rich public parks, and a mix of public and private networks of well-managed, high-quality gardens, tree-
lined streets and open spaces. Yes this is mentioned but community education and engagement are important for the success of this 
and should be identified in the Plan.
8. Opportunities for residents to grow their own food, including generous allotments. We are pleased to see this in the Plan as well as 
strong local cultural, recreational and shopping facilities in walkable neighbourhoods. 
9. Integrated and accessible transport systems – with a series of settlements linked by rapid transport providing a full range of 
employment opportunities. The idea of integrated transport is not mentioned and there is very little about transport in general.
We suggest that the next iteration of the Plan should include all of these elements and a real vision of what could be achieved.

VALP16-09-05-00871 Mary Hunt (Aylesbury 
Vale Green Party)

Policy D2 - In neither the case of Haddenham or Winslow will it work to have a new ‘town’ of 4,500+ with its own infrastructure 
tacked onto it in the way suggested and shown on maps at the consultations. This could not make a town or village an integrated and 
socially united place. Development is usually far more organic and evolves around a locus. 
We believe that AVDC should challenge the requirement for taking non-allocated housing from the south of the County, in which 
case, it is possible that the housing will not be required. If it is found to be essential other options should be explored urgently.
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VALP16-09-05-00871 Mary Hunt (Aylesbury 

Vale Green Party)
Policy D3 - It is suggested that 4,274 houses are built adjacent to Milton Keynes. 
We question the plan to have a part of Aylesbury Vale contiguous with Milton Keynes housing at Bletchley. There would be huge 
disadvantages in the future for the residents to be still part of AVDC and not able to vote in MK elections for those who will have their 
best interests at heart and whose infrastructure and amenities they will be sharing. It will also be difficult to manage school provision 
as two separate authorities. If the plan is to integrate this development into Milton Keynes, then that should be stated in the next 
iteration of the VALP.

VALP16-09-05-00872 Ian Barnett Policy D2 - Planning to build a new settlement virtually on top of existing settlements, is not really providing a new settlement but a 
major extension of Haddenham or Winslow. In the case of Winslow, with the already planned additional housing in Milton Keynes, 
Whaddon, Newton Longeville and Winslow itself, it will inevitably lead to all these, and other communities, being drawn together into 
one large conurbation. Surely if you are planning a new settlement of between 4000 and 6000 houses this could be located in an 
entirely isolated location and still take advantage of planned rail and road infrastructure.

VALP16-09-05-00873 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D1 - Sub-section (c) should be deleted, or amended, to facilitate small-scale extensions to the urban area where well-related 
to the existing settlement form and where such would not intrude in to the surrounding landscape.

VALP16-09-05-00874 Philip Morley Policy D1 - Paragraph 4.8, penultimate bullet point: Aylesbury Vale's reputation for educational excellence is to a large degree due to 
the presence of the three grammar schools in Aylesbury. Presumably a significant increase in the housing stock will result in a 
significant increase in the number of school age children. Is there scope to expand the grammar schools, or will these become elite 
institutions taking only the top few percent of children? Also, at a more local level, there is no consideration given to how additional 
school provision may be made. In Wendover, John Hampden School is already four-form entry - a very big infant school. A 25% 
increase in the number of houses is likely to result in a 25% increase in the number of pupils. This would require a significant 
capacity increase, and simply saying that this will be dealt with later (and by others, i.e. Bucks CC) seems to me to be unacceptable.

Paragraphs 4.18 and 4.19:  The scope of the transport strategy is far too limited. In this day and age simply looking at the roads 
around Aylesbury is unacceptable. The area needs a joined up transport strategy that includes road (private cars and buses) and rail, 
and takes into account the location of major employment centres (present and future) compared to the current and proposed housing 
stock. As more people get forced out of London due to high house prices, the number of people commuting into London is likely to 
increase disproportionately. How will this be addressed? Again, saying that this can be dealt with later by others is not acceptable.
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VALP16-09-05-00874 Philip Morley Policy D4 - Paragraph 4.56 notes that some areas have a surplus of suitable sites for development. These should be developed 

before settlements where development land is difficult to find, and certainly before Green Belt land is re-classified.

Paragraph 4.58 - the presumption that development should focus on the existing larger towns is flawed. Whilst these settlements 
currently have better service provision than small villages, this is only due to there being enough people there to support the services. 
Expand a small settlement and it may get big enough to support a village store, school, etc.  50% growth of a settlement (and 25% in 
Wendover) is a phenomenal amount of growth which fundamentally changes the character of the settlement.

Paragraph 4.61, unlabelled table - it is claimed that Wendover needs 722 new homes, but the identified Green Belt site can 
accommodate 800 homes. Is it clear that only 722 homes will be built? Is the RAF site actually required in order to deliver the 
required number of homes? Or can the RAF site be used instead of releasing the green-field site from the Green Belt?

Paragraph 4.64 states that Wendover falls short of its housing requirement by 749 homes, contradicting previous paragraphs which 
identify that 722 are required. Please clarify which is correct.

VALP16-09-05-00874 Philip Morley Policy D9 - Paragraph 4.95 - the paragraph states that there is an employment land surplus of 221,400m2 or 51 hectares. 51 
hectares = 510,000m2. Please clarify which figure is correct. It is good that the council intends to reduce the amount of surplus 
employment land. Whilst I agree that a small surplus of employment land is desirable "to allow effectively for churn, choice and 
flexibility", the over-provision should be carefully controlled. Otherwise we end up in a drive for endless growth, with housing demand 
constantly playing catch-up with jobs. Again, the location of new housing should also be closely aligned with areas of new 
employment.

Paragraph 4.96 - "Nevertheless the council must find a way to reduce its employment land stock or else allocate a significantly larger 
amount of housing". This is nonsense. Just because there is too much potential employment land doesn't mean that it must be used. 
We cannot keep building houses indefinitely.

VALP16-09-05-00874 Philip Morley Policy D10 - NOTE THE COMMENTS BELOW ON D10 - TOWN, VILLAGE AND LOCAL CENTRES TO SUPPORT NEW AND 
EXISTING COMMUNITIES (no provision in online form to comment on more than three sections!)

Paragraph 4.110 First unlabelled table. The retail study has only found that 29m2 of additional retail space is required in Wendover 
by 2033.  This equates to approximately one shop - hardly enough extra to support a 25% increase in housing stock.

Paragraph 4.111 - "Recognising that the existing retail study does not take fully into account the improving economic situation...." .  
How does the AVDC Local Plan take into account the effects of Brexit?  Are all these houses still "required", or should we now be 
pursuing more realistic and less damaging aspirations.
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VALP16-09-05-00876 Alexander Munro 

(Robinson & Hall LLP)
Policy D9 - Paragraphs 4.97, 4.98 and policy wording.

This representation is submitted on behalf of our client, Hennigan Building & Civil Engineering Ltd. Our client is actively seeking to 
commit to, and grow their operation within, Aylesbury Vale but most recently have had difficulty in doing so due to a limited supply of 
sites capable of accommodating their specific needs – namely a flexible, accessible site available for purchase where they can 
consolidate their existing business. Their strategy involves the longer term security afforded to businesses through the ability to 
secure freehold property that would see them able to establish a firm base in perpetuity.  
They are now seeking to locate their main premises on a site now in their ownership adjacent to the A421 where they wish to deliver 
a sensitively designed level of office accommodation alongside a larger contractor’s yard. To date they have been constrained by the 
somewhat inflexible policy expectations of the current adopted Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.

Currently it is our view that the policies contained within the emerging plan subject of this consultation are once again not sufficiently 
flexible to enable the establishment or expansion of the full range of small businesses within the Vale. They also miss the opportunity 
to exploit key opportunities to maximise the strategic road network within the Plan area and regenerate degraded and derelict sites 
within the rural area.

One of the ‘Core planning principles’ set out at paragraph 17 of the NPPF is to “contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment and reducing pollution. Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser environmental value, where 
consistent with other policies in this Framework”.
 
Section 1 of the NPPF states that ‘significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning 
system’. It goes on to state that ‘investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning 
policy expectations’. Local Plans should seek to achieve this in the way that they ‘support existing business sectors, taking account of 
whether they are expanding or contracting and, where possible, identify and plan for new emerging sectors likely to locate in their 
area’. In short, planning policies should be positive towards economic growth and should provide sufficient flexibility to ensure that 
the needs of existing and future local businesses can be met.

Dealing with development in the rural area paragraph 28 of the Framework states that “planning policies should support economic 
growth in rural areas in order to create new jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new development”. They 
should achieve this by supporting “the sustainable growth and expansion  Plof all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both 
the conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings” For further details see attached.

VALP16-09-05-00878 Jonathan Pawsey Policy D2 - My presentation via email provides basic evidence which suggests that post Brexit as a consequence of an expected 
structural fall in annual net migration post exiting membership of the EU there will be no need for a new settlement.
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VALP16-09-05-00880 Jane Gaafar Policy D2 - 4.33 

This is unrealistic. The proposal for a new settlement is based on density of housing in neighboroughing councils far lower than 
proposed in the new settlement. 6000 houses = 10,000+ new cars and people. The station and A418 from Thame to Aylesbury are 
already very crowded during rush hour and would become gridlocked if this settlement were added. The "enclosed" space may look 
tempting to planners, but it is precisely this which would create limited exit routes.

VALP16-09-05-00882 Alan Watkins Policy D2 - I wish to register my support of the comments submitted by Haddenham Village Society on the VALP.
In particular I wish to emphasise:
a. A rigorous examination is needed of the assumptions underlying the proposals of neighbouring authorities. If the ultimate 
proposals are to command public assent, it is essential that it be made clear that all areas are taking their fair share of the assessed 
demand and are working on common assumptions concerning density of development and load on transport and other infrastructure.
b. It is important that the unmet needs from neighbouring districts should be challenged and common density standards adopted.
c. Housing development should not be concentrated in the southern and south-western sectors of the Vale, on the basis of a short-
term policy of taking advantage of existing transport and other infrastructure. Instead, there should be an integrated approach to the 
development of every part of the Vale and to the necessary infrastructure required for this. 
d. Haddenham should not be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. Haddenham is 
a large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has only an exiguous and insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and 
an inadequate village hall; it has no secondary school; although it has good transport links these mean that it relies heavily on 
neighbouring settlements for shopping and social facilities, with associated undesirable reliance on car journeys. In all these ways, 
Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a new settlement. 
Haddenham should, therefore, be reclassified as a larger village.
e. It is difficult to see how any further planned development can be achieved without destroying the village ethos and seriously 
overloading the road network and social infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-05-00883 Stephen and Janet 

Davies
Policy D2 - I wish to make a few comments on the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and it's impact on Haddenham.

Despite the location of a railway station, Haddenham is a village with village amenities. AVDC seem to base the suitability of large 
scale development purely on the fact that Haddenham has a train station and is near to the A418. There seems to be be no regard 
for the fact that people have chosen to live in Haddenham because of the village quality of life it offers. Development on the scale you 
are proposing is not catering for local needs but will draw people in from other areas eg London. 

The duty of a council is to work for and behalf of the population it represents and I feel that AVDC is slavishly following housing 
numbers drawn up by Whitehall mandarins without seriously looking at what impact to quality of life it will have on areas of the vale. 
HS2, if it goes ahead, will have a huge detrimental effect on the area and that seems to have been planned using ordnance survey 
maps  and a ruler. AVDC's plan seems to have used maps and a spreadsheet.

Apart from the 50% growth you plan for Haddenham, the option of a new strategic settlement beggers belief. There is already 
proposals for large growth in Princes Risborough and Chalgrove. Is the aim for each individual council to completely decimate the 
area, where there will be thousands of new houses, constrained only by ribbons of green belt? How can this be in the best interests 
of local people. This level of growth proposed by different councils will have a huge impact on the local area but this does not seem 
to register with the relevant councils who just seem concerned with meeting arbitrary Government targets. There needs to be suffient 
housing to meet the needs of the future locally but the scale proposed and the locations involved cannot be right. The density of 
housing proposed seems greater than that in other areas so I strongly contest the unmet needs from neighbouring councils. Although 
there is a duty to co-operate, there seems to be very little joined up thinking between the councils and this ends up being bad news 
for all areas. The way High Wycombe has changed from a town that had character to the soulless, sprawling mess it is now shows 
the impact poor planning and lack of imagination and forethought have. Aylesbury is in grave danger of going the same way. Villages 
in the vale should be cherished not just though of as dumping grounds for large scale development.

Haddenham has a large conservation area and the village is not a through route, the scale of proposed development will have huge 
impact on the infrastructure. There has not been any appreciation in the plan of the character of the village, which is featured in a 
number of TV shows, surely that character is part of our heritage and should be protected? The village does not have the facilities or 
central core and that cannot be a good basis for major expansion. Haddenham is also surrounded by high grade agricultural land and 
green fields. The local plan should protect high grade land and also realise that although "green" areas may not be classed as green 
belt, it does not mean that those areas are not valuable and cherished by the local community.
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VALP16-09-05-00883 Stephen and Janet 

Davies
There is a lack of imagination in the local plan, as I said it looks like it was developed using maps and a spreadsheet. There are 
areas which could take considerable housing, Westcott for example. I know this has been classed as an employment zone but surely 
it is not beyond the council to re-look at that and have a mixture of housing and employment? It makes more sense to have people 
live where they work rather than commute which will add to the already choked road network. Mention has been made of the 
Haddenham Business Park as a reason to add more housing but there are empty units on that park so that negates the 
argumentthyat there are local employment opportunities.

As a last comment, I object to the slogan "Our plan is Your plan" It certainly is not!
VALP16-09-05-00884 R Upton Policy D2 - We comment on the VALP proposal for the Haddeham area as local residents of Haddenham.

Firstly the massive proposal of housing over the next few years and then subsequent growth in the following years will be crippling for 
the village and its inferstructure. I currently live in the conservation area of Haddenham with only on street parking where parking is 
becoming an issue due to Railway users not willing to pay for parking spread out in to the residential areas causing saftey and 
overcrowding issues.

Local ammenities, Schools and Doctors facilities are currently stretched beyond there limit.

The local Road the A418 does not currently cope with volume of traffic, Queues into Thame and Aylesbury backing up into 
Haddenham. These high volumes of traffic also represent a saftey issue.

Emergency services and Hospitals are currently by experience not copeing.

The Haddenham community responded to a request by consultation to make proposals for growth which was ignored.

On these grounds we oppose the proposals of such growth which Haddenham cannot cope with, this growth would devalue the area 
and living experience. Haddenham is constantly growing with suttle developments, such a large proposal is unacceptable.

Promises of increased facilities to sweaten developments never match requirments of the community and create social discontent.

Please donot ignore residence views.
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VALP16-09-05-00886 Mr & Mrs B Sale Policy D2 - Because the developers want to put a road through the lovely farmland, does this give the OK for 3000 homes? Besides 

who are all the houses for???  
Already there are small pieces of land that are being built on in and around Weston Turville, 160 homes here 200 more in another 
field!!! These are extra to what is proposed at Hampden Hall. My wife and I don't want to be linked to one huge town of Aylesbury. 
We want countryside {Green Belt} left alone. 
Enough building is taking place at this time, south Aylesbury has its fair share. 
If you think that this will relieve the traffic going into Aylesbury, then think again. With the potential for 5000+extra cars going to be on 
the roads around the area that cannot be good for the environment. 
Potential polution of exhaust fumes from this number of extra cars does't bear thinking about. Any person in their right mind can see 
this will happen.
You say in your plans about new schools and doctors surgeries. What about a new hospital.  Wycombe A+E has been incorporated 
into Stoke Mandeville and the hospital is under severe pressure as my wife and I have had experience over the last 6 months.
What will happen in future years with water and sewerage facilities? Will we see a new reservoir being provided?
Sewerage is also in danger of being overloaded!!!
We think that all the vast estates of houses north of Aylesbury are a fair share of what we are taking up at this present time. 
There are still brown field sites in and around Aylesbury that could be taken up for housing.
We had over 4000 signatures and government official turning this proposal down just over a year ago!!!
SO TAKE A NOTE OF WHAT THE PEOPLE WANT!!!

VALP16-09-05-00890 Jane Gardner (Marrons 
Planning obo Rey 
Construction)

Policy D3 - Paragraphs 4.44 – 4.54 and Policy D3 : Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes

There are no objections in principle to Policy D3 and its accompanying text insofar as it allocates land for a strategic allocation to the 
north west of Newton Longville and south west of Milton Keynes.  The objections are those set out in response to previous policies 
and text; namely:

 1.The specification of the figure of “3,924” as it is totally inappropriate to attempt to inject this degree of precision into a policy 
allocating a site(s) of this size. 

 2.There is scope for significantly more development to the south west of Milton Keynes which would enable AVDC to provide for a 
greater proportion of its housing requirement in a sustainable location.

 3.The Plan should be providing about 7,500 dwellings in the broad location for growth known as south west Milton Keynes and 
north west of Newton Longville.

 4.The land between Manor Farm and the railway line (NLV019) should be included within the additional area to be allocated as a 
sustainable urban extension

Requested Change
It is therefore requested that Policy D3 and its accompanying text should be amended in the manner set out in paragraphs 3 and 4 
above
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VALP16-09-05-00892 Jake Collinge (Jake 

Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D1 - The Green Infrastructure Plan should be amended to remove the attached site from such. In addition, sub-section (c) 
should be deleted, or amended, to facilitate small-scale extensions to the urban area where well-related to the existing settlement 
form and where such would not intrude in to the surrounding landscape. See attached site map

VALP16-09-05-00892 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D9 - An additional, sub-section (f) should be added, to facilitate employment development on land adjacent to, and well-
related to, the built-up edge of identified strategic settlements.

VALP16-09-05-00898 Mrs Silvia Eames Policy D4 - suggested growth of 50% at strategic settlements is entirely arbitrary.  What is the rationale for this?  Opportunities for 
growth will vary in each settlement depending on work possibilities, transport links etc.

VALP16-09-05-00898 Mrs Silvia Eames Policy D9 - Of course this is vital..otherwise how will people pay for houses in AVDC which is expensive by comparison to most of 
neighbouring Milton Keynes. There should be specific requirements for employment land within major new development sites and 
reserved employment sites must be protected within new development sites.

VALP16-09-05-00898 Mrs Silvia Eames Policy D10 - Town village and local centre to support new and existing communities – whilst there is provision for new and expanded 
facilities in town centres, there is nothing to protect existing facilities. (library, CAB)

VALP16-09-05-00902 Maggie and Huw 
Maggie and Huw 
Davies

Policy D2 - We are very concerned regarding the proposed development for the village of Haddenham as outlined in the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan which we consider excessive. The proposal of an extra 4,500 houses either around the village or in a new 
settlement at Aston Sandford only a few miles away to meet the needs of needs of neighbouring councils, who claim they are 
constrained by green belt and areas of outstanding natural beauty, is totally unacceptable. Evidence suggests that the proposed new 
developments in Wycombe are at a much lower density than that proposed locally and this should be challenged by AVDC as it is 
likely that increasing the density would enable them to meet their own housing needs.
Haddenham has already accepted over a 1,000 new homes and the existing infrastructure is unable to meet the demands made on 
it. New families moving into the village are unable to get their children into the village schools; it is impossible for people needing to 
see their GP to get appointments at the health centre within a reasonable period, and the sewage works is unable to cope with the 
requirements of the existing population. If you did not foresee that the current infrastructure would be unable to cope with the influx of 
1,000 homes then it is unlikely you will be able to deliver the promise given in 2.4 d) of your draft plan that growth will be 
accompanied by the delivery of infrastructure, services, and facilities in the right places and at the right time. Haddenham is a village 
with a large conservation area and has around 120 listed historic buildings and retains a rural way of life. An additional 4,500 homes 
would not be sensitive to the character, in terms of scale and design and is contrary to the statement in 2.4 a) of your plan. 
You state that the main criteria for selecting Haddenham as a strategic settlement is the existing station. We would point out that the 
trains to London are already overcrowded and restrictions at Marylebone prevent future expansion. Already the additional traffic 
coming to use the station from Thame and the surrounding villages is causing parking and traffic problems which the village is unable 
to accommodate. The predicted growth in Thame and other villages is likely to put even more pressure on the use of this service.
Haddenham is a village not a town and should remain as such. It has limited shopping facilities which results in people using their car 
to go to Thame or Aylesbury. The High Street is no more than a lane as are many other roads in the village and are not designed for 
heavy traffic. We feel therefore that Haddenham is already struggling to accommodate the extra 1059 houses allocated and any 
plans to expand it further or build a new settlement nearby should not be pursued.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 206 of 910

www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/VALP16-09-05-00892-Site%20Location%20Plan.pdf


VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-00903 Mr Siuyee Lo Policy D2 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.

The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".

There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.

The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-05-00904 Christopher Wayman 
(Buckingham Town 
Council)

Policy D1 - AYLESBURY – DELIVERY OF A GARDEN TOWN
 D1 p64 This does not concern Buckingham, except it does not include a bypass that would expedite North/South communications.

VALP16-09-05-00904 Christopher Wayman 
(Buckingham Town 
Council)

Policy D2 - DELIVERING A NEW SETTLEMENT
 D2 p68As there is no site and no policy it is difficult to comment. However, it seems a sensible alternative rather than continually 

trying to stretch the facilities in existing settlements.
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VALP16-09-05-00904 Christopher Wayman 

(Buckingham Town 
Council)

Policy D3    - 4.50 p70Insert "ing" at the end of follow.
 4.50 p70 3rd point This restriction to ensure that Newton Longville and Whaddon are retained as separate communities could be 

viewed as unnecessarily restricting development when historically with Milton Keynes such settlements have been subsumed into the 
larger settlement. With the development amount advocated by AVDC it is obvious that both villages will at some point in the 
(relatively near) future become integrated into Milton Keynes and that this paragraph combined with the first bullet point of policy D3b 
should be removed due to the reasons outlined.

VALP16-09-05-00906 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D6 - Support the proposals in the context of delivery at Grendon Underwood

VALP16-09-05-00910 Nick Shute (Nick Shute 
Associates)

Policy D4 - Para 4.61 - this states that the housing requirement at Wendover is 834 dwellings.  However, this 'requirement' has not 
been justified other than by stating that an arbitrary 25% expansion of the settlement is proposed.

VALP16-09-05-00913 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D5 - Support the principle of the proposed level of growth at Larger Villages, but levels could be increased proportionately 
given the comments above in respect of the amount of housing growth required across the District.

VALP16-09-05-00914 Roger Welchman 
(Armstrong Rigg 
Planning Ltd on behalf 
of Taylor Wimpey 
South Midlands)

Policy D6 - Paragraph 4.56
This paragraph explains what we consider to be the VALP’s flawed approach to spatial distribution. It explains that some settlements 
are more constrained than others and may not have sufficient sites to meet their own housing requirements. Despite this the VALP 
proposes an inflexible approach to spatial distribution where each settlement across each tier is treated equally and expected to 
accommodate the same proportion of additional housing irrespective of the constraints/opportunities which may affect them.
Despite this the paragraph states that no village (in larger, medium or smaller categories) will be allocated more than their housing 
requirement. If the housing requirements of individual settlements were informed by an assessment of its constraints and ability to 
accommodate development this may be acceptable. But the approach proposed does not do this and in our view will inevitably lead 
to sub-optimal, unsustainable sites being selected. It will lead to additional uncertainty and delays in delivery and could undermine 
the Council’s ability to identify sufficient sites to meet projected needs. This could be address, in part, by focussing/allocating 
development sites where they have been the subject of detailed assessment by AVDC and found to be acceptable, like our clients 
site in Great Horwood 05713/L0027rw VALP Reps 4 Weston Road, Great Horwood .
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VALP16-09-05-00914 Roger Welchman 

(Armstrong Rigg 
Planning Ltd on behalf 
of Taylor Wimpey 
South Midlands)

Paragraph 4.79 and table at pages 85-88 (inclusive)
The paragraph and table which follows helps to illustrate the flaw which we maintain exists with the draft VALP’s proposed spatial 
strategy. It indicates that despite undertaking a detailed and exhaustive HELAA process it has only been possible to identify sufficient 
suitable sites to deliver around 805 dwellings in ‘medium villages’, against a residual housing requirement of 1,264. This comparison 
of columns 5 & 6 identifies a shortfall of 459. In effect however the draft VALP’s proposed spatial distribution will be
considerably worse because the wording of policy S2 and supporting paragraphs highlighted above effectively limit the ability of 
settlements to support more development that the identified ‘requirement’ irrespective of whether alternative sustainable sites exist in 
those settlements.
Policy D6 – Housing Development at medium villages
This policy indicates that the housing requirement for medium villages will be delivered through the allocation of the most sustainable 
‘suitable’ sites at the villages. As outlined above we consider the approach should be to focus on the most deliverable, sustainable 
housing sites as some villages will inevitably be more constrained that others. This is particularly the case where sites such as our 
clients have been the subject of a detailed and lengthy assessment process via the consideration of a planning application and 
AVDC have resolved to grant planning permission.
The policy indicates that a list of all potential housing sites is contained in Appendix A. For Great Horwood this shows our clients site 
to be the only potential housing allocation. To safeguard and ensure the delivery of much needed housing on this site in a form 
endorsed by the Council we would urge that this site is included in the VALP as an allocation.
We trust that this information is acceptable and that our comments are duly considered.

 

 

VALP16-09-05-00917 Jennifer Bullimore Policy D2 - In the VALP Haddenham is due to get 1,059 new homes, plans for 850 are already in the pipe line. This leaves a further 
209 houses to build which is greater than the village agreed to in it’s original plan which was ruthlessly rejected by AVDC.
It now appears that a further 6-7,000 houses could be forced upon our village. This is far more housing than make up the village as it 
stands. This will completely swamp the village which will be totally unable to absorb more than double the number of existing 
inhabitants. 6,000 houses means 12,000 people at least. Haddenham is a village of great character having been chosen as one of 
the most desirable villages in England to live in. Your proposals will destroy this village making another Slough (of despond). This is 
made doubly outrageous when there are large brown field sites with the necessary requirements for development within 5 miles of 
Haddenham.
It seems that AVDC’s policy always to take the easiest route to achieve their requirements when a more imaginative and less 
controversial solution with longer term solutions to even greater housing planning in the future are available. For example, more 
development along the A41 road, which is a more major road than the A418, having access to both Chiltern rail routes to both the 
new east /west rail link and the Birmingham / London link.

I beg you not to destroy this area of Bucks to satisfy government quotas.
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VALP16-09-05-00918 K Crowle Policy D2 - I am writing this message as a seriously concerned resident of Haddenham. I understand that you are actively 

considering the creation of a new town in the Haddenham area. The following points worry me greatly:
The need for an additional 5,000 houses appears to be largely driven by the failure of the adjacent Wycombe District Council to take 
their responsibilities seriously. With housing densities of about 15 houses per hectare used in their plan compared to the figure of 30+ 
used by Aylesbury Vale there is a clear mismatch between the two. Closure of this gap would remove the need for these new houses 
altogether.
The sites proposed for this new building are on high quality agricultural land, not the brownfield land that is rightly regarded by central 
government as the preferred option for development. 
The Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station already causes serious and increasing parking problems within Haddenham. 
The knock-on effects have now spread throughout the village with cars parked on many junctions and blind bends. Further building 
will add to this. The roads within the village are becoming increasingly congested as traffic uses the station and there is little scope to 
improve matters. The road on which I live has increased in width by more than a meter in the past 10 years, purely caused by parking 
erosion. In retrospect Parkway railway stations should not be built in existing villages.
The building activity in this area of Buckinghamshire, including the Princes Risborough and Thame proposals will markedly increase 
heavy vehicle traffic at a time when HS2 traffic will also be using the main roads. 
And all this on top of the extra 1,000 houses that will be built within Haddenham over the next few years, increasing its size by 50%. 
The democratic views of the village as expressed in a formal referendum have been treated with complete disdain by the authorities 
and now you want to add more! 
Please do not go ahead with this plan which will cause serious pressure on existing infrastructure including problems of traffic 
congestion, medical services, education and environmental degradation. Haddenham has a well developed sense of community; it 
has accepted a great deal of expansion in the past few decades; Will it be a place worth living in?

VALP16-09-05-00919 Vanda Thomas Policy D2 - The number of houses in the proposed “garden village” near Aston Sandford is astonishing.   How could 7000 be 
contemplated in an area of this size when compared with a lesser number in the town of Thame itself. The increase in traffic on what 
are minor roads would be appalling, which would lead to upgrading them and creating even faster traffic, quite apart from all this 
taking out farmland and putting suburbia in the countryside.   I object to this proposed development.
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VALP16-09-05-00927 James Yeoman (Savills 

on behalf of Lands 
Improvement Holdings 
(LIH))

Policy D2 - In order to meet the emerging housing target for the District, Policy D2 proposes delivery of a new settlement. No specific 
policy wording is set out by the Draft Plan. The supporting text provides commentary in respect of the site selection process and that 
the Council seeks views in respect of the general principle of a new settlement at either Winslow or Haddenham (other sites having 
not made the shortlist).
4.26. The Draft Plan (Para 4.35) and Report to Scrutiny Committee (Para 4.12, 13th June 2016) state Haddenham as the Council’s 
preferred location owing to existing operational transport links, employment prospects and a good mix of community facilities, LIH 
supports the principle that Haddenham provides a sustainable location for delivering significant housing growth in the District.
4.27. LIH has reviewed with interest the New Settlement Scoping Study (NSSS, June 2016), prepared by GL Hearn. Para 6.13 of the 
report considers the main opportunities and constraints to further development at Haddenham. It considers there potential to deliver 
growth to the north of Haddenham, and specifically at the Airfield, subject to landscape considerations:
‘Land to the north of Haddenham considered to have potential for development due to former use as airfield. Sites could potentially 
accommodate development if sensitively designed and would need to have regard to impact on local landscape 
character/designation and avoid development on local ridgeline to the north’.
4.28. Page 37 of the NSSS considers the environment and policy constraints in Haddenham, and states:
‘relatively high potential for new development and few landscape constraints in the surrounding area. Any extension to Haddenham 
would need to avoid the ridgeline to the north and encroaching on the Area of Attractive Landscape. Field boundaries and tree belts 
are a characteristic feature and could be used to integrate development and reinforce landscape structure’.
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VALP16-09-05-00927 James Yeoman (Savills 

on behalf of Lands 
Improvement Holdings 
(LIH))

4.29. The above commentary identifies potential landscape mitigation measures that have consistently been raised by LIH in 
response to the emerging VALP and were considered appropriate in respect of the consented scheme 14/03289/AOP.
Appendix E reports potential growth options to deliver a new settlement proposal at Haddenham. The Airfield site is identified by all 3 
options under Site Reference 1. The mapping suggests potential for delivery of development on the northern parcel of the Airfield in 
all 3 options. No commentary is provided by GL Hearn at Appendix E to suggest a constraint to further development at the Airfield. 
Appendix A to the NSSS (titled Review of Landscape Character Guidance in regard to potential New Settlement Locations - 
undertaken by LDA Design) reports development should avoid the ridgeline to the north. However, it is acknowledged that the 
assessment within the Appendix is a:
‘Strategic, desk-based review of the published district-wide landscape character assessment and has not benefitted from field study. 
Further desk/field study and analysis will be required to investigate the suitability of specific locations in terms of landscape context’.
4.31. LIH supports the acknowledgement that further site-specific landscape assessment is required. The enclosed Landscape 
Representations (March 2016) seeks to assist the Council in this regard.
4.32. AVDC has assumed that 4,500 dwellings could be delivered, via a new settlement, in the plan period to 2033. Even in assuming 
adoption of the VALP in 2017, this provides a 16 year period, equating to an average delivery of circa 280 dwellings per annum. This 
is a challenging delivery target. A lead in time to development of the new settlement proposal will also need to be factored in to 
enable site assembly, application processes and infrastructure delivery.
4.33. LIH has a track record of delivering development at Haddenham and consider the northern parcel of the Airfield site provides an 
opportunity to deliver a substantial quantum of housing at Haddenham, not necessarily linked, though complementary to any 
subsequent delivery of growth associated with the New Settlement proposal. Allocation of the northern parcel of the Airfield would 
offer flexibility to the Draft Plan in respect of delivery options. The associated planning history and nature of the Airfield Site 
demonstrate its ability to deliver development early within the Plan period and contribute towards meeting the existing housing 
shortfall. This would not prejudice the longer term potential of Haddenham as a sustainable new settlement option.

VALP16-09-05-00928 Tim Northey (Rectory 
Homes Limited)

Policy D2 - At this stage, no policy has yet been drafted given the ongoing assessment of possible locations for a new settlement but 
having reviewed the New Settlement Scoping Study the option of a new garden village to the south east of Haddenham is fully 
supported in that it is in the most suitable strategic location being both in close proximity to one of the key areas where the unmet 
housing demand is arising (i.e Wycombe District) and close to national transport links and a number of important service centres.  
Notwithstanding this, such an option should be adopted in combination with an enlargement of Haddenham which performs strongly 
from a sustainability perspective, in that it currently offers a high quality main line rail service,regular bus services and a good level of 
local services.  The extension of this settlement is better able to respond in the short and medium term to the need to deliver housing 
given that the infrastructure already exists which can then be improved and extended as development occurs, whilst a new 
settlement offers a much longer term development solution.
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VALP16-09-05-00928 Tim Northey (Rectory 

Homes Limited)
Policy D5 - Given the unprecedented level of identified growth in the district for the plan period, the level of growth being proposed at 
the larger villages is not considered ambitious enough as they offer an important opportunity to deliver sustainable development 
whilst also an opportunity to improve the self containment of the settlements through developing a wider range of facilities and 
services.  With strategic settlements targeted with 50% growth, larger villages are being required to deliver less than half that despite 
no evidence or reasoning from the Council as to why such settlements cannot deliver  higher growth rates.  In contrast, medium 
villages which typically offer fewer facilities and services are required to provide 19% growth despite being less sustainable, which 
represents a marginal reduction upon the larger villages.  Furthermore, should the overall district housing target further increase once 
the unmet housing need figure is established, increasing housing delivery at the larger villages will represent a valuable means of 
achieving this higher level of growth across the district. It is therefore considered that the proposed level of growth should be in 
increased at these defined villages.  
It is also a concern at this stage of the plan process and following a number of comprehensive assessment studies, that the Council 
has been unable to identify sufficient housing opportunities at over 60% of the identified larger villages.  The Council suggest that 
where shortfalls in housing exist it will rely on Neighbourhood Plans to bring such development forward.  This however risks the 
larger villages not delivering its required housing numbers as Neighbourhood Plans are not statutory requirements and so there is no 
guarantee they will actually be prepared.  If the Council is unable to identify sufficient land with its resources, it will of course be more 
of a challenge for communities to identify suitable land for development with its more limited capabilities.  The Council should 
therefore give further consideration to allocation of additional land at these settlements as part of the plan preparation process.
Within the proposed Policy D5, criteria e. requires proposals to not have any adverse impact on environmental assets such as 
"landscape" which potentially renders all development as being undeliverable under this policy as all development on the edge of 
villages will have a landscape impact.  The wording of the policy should therefore be reviewed and in particular "any" will need to be 
deleted.

VALP16-09-05-00928 Tim Northey (Rectory 
Homes Limited)

Policy D6 - Overall, the proposed policy approach at the medium villages is supported with the level of growth considered 
appropriate in scale to the ability of these settlements to deliver.  However, as with the larger villages there is concern that at over 
50% of settlements the Council has been unable to identify sufficient suitable land and with the proposed policy seeking to defer such 
responsibility to Neighbourhood Plans of which there is no statutory requirement to produce.  
Within the proposed Policy D6, criteria e. requires proposals to not have any adverse impact on environmental assets such as 
"landscape" which potentially renders all development as being undeliverable under this policy as all development on the edge of 
villages will have a landscape impact.  The wording of the policy should therefore be reviewed and in particular "any" will need to be 
deleted.
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VALP16-09-05-00931 Christopher and Mary 

Wellby
Policy D2 - The village of Haddenham is special and something of which AVDC  should be proud.
 
The proposals to build thousands of new houses on neighbouring fields would overrun this village and could not be integrated into 
the community.  Thousands of new households would have an extraordinary detrimental impact on social facilities, traffic (both 
private and public), and on village life, entirely different from the life and the facilities of a town like High Wycombe
 
These are greenfield sites.  Surely building should not be taking place on high grade agricultural land?  Building on these fields would 
not only spoil the approach to the village for ever, but also deprive wildlife of habitat, ie corn buntings, extinct now in Ireland and 
under threat in this country.  There is also the consideration of building so close to existing communities that boundaries become 
blurred into continuous development with the consequent loss of identity and community.
 
I urge you to do everything you can to build on a more appropriate site .  Many people have made good arguments against these 
proposals, especially those voiced by the Haddenham Village Society, which I sincerely hope show Haddenham to be the wrong 
place for this new settlement.

VALP16-09-05-00913 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D6 - Reduce housing growth anticipated at Medium villages to 18%.

VALP16-09-05-00913 Jake Collinge (Jake 
Collinge Planning 
Consultancy Ltd)

Policy D7 - Housing growth anticipated at Smaller villages should be increased to 8%. In addition, there should be no artificial 'cap' 
on housing delivery at Smaller Villages, rather a criteria-bsaed approach should be adopted (in full). Sub-section (g) should therefore 
be deleted.

VALP16-09-05-00935 Lisa Morris Policy D2 - I would like more information on the VALP for Haddenham on the following points:

- Proposed housing growth: where does the council obtains the information on predicted growth for the area? In 17 years, a growth of 
50% in housing is extremely excessive, given that England's projected population growth until 2037 by the national statistics institute 
predicts an annual growth rate of 0.6%?
[ARCHIVED CONTENT] UK Government Web Archive – The National Archives

- Haddenham will accommodate housing growth of 50%, new homes will be supported by infrastructure and recognise the important 
role of Haddenham and Thame railway station. - On this statement: if a growth of 50% is implemented in Haddenham alone, what are 
the railways plans for increasing train service capacity to 50% more people? the current situation is already difficult as many 
commuters do not have a seat to travel in the busiest times in the morning and end of the day?
What is the council going to in terms of railway parking fees and overflow parking to accommodate the increase of 50% more 
households potentially travelling by train? We already have problems with parking near the station and in the new estates nearby 
Haddenham and THame parkway station
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VALP16-09-05-00935 Lisa Morris Haddenham was identified with potential for a large-scale extension to this existing settlement, taking account of the settlement’s 

existing infrastructure and particularly its relative accessibility. Haddenham and Thame Parkway station and the A418 provide a 
strong level of transport accessibility, and public transport access to a range of larger employment centres. - On this statement, 
please clarify how the council will manage the A418 which is already congested in the mornings towards Thame? If 4,500 house are 
built, what is the infrastructure to be put in place to ensure the roads can cope with the volume of cars which is already at capacity, 
as the A148 is the main route from Haddenham to Thame?

Town, village and local centres to support new and existing communities - this needs to be further expanded as well. Haddenham 
became a large village and with the potential settlement, the old village centre is no longer enough to cope with the size of the village. 
When new estates are built, a commitment from the builders to provide a new Dr surgery and shops should be mandatory. a New GP 
surgery is already a need for the village.

Schools: Haddenham is already in shortage of early education, primary school places, with the current population being sent to areas 
nearby, How will the council address this? Expansion at St Mary's school is a priority. Also, because it is in the border with Oxon, 
often families get pushed to send children to Aylesbury for secondary education, what is the plan for a secondary school in the area?

The council should and committees should be more pro-active in holding builders accountable for leisure, GP and other facilities and 
make sure that these are already included in their plans, otherwise the population will suffer and the council should focus on transport 
and schooling issues.
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VALP16-09-05-00937 Clive Gilbert Policy D2 - I wish to comment on the Local Area Plan.

1) The officers and councillors of AVDC primary concern is to look after the needs of AVDC residents - in this regard all efforts should 
be made to not accept the overspill requirements from adjacent councils. AVDC residents would expect our councillors and officers to 
be better skilled than adjacent councils to use whatever advice and tactics are required to protect the interests of their residents and 
failure to do so would reflect poorly on the AVDC team.
2) The brief given to GL Hearn regarding site selection was counterproductive and should have been to provide AVDC with reasons 
why sites could not be developed, not provide AVDC with sites to develop - it is the former that residents would have preferred funds 
to have been spent on. 
3) Haddenham is not a suitable option for future development;
    a) It already has existing plans for significant new housing.
    b) It is a village not a town.
    c) The railway station already appears to be operating at capacity. The additional trains for the Oxford Parkway service.
    d) There are already significant traffic and parking issues related to the existing number of commuters.
    e) A full consultation and referendum has already taken place that has given AVDC very clear direction as to the wishes of 
Haddenham residents.
    f) Road links from Haddenham to the motorway and larger centres are already under significant strain.
    g) Haddenham relies on Thame for much of its infrastructure and amenities.  Thame cannot cope with significant expansion of 
Haddenham.
    h) It has no defined retail centre.
    i) It has no Secondary School and the closest Secondary School in Thame is already extremely large.
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VALP16-09-05-00937 Clive Gilbert 4) Winslow is a town not a village, and should be developed as such, it has a large existing retail hub and good brownfield sites 

within close proximity for development.
5) Wendover could be developed by utilising military land at RAF Halton, and military use relocated elsewhere in the UK where land 
is cheaper and employment needs greater.  Wendover already has a secondary school.
6) GL Hearn's report focussed very much on existing or proposed rail infrastructure.  In reality only a small % of people in new 
dwellings would use the railway. There is a disused Airfield at Oakley adjacent to the M40.  A new motorway junction could be built 
which could service a new settlement on Oakley airfield incorporating either Oakley and/or Worminghall. Use of this brownfield site 
would be far preferable to using greenfield land around Haddenham.
7) Within Haddenham the number of dwellings appears to be increasing but the population remaining fairly static.  More focus needs 
to be placed on housing suitable for young professionals, starter homes and also provision for elderly people who may be occupying 
larger properties that could accommodate larger families.
8) Westcott Park should be developed for housing as well as commercial and the rail line extended further from Aylesbury Parkway.  
This would make better use of an existing Secondary School, and under-utilised brownfield land.  Just because the site is currently 
classified as brownfield should not preclude its reclassification - in the same way the field around Haddenham are not currently 
classified as housing.
9) The airfield at Haddenham is a good community facility but should not be regarded as sacrosanct.  If need be alternative glider 
facilities should be created further away from the village to the south.
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VALP16-09-05-00938 Laurence Prestage Policy D1 - Having looked at the Draft Vale Of Aylesbury Local Plan, I must protest about the intention to build such a huge 

development on the edge of Aylesbury.  My reasons for objecting are:

-AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
-The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
-There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
-The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
-The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
-There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
-The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
-Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.  The process should be paused until 
other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in relation to transport and other 
infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-05-00939 Mrs R Grenyer Policy D2 - I have thought long and hard about the implications of what is being currently proposed for the delivery (undoubtedly 

necessary) of future  housing in this County, and it's likely impact on Haddenham in particular.

Throughout I would ask that Para 1.8 of the National Planning Policy Framework Commitment be born in mind, particularly that 
alongside the promotion of sustainable economic development, " the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment".
I feel strongly that the current plans are in danger of at best overlooking, and at worst ignoring these commitments. They seem to be 
taking the easy option, based on hurried and superficial thinking.

Here we have a large historic village, that currently works very well; a thriving community with  primary schools (full), a small library ( 
largely volunteer-run), a medical centre ( very busy), many local organisations, sporting, charitable and social, and a mixed age 
demographic. It also has a railway station ( which already generates parking problems in the surrounding residential streets), and one 
extremely good bus service. However there is only one small parade of half a dozen shops, (in the village centre), a Post Office store 
( with narrow crowded access roads), and a butcher (on a complex junction in the heart of the conservation area). This is hardly a 
viable internal infrastructure for the scale and speed of population increase envisaged over and above that which is already agreed 
and underway. 

VALP16-09-05-00939 Mrs R Grenyer The idea would appear to be to make us into a town, by the back door, with urban levels of housing density, but without the facilities 
which already exist in the centre of Winslow for example.  What price the " positive strategy for the conservation  and enjoyment of 
the historic environment"?

The perceived relative accessibility advantages of Haddenham as compared with Winslow, (Policy D2, DP ref Para4.33-5, and 4.42), 
are indeed marginal. Haddenham has a station ( with trains already nearly at capacity during rush hours), Winslow is due to have one 
in only 3/4 years time. Haddenham is indeed closer to an  overcrowded and dangerous stretch of the M40, and current proposals ( 
along with already extensive building on the Oxfordshire side) will only contribute further to that. Currently there is severe traffic 
congestion every morning and evening around Thame. The future expansion or otherwise in the capacity of Chiltern Railways 
appears to be another imponderable. In fact the scale and rate of development could negate pretty quickly the very accessibility that 
currently makes Haddenham appear such a desirable choice, and risks turning it into merely more of a London commuter suburb 
than it already is. 

Finally it would appear that URBAN areas further south ( High Wycombe in particular) are planning their future housing at much lower 
densities than those envisaged for Haddenham. In other words they are failing to take responsibility for their fair share of new 
housing.

I see nothing in the plans to "promote sustainable economic development" (NPPF Para 1.8 again). In fact I see endless greenfield 
housing estates on flat A grade agricultural land: a hungry developers dream.
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VALP16-09-05-00941 Rosemary Grenyer Policy D2 - I have thought long and hard about the implications of what is being currently proposed for the delivery (undoubtedly 

necessary) of future  housing in this County, and it's likely impact on Haddenham in particular.

Throughout I would ask that Para 1.8 of the National Planning Policy Framework Commitment be born in mind, particularly that 
alongside the promotion of sustainable economic development, " the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment".
I feel strongly that the current plans are in danger of at best overlooking, and at worst ignoring these commitments. They seem to be 
taking the easy option, based on hurried and superficial thinking.

Here we have a large historic village, that currently works very well; a thriving community with  primary schools (full), a small library ( 
largely volunteer-run), a medical centre ( very busy), many local organisations, sporting, charitable and social, and a mixed age 
demographic. It also has a railway station ( which already generates parking problems in the surrounding residential streets), and one 
extremely good bus service. However there is only one small parade of half a dozen shops, (in the village centre), a Post Office store 
( with narrow crowded access roads), and a butcher (on a complex junction in the heart of the conservation area). This is hardly a 
viable internal infrastructure for the scale and speed of population increase envisaged over and above that which is already agreed 
and underway. 

The idea would appear to be to make us into a town, by the back door, with urban levels of housing density, but without the facilities 
which already exist in the centre of Winslow for example.  What price the " positive strategy for the conservation  and enjoyment of 
the historic environment"?

The perceived relative accessibility advantages of Haddenham as compared with Winslow, (Policy D2, DP ref Para4.33-5, and 4.42), 
are indeed marginal. Haddenham has a station ( with trains already nearly at capacity during rush hours), Winslow is due to have one 
in only 3/4 years time. Haddenham is indeed closer to an  overcrowded and dangerous stretch of the M40, and current proposals ( 
along with already extensive building on the Oxfordshire side) will only contribute further to that. Currently there is severe traffic 
congestion every morning and evening around Thame. The future expansion or otherwise in the capacity of Chiltern Railways 
appears to be another imponderable. In fact the scale and rate of development could negate pretty quickly the very accessibility that 
currently makes Haddenham appear such a desirable choice, and risks turning it into merely more of a London commuter suburb 
than it already is.

VALP16-09-05-00942 Keith Milmer 
(Haddenham.net)

Policy D4 - My comments relate to the 'New Settlement' and to paragraphs 4.33, 4.34, 4.35 & 4.42^ I and several fellow residents 
submitted comments on the draft VALP via email.
I personally know of at least five such submissions sent on the final day of public consultation, Monday 5th September 2016.  They 
were sent to this email address: localplanconsult@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk  How can residents know that 1. their comments were 
safely received and 2. that their observations and comments were factored into the overall review process. I will publish your reply on 
our community website: www.haddenham.net  Thank you.
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VALP16-09-05-00943 Sue Rattue Policy D6 - RE: Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (concerning the village of Marsworth)

I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is being 
considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. 

In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are significantly more 
suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
• There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent 

VALP16-09-05-00943 Sue Rattue Hertfordshire villages.
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
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VALP16-09-05-00943 Sue Rattue The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 

asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 

used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
 •There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
 •The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 

Marsworth’s building allocation.
 •The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 

Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
 •The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 

be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.
 •The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
 •The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 

centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.

VALP16-09-05-00944 James Yeoman (Savills 
(on behalf of Mr and 
Mrs Hearn))

Policy D6 - It is considered that a presumption towards sustainable development as articulated through national policy guidance 
justifies an appropriate level of residential development in the Medium Villages to assist in meeting the wider housing need of the 
District. Accordingly our client supports the distribution of a proportion of growth to the Medium Villages.
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VALP16-09-05-00948 Phil Bateman Policy D7 - The distribution of growth across the district is however considered logical, and it is noted under policy D7, that the 

anticipated housing requirement for the parish of Dinton (which includes Upton), the housing requirement is for 10 new homes over 
the plan period, and that there is a residual requirement for 4 dwellings.
Further to this, the policy identifies that the housing requirement for all ‘small villages’ will be delivered through emerging 
neighbourhood plans rather than as allocations identified in the local plan.
Whilst we recognise the logic of this approach, it is considered that by virtue of the need for neighbourhood plans to conform with 
Local Plans, it would prudent for the VALP to be making allocations at this stage.
Further to this matter, and as already has been discussed, it is considered that Motts Garage should be included as an allocation in 
the Local Plan.
In this regard, it is identified that the site represents a sustainable location, is located adjacent to existing built form, and has the 
ability to make a contribution towards the delivery of housing.
A ‘Call for Sites’ Proforma has also been completed and is submitted with this representation.
We trust that these comments and the submission of the site for inclusion on the plan, will be of use and taken account in the further 
preparation of the plan.

VALP16-09-05-00951 Charles Robinson (DLP 
Planning Limited)

Policy D1 - (This relates to Policies D1 & D2) : The lack of clarity over the delivery of strategic delivery underlines the importance of 
smaller sites in terms of meeting housing needs across the first years of the Plan Period.

VALP16-09-05-00951 Charles Robinson (DLP 
Planning Limited)

Policy D6 - (This relates to Appendix A) : The table accompanying Policy D6 purports to identify potential development sites. 
However, these (plus those dismissed) have only been the subject of very limited appraisal in the HELAA which is, of necessity, only 
a cursory assessment. To base allocations on this is misleading. The HELAA should be confined to supporting information and 
should not form the basis of detailed site allocations.
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VALP16-09-05-00953 MALCOLM WALKER Policy D2 - I wish to make the following comments in relation to the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

Haddenham is very much a rural village set in beautiful countryside.  The land is very high quality agricultural land which is very 
productively farmed for both crops and grazing.

The infrastructure of the area of Haddenham is already stretched, unless it is urgent you already have to wait weeks for a doctors 
appointment.  The roads are already very busy.  If you have to drive to Thame there is often a que of traffic trying to get onto the 
Thame bypass. 

Haddenham is a historic settlement and as such is not suitable for large developments. The village heritage would be destroyed. 
There are often film crews in Haddenham filming because of its beauty and setting which would be destroyed.

I think that it is outrageous that Aylesbury Vale should have to meet the unmet needs of other councils like High Wycombe.  I see that 
their local plan is expecting Aylesbury to accommodate their unmet need of 5000 homes.  This cannot be right.  Their densities are 
far too low, 10 to 15 DPH, in contrast to 30DPH and 35 DPH for Haddenham. How fair is that?  It is all wrong Haddenham is not the 
place for a new settlement for the above reasons. 

I strongly object to the proposed development of Haddenham as a new settlement.
VALP16-09-05-00955 Jonathan Clover Policy D1 - a The expansion of Aylesbury is too rapid and preempts the decision on the new settlement as well as leading to the 

coalescence of the villages to the south (mentioned in my comments under Vision). I therefore do not agree the proposed allocations 
(per Appendix A).
e We do not have a completed transport strategy yet so I can only express the hope that it will include specific actions to reduce car 
use across the garden town site and on roads serving Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-05-00955 Jonathan Clover Policy D2 - I repeat that the overall strategy for housing development can only be considered when the work on transport issues has 
been completed  (para 4.37) and a proposal put for one or more new towns. Any new town should be linked to existing jobs (actual or 
imminently achievable) and transport links. If 12000 houses were delivered at both Winslow and Buckingham this would affect both 
the decisions on Aylesbury and Wendover.

VALP16-09-05-00955 Jonathan Clover Policy D4 - I agree with the comments by Heela on the sites at Wendover. It states that there are no suitable sites.(4.56 and table 
p74/75) The only way this can be done is by releasing Green Belt land. This is not an acceptable method of land allocation, as the 
land released continues to perform a Green Belt function in preventing coalescence, and for the other reasons outlined earlier. Any 
development at Wendover should be dealt with in the wider context of a decision on a new settlement(s), the proper development of 
Aylesbury, and the villages to the south, and the final numbers of houses required including those from other areas. It must also 
reflect the results of the Neighbourhood Plan process which is just underway..
In addition the future off RAF Halton is a crucial factor in the calculations and  any changes that may occur here should be 
considered in tandem to the neighbourhood plan.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 224 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-00955 Jonathan Clover Policy D10 - D10: In terms of Wendover, there has been a reduction in the number of units in use in the town centre. Also what does 

a major development mean in this context. If development were permitted in Wendover on the former Green Belt lad what shopping 
provision would be required. I think that the Neighbourhood Plan should look at this and include comments on shopping provision 
current and suggested in that Plan.

VALP16-09-05-00956 Celia Bockmuehl Policy D2 - I wish to register my concern at the recent proposal to move Cuddington from the category of small villages to that of 
medium villages and the resultant expectations in terms of housing development and the impact on village infrastructure. 
It will make Cuddington the smallest of the villages in the ‘medium’ category and it certainly does not have many of the amenities that 
other such villages boast such as a doctor’s surgery or regular/easy access to public transport. 

Please can the committee take a more qualitative approach to the number of houses allocated to each district/village area. The local 
school is already heavily over subscribed and cannot physically expand on its current site. This must be factored into the plans. 

I would also appreciate an explanation as to why Aylesbury Vale District Council has been so willing to accept hosing allocations 
previously designated to adjoining geographical areas. 

Whilst I fully appreciate the needs for housing development nationally and the need for every area to play its part, I do object to a 
small village being asked to increase its provision by nearly 10%.
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VALP16-09-05-00959 Penny Pataky 

(Edlesborough Parish 
Council)

Policy D5 -  Policy D5 - Delivering the allocated sites at larger villages
Edlesborough Housing Allocation is inflated
Assuming that the Edlesborough housing allocation figure of 164 was calculated as 22% of the existing housing stock in April 2013, 
AVDC’s estimate of the housing stock appears to have been 745. (745 x 0.22 = 164). However a street by street count of dwellings 
within the built settlement of Edlesborough at that date produces a figure of only 659. The actual count for the entire electoral ward of 
Edlesborough was only 733, still significantly less than AVDC’s figure for just the village.
Consequently the correct housing allocation for the settlement of Edlesborough should be 145 (659 x 0.22= 145).
Further evidence of how inflated AVDC’s estimate is can be demonstrated by referring to the 2011 National Census. Unfortunately 
the Census does not breakdown the statistics below parish level, but it does provide a dwelling count for the entire Parish. That figure 
includes not only the settlements of Edlesborough, Dagnall and Northall, but also all the outlying properties that are remote from the 
settlements. Like any other large rural parish, the number of outlying properties is quite significant.
It therefore follows that the Census count for the entire parish should exceed the sum of the AVDC housing stock figures for each of 
the three individual settlements within the Parish by a considerable margin.
Assuming the Dagnall and Northall allocations are based on 5% of their respective 2013 housing stock, AVDC’s estimates are 
Edlesborough (745), Dagnall (220) and Northall (180) – Total 1145. Why then was the Census count including all the outlying 
properties only 1130 dwellings?
Edlesborough Housing Commitments 2015/16 under counted
The table on page 79 shows a total of 89 commitments, but my understanding is that there have actually been 90 commitments.
13/01072/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved June 2013
13/01098/APP – 1 dwelling – Allowed on appeal January 2015
14/01261/APP – 30 dwellings – Approved May 2016
14/01908/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved 2014
15/02411/APP – 57 dwellings – Provisionally approved March 2016
TOTAL 90 dwellings

VALP16-09-05-00961 Paul and Ivan Leary Policy D5 - Of those sites identified for Edlesborough in the HELAA, EDL021 is  unique in that it offers the potential to provide both 
space for future housing needs and the development of some community facilities for the benefit of the broader community.
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VALP16-09-05-00962 Dave Gibson Policy D3 - I would like to comment about the local plan in relation to its effect on Newton Longville. I am a resident of Newton 

Longville.
I agree that housing should be  should  be  built around the village. The Salden chase plan is a sound one- the only comment that I 
have is that it assumes that a Bletchley bypass will go between Bletchley and Newton Longville, but I think this is wrong - the bypass 
should go to the South of the village. This would allow for a greater number of homes to be built in the area. 
A large number of people that live in the village work in Milton Keynes, so it would seem logical that Newton Longville become part of 
MK rather than a far flung outpost of Bucks/ Aylesbury Vale.
It would also make sense to extend the housing around Newton Leys and extend this within Aylesbury Vale.
In general, I agree with the content of the draft plan.
D.Gibson, 102 Bletchley Rd, Newton Longville

VALP16-09-05-00964 Paul Ketteridge Policy D2 - Comments on Local Plan
 
I have visited your exhibition and studied your various proposals for the Local Plan.  I have a number of comments related to the 
North Marston - where I live - Winslow my nearest town and Great Horwood where I used to live. I was a Parish Councillor some 
years ago in Great Horwood and am currently a Parish Councillor in North Marston
 
North Marston  
You have classified North Marston as a suitable village for development as you say it has a school, a shop, a bus service and playing 
field facilities.  None of these characteristics are supportive of and expanded Village 
 The School is oversubscribed. It currently tries to serve both villages of North Marston and Granborough.  While the School has 
been expanded in recent years to try and meet demand there is now little opportunity for further expansion.
 The Village Shop is a small Community Shop it is not a Commercial Enterprise. It relies on community volunteer support to maintain 
its hours of opening. While it has a good range of products it is not the sort of undertaking to fully support the current community let 
alone an increased community.
 The Bus service used to be  reasonable but in recent years  has been drastically reduced. It now  only provides a limited weekday 
service during the core of the day. It is not a comprehensive service to suit commuters. On Saturdays the is a very limited service and 
on Sundays no service at all.
 The village playing field is a joint venture of North Marston and Granbrough to provide for the local football and cricket teams 
 Highway access into the village from the south via Whitchurch and Oving and from the north via Winslow and Granborough is very 
restricted. The roads are narrow country lanes with limited capacity. Further development would add additional traffic to an already 
restricted highway
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VALP16-09-05-00964 Paul Ketteridge  

Winslow
Your proposal for Winslow conflict with the Winslow Local Approved Plan and involve major highway works that will destroy the 
essence of this small market town
 
Great Horwood
Your proposals for development of the airfield at Great Horwood are out of proportion with the local community of Great Horwood and 
Winslow and will create a great deal of pressure on the existing highway system the primary school facilities. 
 
The proposal fails to recognise that most of the airfield land is filled land from the time when the airfield was created and this will 
present structural problems for foundations of new development.
 
You proposed to construct a roundabout in the middle of Great Horwood at the junction of Little Horwood Road and the High Street, 
the B4033. This fails to recognise that the Village Green of Great Horwood at the core of the village, would be destroyed. The Green 
is a legally protected space.

VALP16-09-05-00966 Michelle Kidd (Area 
Sustainable Places 
Team The Environment 
Agency)

Policy D1 - Flood risk is not mentioned within this policy and it would be useful to include this to ensure it is a factor within the site 
allocations.

VALP16-09-05-00966 Michelle Kidd (Area 
Sustainable Places 
Team The Environment 
Agency)

Policy D4 - Points (d) and (e) of this policy need to be strengthened. The use of ecological buffer zones must be explicitly mentioned 
in both points as a way of protecting these features and preventing adverse impacts. In point (e), replace “waterways” with 
“watercourses”. Reference needs to be made to specific policies to deal with protection and enhancement of watercourses and other 
features of nature conservation value.

VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D5 - See comments for D4
VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D6 - See comments for D4
VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D7 - See comments for D4
VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D8 - should have the same requirements with regard to protection and enhancement of natural boundaries and features, 

green infrastructure, rivers etc as for policies D4, D5, D6 and D7
VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D9 - should have the same requirements with regard to protection and enhancement of natural boundaries and features, 

green infrastructure, rivers etc as for policies D4, D5, D6 and D7
VALP16-09-05-00966 Policy D11, 12, and 13 - These policies and their supporting paragraphs refer to various specific sites, but no site references are 

given. These need to be included.
VALP16-09-05-00966 Michelle Kidd (Area 

Sustainable Places 
Team The Environment 
Agency)

Policy D14 - We are pleased to see that this type of development should not be sited within an area at risk from flooding. It may also 
be beneficial to include a part about CC here and the new allowances. Perhaps a buffer zone surrounding the existing Flood Zone 2 
flood extent?

In point (d), replace “waterways” with ‘watercourses’ and include the use of ecological buffer zones to protect these features.
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VALP16-09-05-00968 Richard Belgrove Policy D2 - I write to comment on the proposal for a New Settlement near to  Haddenham.

The area to the east of Aston Sandford is one of small fields,trees,hedges, ponds and spinneys ans as countryside it is as valuable 
as any AONB.
Local residents have already vigorously resisted a proposal for a large wind turbine and we personally have resisted numerous offers 
from solar power companies to cover many acres with panels. This so that the agricultural area may remain unspoiled. There will be 
a huge amount of opposition to a proposal of 6000 houses on this area.

As a landowner of part of the proposed site I would like to reiterate the point made by Aston Sandford Parish .
The majority of the landowners concerned would not be prepared to sell for development and the settlement would not be deliverable 
within  the required time scale.

VALP16-09-05-00969 Bennett Andrew Policy D2 - Two main site have been Identified one being Winslow and the other being Haddenham.
For either sit to be developed there has to be careful considerations as to location and transport and available work.
The Winslow site has a present no rail link although there is an east west link proposed but this has already been delayed. The main 
A421 has been indicated as in needing of improvement but as yet no proposals have been summited. Places for people to work is 
limited to Milton Keynes and since this town is building houses to support its own growth will there be enough work to support a new 
settlement so close to MK. With no good links to the M1 ie only the A421 which goes through MK then this location for  a new 
settlement is poor.
Haddenham on the other hand already has a rail link and is close to the M40 giving good links both North and South. It is close to 
other districts with “unmet needs” and has good transport links to areas of employment which means that a new settlement would 
prosper giving the Vale a good income.

VALP16-09-05-00969 Bennett Andrew Policy D3 - There are two main sites propose which are close to MK. One being NLV001 Newton Longville and the other WHA001 
Whaddon.
NLV001 has been on the development agenda for some time and much evaluation work has been carried out at to how the 
development should be done and the inferstructure required. I would like to express a concern that this development should not be 
started until the road and rail inferstructure has been decided and started because such a large development would just cause total 
chose to the existing transport network in the area.
On the other hand, absolutely no evaluations on the Whaddon site WHA001 has been done at all as to its suitability. The road links 
and drainage and connecting inferstructure with MK need careful consideration. How to protect the village on Whaddon has not been 
considered. 2000 houses have been proposed for this site which is smaller than NLV001 which proposes to build 1885 houses and is 
a much bigger site. This site is so close to the boundary of MK and that most of the infrastructure will need to be provided by MK. 
This being the case then MK will demand the revenue from the houses to pay for this infrastructure and the vale will not gain anything 
from this development. I thought that this plan was to enhance the vale and its revenue from new housing, at present I don’t see how 
this is achieving these goal. What I do see is MK just expanding its boundary into the vale at the expense of Whaddon village.
With such large development proposed on the boundary of MK have such requirements as  Schools Hospital and Doctors surgery 
been considered
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VALP16-09-05-00969 Bennett Andrew Policy D7 - Within the it states that Whaddon is required to provide a further 11 houses which I feel should be revised is the light of 

such large development in their parish.

D10  Town and village local support
Within the plan the Vale talks about supporting local facilities. Within the village of Whaddon is the Lowndes Arms public house which 
is both of historical importance as a building but also a much needed meeting place for the village. At the present it has closed and is 
up for sale. This facility should be retained and reopened and if possible supported by AVDC as a community asset.

VALP16-09-05-00970 Steven Barker (Barker 
Parry Town Planning 
Limited)

Policy D2 - As questioned above, (Chapter 1, S2), to have a plan with housing/settlement policies predicated on a new settlement of 
6,000 dwellings with 4,500 assumed to be delivered in the plan period, but with a policy stating "...to follow, awaiting further evidence" 
not only prevents proper and full public consultation, because it is assumed that this policy will emerge in a pre-submission version of 
the Plan, but relies heavily on an as yet unknown policy, when the plan as already drafted is incredibly prescriptive as to what may be 
allowed in some settlements in the district.  This is to put the cart before the horse and the macro settlement/housing policies need to 
be proposed and consulted upon before micro policies for individual settlements can be finalised.

VALP16-09-05-00970 Steven Barker (Barker 
Parry Town Planning 
Limited)

Policy D4 - The failure to identify a location for the proposed new settlement at this stage of the Plan (see D2) is compounded by a 
failure to plan for the 722 houses necessitated by the proposed 25% growth in housing at Wendover.  Despite this figure reflecting 
the “highly constrained” Green Belt location of that settlement, a potential 800 house site requires assessment of its suitability for 
release from the Green Belt; no suitable sites having come forward via HELAA.  This is a further 800 dwellings, over which there is 
uncertainty concerning provision and yet nearby settlements in this part of the district (Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville) which 
could provide housin575g, are the subject of detailed policies proposed to prevent it. Policy D6 and D7 response attached

VALP16-09-05-00972 Samuel Dix (Smith 
Jenkins)

Policy D5 - Our client supports the spatial strategy outlined by Policy S1 and in particular the amalgamation of Stoke Mandeville's 
housing requirement into that of Aylesbury's. This should ensure that any coalescence takes place in a holistic and well-planned 
fashion rather than through speculative development, particularly if the HELAA is updated to reflect newly available sites and reserve 
sites allocated to flexibly deliver growth. We have provided more detail in this respect in our response to Policy D5.
Our client supports the reference in Policy D5 to reserve site allocations and considers this to be an appropriate way of dealing with 
sites that are generally suitable but not already identified as allocations. We would, however, object to the policy on the grounds of 
clarity unless it refers to specific reserve sites to be released using a criteria-based system. Policy D5 does currently refer to the 
potential for Neighbourhood Plans to bring forward additional sites in larger villages and the Council to review strategic delivery, both 
of which are supported. Criteria for other sites are mentioned but a more positive approach would be to apply these now to identify 
specific reserve sites. This will lend certainty to developers and communities as well as flexibility in housing supply.
Our client’s site is of an optimum size to be delivered flexibly at any point in the plan period – a key characteristic of effective reserve 
sites. Our client's site would be suitable by virtue of its sustainable location, well related to the settlement and, with HS2 coming 
forward, would form part of a defensible western boundary to the settlement. The site is also well contained with low landscape 
impact, no flooding issues and no known ecology.
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VALP16-09-05-00974 Nigel Ward Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 

the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-00980 Jennifer Mitchell Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-00981 Michael Crockett Policy D1 - 4.1 onwards:  

We are very much opposed to the massive development of the South of Aylesbury which will see Aylesbury swallow several villages. 
AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.

Weston Turville, for example will join up with Bedgrove and the rest of Aylesbury which will destroy the individual character of this 
village.

VALP16-09-05-00984 Phillippa Martin-Moran 
(Optimis Estates)

Policy D10 - Molly’s Field, in addition to taking up at least the shortfall of 27 units, can also accommodate some commercial uses 
which are appropriate in planning terms adjacent to new dwellings. This can be discussed in detail with us.

VALP16-09-05-00984 Phillippa Martin-Moran 
(Optimis Estates)

Policy D5 - The target for Steeple Claydon has not yet been reached and this site can assist. As stated above the criterion should 
not be based on a percentage but must be in line with the NPPF which promotes character and sustainability. Therefore, it is possible 
for the site to be allocated for at least 93 units. It is also possible for part of the site to also be allocated for employment or care if 
necessary to boost those numbers as well which would increase the sustainability of Steeple Claydon. In any case at least 27 
additional dwellings should be allocated to make up the shortfall.

VALP16-09-05-00986 Simon Maloney Policy D5 - para 4.65
The definition of larger villages can not be applied to Ivinghoe.  As stated earlier in my comments there are 11 villages classified as 
Medium which have larger populations than Ivinghoe.

Decisions by the AVDC planning department and the Appeals Inspector in the past 12 months make it clear that the village of 
Ivinghoe has a unique position and layout which can not sustain any large increase in housing without a significant reduction in the 
character and views into and out of the village.
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VALP16-09-05-00987 Jonathan Glasspool Policy D4 - There is an assumption here that Haddenham can support an additional 1000 homes without major improvements to 

existing infrastructure.  Haddenham has no substantive retail offering to support a 50% increase in population.  There is no 
secondary school.  The primary school is not large enough to support the likely increase in pupil numbers.

The increase proposed ignores the local Neighbourhood plan which proposes as 25% increase in new homes over a more 
sustainable period.  It is therefore going against the wishes of over 75% of Haddenham residents, and is in severe danger of ruining 
the character of the village.

There is insufficient information in the plan about the site of the proposed new settlement, and its proximity to the village, to comment 
on its impact on the village.

VALP16-09-05-00988 Sue Barber Policy D1 - Aylesbury town exemplar setting - this should also apply to Wendover   and Halton on the edge of AONB and grand 
union canal.
D4 do not agree with release of green belt, once lost it will never be returned - to this green and pleasant land!
Aylesbury town centre needs development

VALP16-09-05-00988 Sue Barber Policy D3 - An ideal location for new housing with all the supporting infrastructure and minimum disruption to small communities

VALP16-09-05-00988 Sue Barber Policy D7 - Halton and Wendover do not have the infrastructure to accommodate large hosing developments. There would need to 
be too many changes to provide the infrastructure, roads, parking, dentists, doctors, shops, bus services. 17 houses in Halton is 
reasonable but 800 in Wendover would impact too greatly on the local area. Halton has listed buildings and a conservation area. 
Visitors come to see the beauty and the wildlife, this needs to be maintained

VALP16-09-05-00992 Helen Hyre Policy D10 - Para 4.104
I agree that economic, retail and leisure activity at Winslow, Wendover and Haddenham should be promoted.

Para 4.106
I agree that that essential facilities and businesses such as local shops, pubs and post offices need to be encouraged.

VALP16-09-05-00992 Helen Hyre Policy D3 - Para 4.48
I agree that work should continue to identify development sites adjacent to Milton Keynes, which has good job availability.

VALP16-09-05-00992 Helen Hyre Policy D6 - Para 4.79
I agree that there should be no further housing development permitted in Bierton, because it already has the Kingsbrook major 
development area.
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VALP16-09-05-00995 Joanna Mayers Policy D6 - The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my 

reasons for asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 

used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
 •There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
 •The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 

Marsworth’s building allocation.
 •The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 

Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
 •The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 

be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.
 •The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
 •The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 

centre of the village has no amenities.

VALP16-09-05-00996 Mary Crowther-Alwyn Policy D6 - 4.83: Where can these houses be built in Ickford?

https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map?easting=464856&northing=207456&address=766028765&map=RiversOrSea
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VALP16-09-05-00997 Martyn Tinnion Policy D2 - I would like to object to the delivery of a new settlement in the area proposed on the following grounds:-

. The proposed settlement does not have the road infrastructure to support such a large increase in the number of cars that would 
result from building 4500 new houses. 
. It would involve the loss of a great deal of productive agricultural land as well as habitat loss for wildlife.
. The proposed buffers to separate existing settlements of Aston Sandford, Ford and  Owlswick are insurficient and lead to a merging 
of these settlements completely changing the real character if the area.
. The large increase in the population resulting from building this settlement will put great pressure on already stretched resources in 
local schools. 
. I know from current experience that promised provision in medical care such as GP practices does not appear in adequate time to 
pr event excess pressure on existing practices.
. This development also goes against AVDCs stated aims of providing housing for workers in the area were they work. This will add 
considerably to the computer traffic that ensure that Aylesbury is almost gridlocked for three hours at each end of the working day. 
. The new settlement will have a very negative visual impact on the area of the Chilterns and greatly change the rural nature of the 
local area.
. It will also have a negative effect on listed buildings such as Waldridge Manor and Dinton Hall.

VALP16-09-05-00998 Charlotte Beadle Policy D4 - All paragraphs:
I do not support this draft plan for 33000 new homes in Aylesbury Vale.

VALP16-09-05-00998 Charlotte Beadle Policy D5 - All paragraphs:
I do not support this draft plan for 33000 new homes in Aylesbury Vale.

VALP16-09-05-00998 Charlotte Beadle Policy D6 - All paragraphs:
I do not support this draft plan for 33000 new homes in Aylesbury Vale.

VALP16-09-05-01000 Gillian Rowswell Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.
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VALP16-09-05-01001 Adam Michel Policy D2 - The entire section, plus 4.32 to 4.35 specifically:

As residents of Dinton we'd like to share our concerns about a new - potentially several thousand house - town development on the 
draft plan.  We love the local area and everything it offers, which is clearly threatened by this proposal and I'm not sure in practise 
whether it's even workable?   We commute daily into London by train and already the local infrastructure struggles:
- The main roads are in poor condition and have been for years, with lots of pot holes, especially by the station, on the A418 and one 
area of the A418 in particular by Haddenham where the road surface has given in. Adding more houses no doubt will mean more 
cars, even busier roads and even worse standard of roads.
- The train is already full and at peak times it's difficult to get a seat out of London to Haddenham and Thame station.
- The car park is close to capacity all year round and many already park on the road by the station roundabout and on the field along 
pegasus way. Again, I expect you'd need a major car park extension, additional train service/s and much larger investment in roads 
to make this bearable for existing and potential residents.
- Similarly, we're concerned about availability of local facilities like the Dr, dentist and schools, with our local primary school already 
full and recently the dentist had a waiting list for new patients, so my wife had to wait a number of months to join.
- Lastly, from an aesthetic point of view, we're concerned about the appearance of the town and how it will radically re-shape the 
local landscape and views.

Thank you for giving us the chance to share these concerns. If the new settlement remains on the plan it would be good to 
understand how these issues can be overcome and what investment would be ring fenced to ensure they are mitigated effectively.

VALP16-09-05-01002 Raymond Rowswell Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-01005 Andrew Phillips Policy D2 - This email is specifically centred around the expansion plans for Haddenham, either by this village growing or a "new 
town" on its outskirts.
Haddenham is a historic settlement with no natural commercial centre. It is a small residential area with one key selling point = which 
is the railway station. We have two oversubscribed infant schools and one primary school. We are some distance from any 
secondary school with the nearest in a neighbouring county and no right to send our children there.
We have no shops of note other than a corner shop and minor mini market (McColls). We have four pubs and minimal eateries. 
To expand this village would be a major failing of AVDC. We have poor village roads which are already overcrowded and often 
accident blackspot (Staybridge Rd jnt Woodways). The S.E part of the village floods yearly and parking around the railway station is 
already blocking the residential roads.
Princes Risborogh is also adding housing as is Thame (In Oxfordshire). These in conjunction with Haddenhams already approved 
housing will put a strain on the existing infrastructure and no additional resources.
From attending the open days and seeing your reports. Winslow is the only viable option.
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VALP16-09-05-01005 Andrew Phillips Policy D6 - This email is specifically centred around the expansion plans for Haddenham, either by this village growing or a "new 

town" on its outskirts.
Haddenham is a historic settlement with no natural commercial centre. It is a small residential area with one key selling point = which 
is the railway station. We have two oversubscribed infant schools and one primary school. We are some distance from any 
secondary school with the nearest in a neighbouring county and no right to send our children there.
We have no shops of note other than a corner shop and minor mini market (McColls). We have four pubs and minimal eateries. 
To expand this village would be a major failing of AVDC. We have poor village roads which are already overcrowded and often 
accident blackspot (Staybridge Rd jnt Woodways). The S.E part of the village floods yearly and parking around the railway station is 
already blocking the residential roads.
Princes Risborogh is also adding housing as is Thame (In Oxfordshire). These in conjunction with Haddenhams already approved 
housing will put a strain on the existing infrastructure and no additional resources.
From attending the open days and seeing your reports. Winslow is the only viable option.

VALP16-09-05-01005 Andrew Phillips Policy D7 - This email is specifically centred around the expansion plans for Haddenham, either by this village growing or a "new 
town" on its outskirts.
Haddenham is a historic settlement with no natural commercial centre. It is a small residential area with one key selling point = which 
is the railway station. We have two oversubscribed infant schools and one primary school. We are some distance from any 
secondary school with the nearest in a neighbouring county and no right to send our children there.
We have no shops of note other than a corner shop and minor mini market (McColls). We have four pubs and minimal eateries. 
To expand this village would be a major failing of AVDC. We have poor village roads which are already overcrowded and often 
accident blackspot (Staybridge Rd jnt Woodways). The S.E part of the village floods yearly and parking around the railway station is 
already blocking the residential roads.
Princes Risborogh is also adding housing as is Thame (In Oxfordshire). These in conjunction with Haddenhams already approved 
housing will put a strain on the existing infrastructure and no additional resources.
From attending the open days and seeing your reports. Winslow is the only viable option.

VALP16-09-05-01008 John Mortimer Policy D2 - Why site exactly 2,000 houses outside a small village? The reasons for such fundamental thinking is not made clear. Is 
this a deliberate ploy to destroy the village environment. Why not cull these small developments together and deploy them in a 
greater cluster, perhaps at Haddenham.  In any case, is new WHA001 settlement really needed in this area, or has it been sited 
simply as somewhere to site 2,000 dwellings. Distributing the growth throughout the district more intelligently surely would be the way 
forward.
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VALP16-09-05-01008 John Mortimer Policy D3 - This the main thrust of the objection. And I have raised the matter eslewhere. For in truth the detailed supporting work on 

infrastructure for the new 2,000 houses outlined in WHA001 has not been undertaken. Quite clearly, there is every evidence of zero 
joined-up thinking in connection with this or any other development. The DRAFT plan is a case of putting the cart before the horse.
Perhaps the process is already in train but no one has deemed it necessary to inform.If, and when these further details will appear.  If 
they materialise at the pre-examination stage {in early 2017}, it will be too late to influence any major changes in the process as the 
submission to government is planned for March 2017.
Quite clearly, no one has put any effort into planning WHA001. For example, how will the residents of WHA001 gain access. A total 
of 2,000 dwellings equates to 5,000 people and 3,000 motor vehicles, quite apart from delivery vehicles etc. There are two possible 
access points to WHA))! as shown on the map on page 21, namely Shenley Road and the A421. 
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VALP16-09-05-01008 John Mortimer I have already asked the question: Has anyone on the planning team visited the Shenley Road. Two heavy commercial vehicles can 

barely pass. School buses will be required to use the road.
The road has two exits: Whaddon and thence to Stony Stratford, and secondly to the V1 in the Milton Keynes road infrastructure. 
At least three-quarters of the residents - and maybe 90 per cent - will exit to Milton Keynes. The figure could be as high as 95 per 
cent. They will need to use Milton Keynes for: schools, employment, medical - hospital, optical, dental etc - for recreation, i.e. 
restaurants, cinema, theatre, sports (MK Dons cannot be ignored) and of course retail shopping.
This is where the hypocracy creeps in. Residents will use MK services but pay council tax to AVDC.
The Shenley Road is completely inadequate to accept the levels of traffic planned for its use. Who is going to pay for that upgrade. 
When will it be completed? Ahead of the developers coming in to start building? Or when the last of the 2,000 dwellings is in place?
Regarding the A421, this will certainly require a new roundabout to accommodate the volume of traffic seeking access to WHA001. 
Who will pay for this? And when will work be sanctioned?
Has it occurred to anyone that the A421 is already heavy with traffic. Long queues of traffic face travelllers first thing in the morning 
and people attempt to access Milton Keynes and travel onwards to Bedford and Cambridge.
The government has revealed its ideas for the Oxford - Cambridge Technology Arc. How will developments shown in the DRAFT 
plan interface with this important development which will embrace Milton Keynes and thereby impact on AVDC. This will bring new 
employment, employment that will attract the residents of WHA001 and others to use the road and rail network.
So it is absolutely unclear how the WHA001 development will fit into the local area in terms of traffic management, employment, 
infrastructure and other essential public services, etc., not to mention other aspects such as landscaping and drainage.  
To further confuse the picture, there is the East-West rail link. There is no mention of how this will interface with the developments 
proposed in the DRAFT plan, yet it potentially has a key role to play in removing traffic from roads. No indication is given of the 
number of stations on the line, where they will be sited and when they will be built.
Apologies for repeating these points but they are important.
Once again, this smacks of a lack of "joined-up" thinking.
In conclusion, this northern area of Buckinghamshire,  especially in north of AVDC IS NOT protected by Green Belt. Other areas also 
have few if any landscape constraints. This makes the north of the district "ripe" for housing development and the so-called un-met 
requirements from areas south of the region. Besides destroying the traditional English village environment this growth of housing 
and infrastructure (road, rail and air - if Cranfield becomes the airport for Milton Keynes) will lead to a plethara  of "rat runs" and 
wholesacle increased traffic density if NOT controlled.
The DRAFT plan is silent on so many upcoming key issues that its whole status has to be in question.
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VALP16-09-05-01008 John Mortimer Policy D7 - This DRAFT plan contains no less that 220 pages, 63 topics under 12 main headings, and some 62 separate policies 

affecting the whole district, yet the DRAFT plan is SILENT on three key issues: a) The mix of uses to which WHA001 will be deployed 
in terms of housing, schools, health and employment; b) how it will deliver a strategic infrastructure; and c) how it will minimise the 
impact of a and b on local communities.  
In the light of this silence it remains to be seen if WHA001 can remain in the adopted Plan. This is important because there are so 
many other developments taking place in the near vacinity - Oxford/Cambridge Expressway; the Oxford/Cambridge Technology Arc 
and the East-West rail link - that this DRAFT plan CANNOT be considered in isolation but must form part of a cohesive deliverable 
plan for the long-term improvement of the region.
And, it must be added, that over-arching all of this is the on-going cull of information that is taking place to deliver MK2050. This must 
impact in some way on the future plans for AVDC. These ideas and formulations cannot be ignored.

VALP16-09-05-01009 John Chapman Policy D2 - I refer to 6.16 Option 2.   Since a key objective of the plan is to house more people while giving them good access to 
employment, I find it strange that it is proposed to put 6000+ houses between Haddenham and Longwick.  A lot of the growth will be 
from commuting to London - this site is some distance from both Risborough and Haddenham stations : surely the Haddenham 
option satisfies this much better.  Equally if jobs are to be found in Aylesbury, it is better that the site be close to the A418 i.e. at 
Haddenham rather than along the country roads which will otherwise be used by commuters with the South East of Haddenham 
option..

VALP16-09-05-01011 Karen Barker (Great 
Brickhill Parish Council)

Policy D2 - The plan adopts the approach of develop a new settlement, then deliver the infrastructure to support it,  surely these 
should be developed in parallel to avoid clogging local roads and overburdening other public services. Milton Keynes is a good 
example of the road network being put in place, sometimes ahead of the housing, so local roads are not compromised by additional 
traffic during construction and following completion.

VALP16-09-05-01011 Karen Barker (Great 
Brickhill Parish Council)

Policy D3 - The suggestion to expand to the South and West of Milton Keynes is not compatible with point 4.50 in providing a 
defensible barrier to Milton Keynes. There is a need to recognise in the policy as a whole that in the North of the vale a lot of support 
services, shopping, leisure, schooling, medical etc would be provided by Milton Keynes. A greater emphasis needs placing on what 
exactly is a defensible boundary, as the Milton Keynes western boundary is already threatening the environs of Whaddon

VALP16-09-05-01012 Alysoun Glasspool Policy D4 - There is an assumption here that Haddenham can support an additional 1000 homes without major improvements to 
existing infrastructure. Haddenham has no substantive retail offering to support a 50% increase in population. There is no secondary 
school. The primary school is not large enough to support the likely increase in pupil numbers.

The increase proposed ignores the local Neighbourhood plan which proposes as 25% increase in new homes over a more 
sustainable period. It is therefore going against the wishes of over 75% of Haddenham residents, and is in severe danger of ruining 
the character of the village.

There is insufficient information in the plan about the site of the proposed new settlement, and its proximity to the village, to comment 
on its impact on the village.
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VALP16-09-05-01013 Malika Goodwin Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 

the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-01014 Gavin Gallagher 
(Barton Willmore)

Policy D4 - The most sustainable ‘suitable’ sites at the strategic settlements will be allocated, and the less sustainable sites will be 
identified as reserve sites. At this stage, the council has not decided which are to be allocated and which are to be reserve sites, and 
is inviting comments on this at this stage.  The Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan allocated 917 dwellings which is included in the 
total commitments of 1,393.  Whilst we have set out above our concerns on the overall housing numbers for the plan period, we are 
also concerned that the Council are seeking to compartmentalise the strategic settlements within the district and not allow 
development to take place outside rigid geographical areas.
Aylesbury has a shortfall of 1,325 dwellings as well as Wendover having a shortfall of 722.  It is unclear why alternative sites for 
these are not identified elsewhere in the district.  The Draft Plan is treating each settlement as an individual entity when other 
strategic settlements in the district should be making up the shortfall on available sites.  We note in Wendover, the Council are 
considering the release of Green Belt land for the development of up to 800 dwellings.
Land East of Buckingham, is sustainably located between Buckingham and Maids Moreton with good transport links.  This site has 
been included in the Aylesbury Vale Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELLA) of May 2016 and is referenced 
under MM0011.  We strongly dispute the conclusions of the HELAA, regarding the assessment of Land East of Buckingham site 
(Reference MM0011).  The summary site assessment in the HELLA considers the site to be ‘unsuitable’ for development, we dispute 
the HELAA assessment of the site.  
The site provides the ability to provide a transition between the urban area and the rural fringe. The extent of the site is capable of 
delivering a significant amount of green open space together with a lower densities to the east to achieve this.
The pending outline planning application at Land East of Buckingham proposes 170 dwellings including 35% affordable.  This is both 
higher than the current adopted policy of 30% (Policy H2) and also the proposed 31% as set out in the Draft VALP in Policy H1.

VALP16-09-05-01016 Gordon Pell Policy D1 - The continued focus of developing "dormitory" areas adjacent to existing Aylesbury boundaries will do nothing to improve 
the traffic flow in the area.  By continuing to expand the boundary of Aylesbury traffic will be forced onto already congested roads and 
will encroach upon other villages resulting in coalescence.  If green land is to be destroyed by housing development, more focus 
should be placed on identifying open countryside where a new towns or villages could be built (including all of the infrastructure 
necessary such as schools, doctors, dentists and shops) which could then be linked to existing major roads allowing traffic to exit the 
new development in multiple directions rather than feeding onto the already congested roads in Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-05-01016 Gordon Pell Policy D4 - It is already apparent that some of the sites identified for strategic development, ie Wendover, cannot provide the 
necessary scale of development without wholesale destruction of the green field sites.  A development of 722 houses in Wendover 
will only occur by significantly changing the feel of the village.  This will be contrary to the aims of S1 and S2 of the Local Plan.

VALP16-09-05-01021 Alex Rothwell Policy D4 - We are very concerned about further stress being placed on already over-stressed services (doctor’s surgeries, 
schooling, roads and traffic flow management) in Wendover.
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VALP16-09-05-01023 Stephen Rawlinson Policy D6 - 4.75 The plan indicates that "Medium villages are moderately well served with services and facilities and can therefore 

be considered to be reasonably sustainable villages." and therefore increase their housing capacity by 19%. 
Based on this, I can't understand how Marsworth has been designated a medium village - it does not provide education for children 
beyond age 8 (i.e. infants only), there are limited employment opportunities in the village and surrounding area, there is no local GP 
or shops in the village and no regular public transport provision, so can't understand how this qualifies for being "moderately well 
served with services and facilities" - there clearly aren't any!  I am therefore keen to understand what services and facilities you 
believe that the village has got.

VALP16-09-05-01024 Philip Kerr Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-01025 Joanne Kerr Policy D6 - I fully support the Draft Plan's recommendations for Bierton in 4.78 which recognises the close proximity and impact of 
the allocated site at Kingsbrook and states that no further allocations will be made. In taking strategic growth for Aylesbury the impact 
on the Parish Bierton / Broughton should be mitigated by no further growth.

VALP16-09-05-01027 Stephanie Swalwell Policy D5 - 4.73 I question the designation of Whitchurch as a larger village. I feel this definition needs to be reviewed and 
reassessed for all of the larger villages which have been designated as such. While I understand there is a shortfall of housing, over 
estimating the ability of small to medium villages to absorb additional housing will only cause more problems in the long term

VALP16-09-05-01028 Warren Whyte (AVDC) Policy D10 - This policy seems somewhat light for the Strategic towns being allocated 50% growth. I would have expected that each 
strategic town would merit its own policy to reflect the specific issues this level of growth brings to the town centres - such as retail 
and leisure provision, potential town centre improvements, car park provision etc. In comparison Aylesbury has three specific 
policies.

VALP16-09-05-01028 Warren Whyte (AVDC) Policy D3 - It is not at all clear how villages between Milton Keynes and Buckingham will be protected from this new settlement, 
including the impact on transport to and from the major employment sites (such as Silverstone via Buckingham). The final location of 
the expressway could help mitigate the impact and this might need reflection on the phasing and deliverability of this site

VALP16-09-05-01028 Warren Whyte (AVDC) Policy D6 - There may be some argument that villages adjacent to a larger town (such as Buckingham) should have some flexibility 
in how housing numbers are allocated on parish borders - such as Maids Moreton and Buckingham. Some medium villages have 
significant growth identified but causes scattered growth which causes problems in critical mass for infrastructure provision such as 
schools and healthcare and promotes a future transport problem.

VALP16-09-05-01029 John Chantler Policy D6 - Re 4.78 I support the planwhich appreciates that Bierton has taken its fair share and that no further allocations will be 
made on us. No further strategic development should be allocated to Bieton and Broughton and Hullcott

VALP16-09-05-01030 Derek Town Policy D1 - No Comment
VALP16-09-05-01030 Derek Town Policy D2 - Para 4.75 - New settlement, this is very much driven by the 'un-met needs' requirement and is not necessary to satisfy 

the Aylesbury Vale housing requirement. Its only purpose will be to provide investment units for wealthy individuals and organisations 
both British and foreign. This is very wrong and must be challenged.
NB. Why is Cheddington identified twice for a new settlement.
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VALP16-09-05-01031 Alison Timman Policy D5 - 4.68 Ref. " The impact of the growth of Aylesbury will be felt by some communities closest to Aylesbury. In the 

case  of the larger villages, Stoke Mandeville will be in close proximity to allocated sites at Aylesbury.  With this in mind, it is p
roposed that Stoke Mandeville’s housing requirement is added to Aylesbury’s requirement, and that no further allocations are made 
at Stoke Mandeville."

Given that Stone is also in close proximity to allocated sites at Aylesbury, and in addition, will be seriously impacted by HS2, likely 
causing major travel issues in/out of Aylesbury, I think it should be given the same consideration - i.e. no further allocations to be 
made at Stone.

VALP16-09-05-01032 Helen Cleaveley Policy D1 - Please see my comments regarding Chapter 3:  transport is discussed only in regards to Aylesbury itself eg 4.20 link 
roads, parking studies

VALP16-09-05-01032 Helen Cleaveley Policy D2 - Winslow is not suitable as it has significant congestion at peak hours, a large amount of shoppers parking on the street 
and sections of the road prove very difficult for commercial traffic eg HGVs to negotiate. The cafe on the corner reports HGVs 
mounting the pavement trying to make the turn. In addition, it seems very unlikely that the many people who commute into London 
would choose the future Winslow train station as their chosen station, given the need to change at Aylesbury and the subsequent 
slow (1 hour) journey into London Marylebone. Haddenham makes more sense (direct journey time to London 41-49 minutes and 
better road links).
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VALP16-09-05-01035 Patricia Owen Policy D5 - Edlesborough Housing Allocation is inflated. Again, calculated by a colleague, I believe your numbers are wrong. 

Assuming that the Edlesborough housing allocation figure of 164 was calculated as 22% of the existing housing stock in April 2013, 
AVDC’s estimate of the housing stock appears to have been 745. (745 x 0.22 = 164).  However a street by street count of dwellings 
within the built settlement of Edlesborough at that date produces a figure of only 659.  The actual count for the entire electoral ward of 
Edlesborough was only 733, still significantly less than AVDC’s figure for just the village.
Consequently the correct housing allocation for the settlement of Edlesborough should be 145 (659 x 0.22= 145). Please verify this.
Further evidence of how inflated AVDC’s estimate is can be demonstrated by referring to the 2011 National Census.  The Census 
does not breakdown the statistics below parish level, but it does provide a dwelling count for the entire Parish.  That figure includes 
not only the settlements of Edlesborough, Dagnall and Northall, but also all the outlying properties that are remote from the 
settlements.  Like any other large rural parish, the number of outlying properties is quite significant.
It therefore follows that the Census count for the entire parish should exceed the sum of the AVDC housing stock figures for each of 
the three individual settlements within the Parish by a considerable margin.
Assuming the Dagnall and Northall allocations are based on 5% of their respective 2013 housing stock, AVDC’s estimates are 
Edlesborough (745), Dagnall (220) and Northall (180) – Total 1145.  Why then was the Census count including all the outlying 
properties only 1130 dwellings?
Edlesborough Housing Commitments 2015/16 under counted
The table on page 79 shows a total of 89 commitments, but by our calculations there have actually been 90 commitments.
13/01072/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved June 2013
13/01098/APP – 1 dwelling – Allowed on appeal January 2015
14/01261/APP – 30 dwellings – Approved May 2016
14/01908/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved 2014
15/02411/APP – 57 dwellings – Provisionally approvedMarch 2016
 TOTAL     90 dwellings
HELAA suitable/part suitable sites under counted
The table on page 79 shows Edlesborough as having potential for 96 houses and Appendix A identifies the relevant sites as EDL002 
(10 dwellings), EDL020 (6 dwellings) and EDL021 (80 dwellings).  What appears to have been overlooked is that only part of site 
EDL003 has been committed under application 14/01261/APP and the remaining one third of the site still has potential for the 
remaining 15 houses of the 45 originally identified by the HELAA.
The correct HELAA figure for Edlesborough in the table on page 79 should therefore be 111.

VALP16-09-05-01037 Janette Eustace 
(Stewkley Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - New Settlements (4,200 new dwellings)  
Stewkley is still named but Haddenham and Winslow, are the ‘front runners’, as they have or will have a rail station. The full research 
has yet to be undertaken so it is difficult for us to comment on this as part of the current consultation given we have no information. 
How can AVDC consult and agree a Local Plan when the ‘base work’ has yet to be undertaken? This is obviously a concern to all of 
us. We suggest that AVDC conclude this work and send the VALP out for further consultation
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VALP16-09-05-01037 Janette Eustace 

(Stewkley Parish 
Council)

Policy D6 - Housing allocation.  
- A better explanation is required on how the distribution of new homes was determined per Parish.
This appears to have been ‘based’ on an ideological basis for the need of the community going forward till 2033, by AVDC. No further 
explanation has been given. Counter to previous statements by AVDC any ‘unmet need’ from another village/ town would not be 
placed on another village but given to the key strategic settlements (eg. Aylesbury, Buckingham, Wendover).  AVDC’s 
Neighbourhood Planning Officer has stated the opposite – Any unmet need from other villages may be placed onto, say Stewkley, to 
enable AVDC to meet their targets. Clarification is needed on this.
- The table shown at 4.79 uses the term ‘settlement’ whereas the housing requirement calculation was based on the number of 
homes in the Parish of Stewkley.  The commentary states that ‘allocations are required for 123 new home in Stewkley (not the Parish 
of Stewkley).  We would like clarification of whether the allocation relates to Stewkley village or the Parish of Stewkley.
- No emphasis has been placed on the community demographic and associated need. Stewkley has conducted a very detailed 
survey of the community with over 80% response. It shows a key need (over 60%) for 2 bed (mixed single and 2 storey) dwellings for 
start ups and down sizing. It also shows that a large number of 4 and 5 bed houses will be vacated to downsize. AVDC’s developer 
house type mix does not meet our village need and will place more pressure on Stewkley to build even more housing than allocated 
as AVDC will only view developer’s proposals on their VALP criteria rather than the community sustainable need. The VALP needs to 
be changed and to reflect this.
- The 5 year housing supply strategy is ‘developer driven’. The VALP highlights a typical % housing type mix for developments. If the 
allocated dwelling numbers to each village is ‘ideological’ based on the community need then the housing type mix should surely 
reflect this and not what makes a developer the most profit?

VALP16-09-05-01038 Tim Shaw Policy D2 - is it reallistic to deliver such major growth within the required timescale?  I think not.  Leaving this kind of development to 
housebuilders without a proper development corporation would lead to poor, cheaply built housing - you only have to look at the awful 
quality of new homes when housebuilders are free to maximise profits to realise that this is going to go badly wrong.

VALP16-09-05-01038 Tim Shaw Policy D4 - The inclusion of a village like Haddenham with a population of circa 5000 in a list of strategic development along with 
Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow is misguided.  It is half the size of the next largest settlement in that list (Winslow) and all of 
those are unmistakably towns in character whilst Haddenham is most definitely still a village.  The rapid addition of so many new 
homes in such a relatively small location is likely to change the nature of the community adversely.  It cannot be a good or desirable 
thing to have such a massive impact on a community's heritage by permitting such significant rapid change.

VALP16-09-05-01042 John Chilver Policy D14 - It is disappointing that the approach has been in the first instance to convert temporary sites to permanent ones before 
looking for suitable new sites in the district.  In particular it sets a bad precedent to convert into permanent sites those which were 
illegally occupied such as the land opposite Causter Farm Nash.

VALP16-09-05-01042 John Chilver Policy D2 - If the new settlement of 4,000 – 6,000 houses is to be delivered Haddenham is a preferable location to Winslow due to its 
proximity to the M40, strategic road and rail connectivity, proximity to Thame (earmarked as an option for expansion by South 
Oxfordshire) and proximity to the proposed expansion of Princes Risborough on the East West line with excellent rail connections to 
London and The North via Birmingham.  Winslow by comparison has poor existing road connections and limited local employment 
opportunities.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 244 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-01042 John Chilver Policy D3 - It is hard to see why Whaddon should be required to take 11 new houses as its standard allocation on top of the 2,000 

identified for MK expansion in the parish.  The same goes for Newton Longville and its 155 on top of the 1885 in Salden Chase.
 It is essential that adequate green space between Whaddon and Milton Keynes is preserved and the village retains its rural 
character.
       There needs to be a satisfactory longterm solution on the road connectivity between Whaddon and Milton Keynes given the new 
housing development off Shenley Road.

VALP16-09-05-01044 Clara Chandler Policy D2 - 4.33

It is wrong to assume that just because Haddenham has a train station (Haddenham & Thame Parkway) this increases accebility... 
Has there been any investigation of capacity on the Choltern line into London? It is bursting at the seams already and I doubt has any 
scope for increased capacity... 

Where is the evidence of the possible capacity of the line?

VALP16-09-05-01045 Richard Boother (RPS 
Planning and 
Development)

Policy D2 - see accompanying statement

VALP16-09-05-01045 Richard Boother (RPS 
Planning and 
Development)

Policy D6 - see accompanying statement

VALP16-09-06-01051 Philippa Aldridge Policy D2 - I live in Haddenham, one the 2 proposed sites for a new settlement.  Although Haddenham has the rail link between 
London and Birmingham, it most certainly does not have access to a good road network.  The idea that all those who would live in 
the new settlement here would work in or around Haddehnham or in places served by the railway line is nonsense.  I am lucky 
enough to work in Haddenham and therefore walk to work, but out of a workforce of around 110, I am one of only 5 staff who live in 
the village and I am not aware on any staff who use the train for commuting.  This would be reflected anywhere else in the Vale.  
People generally do not work whey they live so need to be able to travel on a road system that is able to cope.  The A418 is not fit to 
accept the increased number of cars the new settlement would generate.  To reach the M40 or A41 you have to drive through 
settlements in Bucks or Oxon that are already congested.

As I am sure will already have been pointed out to you by other Haddenham residents, we are already aggrieved to have had our 
Neighbourhood plan ignored and trampled upon by the prospective developers of the Glebe fields off of Aston Road, and now are 
threatened with a settlement more that twice the current size of the village being forced upon us.

I would ask why does either Haddenham or Winslow have to bear the brunt of the new housing requirements?  Is it just more 
convenient for AVDC to come up with a single settlement solution rather than proposing that each settlement within the Vale accepts 
an increase in housing stock of around 10%?
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VALP16-09-06-01053 J Rose Policy D2 - I am writing to protest in the strongest possible terms over the proposed developments around Haddenham. These will in 

effect ruin the village and remove large swathes of agricultural land. 
I cannot understand the reasoning behind the decision to designate Haddenham as a strategic settlement. It is already suffering from 
the present developments not to mention the increasing population in Thame for whom the station - already running around at 
capacity - is a magnet. 
The roads around Haddenham and Thame Parkway are already extensions of the car park, making life difficult for residents. 
Haddenham schools are full, and have been for several years. 
I would ask the council to look at other areas if the need is so great, and I personally have yet to be convinced of this. Westcott and 
the area around it seem to be particularly well suited for housing. Not only the expansion of the venture park but the existing transport 
links make this a suitable area for development, and it needs to be looked at urgently.
Please do not continue with the soft option - Haddenham Village.
Please acknowledge this letter. Thank you.

VALP16-09-06-01054 Jane Franks Policy D3 - It is with some distress that I note your plans for providing housing in Aylesbury Vale have included sites around Newton 
Longville which the village have been protesting to keep private developers away from for several years.

Regardless of whom is proposing the development our objections are still the same:
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VALP16-09-06-01054 Jane Franks 1.  The prime concern for many of us is the growth of traffic through the village.   Over the last 10 years the growth of traffic flow has 

become painfully apparent.  Traffic starts in the early morning with large container lorries trundling through, avoiding the roundabouts 
of Milton Keynes.  This is followed by the rush hour traffic - both local and those again avoiding MK.  During the day the lorries 
continue, and then at school turnout and office turnout it is difficult to cross the road due to the constant stream of cars. In fact, we 
know because of the speed monitors we now have in place, that approximately 248,000 cars transit the village a month.  We already 
know that MK will not countenance an exit from any development out onto the A421, which means that all extra traffic (and with the 
average household having two cars that will be quite a lot) from any new development will cause this number of journeys transiting 
the village to increase exponentially.  

2.  Our village needs to retain a sense of identity.  Either of the proposed sites - Salden Chase or Dagnall House homes will cause 
the village to become almost joined to MK.  Britain is becoming poorer in its heritage as our villages are subsumed by the towns they 
are near to.  Looking at Milton Keynes as it currently exists is a clear illustration of this.  Newton Longville needs to be separate from 
Milton Keynes. Although the plans don’t literally join us to MK, It doesn’t take much imagination to see what will happen in the future, 
the developers will fall like locusts in their desire to ‘fill in the gaps’.  If development must take place - we need assurances that we 
will have a planned green belt in place which will keep the village separate from the Town of Milton Keynes and retain the heritage of 
being a proper village and not a suburb of a town.  

To illustrate my concern I would ask you to consider Fenny Stratford.  The church (which stands on a crossroads, as does ours), is 
isolated by the endless traffic, and the surfaces of the buildings have suffered from the fumes of that traffic.  Crossing the road you 
take your life in your hands, (I note that recently the pedestrian crossings have been removed), and the high street has become a 
typical suburb and lost it’s identity completely.  It a place where people pass through.  The green of any trees which would have 
existed to give the place lungs and atmosphere have disappeared because there is no room for them.  I do not want our village to 
suffer a similar fate.

3.  Newton Longville has already provided some homes and we are not averse to having more, obviously as the population grows we 
must provide - but we do not want to be reduced to being a suburb and a worse rat-run than we have already become.

I hope that Aylesbury Vale will consider these thoughts when preparing the Vale local plan.
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VALP16-09-06-01056 Benjamin Scurlock Policy D2 - I am writing ref: the AVDC plans as detailed at the Winslow Town Hall earlier in August.

- Winslow has already created a Neighbourhood plan which has taken much time and effort to develop over the past years and has 
finally been ratified.  It caters for significant growth already and the prospect of taking an additional 4500 in settlement runs 
completely against both the spirit and the purpose of the Neighbourhood plan.

- I am led to understand that the additional housing development is proposed because neighbouring Districts in the South of the 
county have failed to take their share of requirements.  AVDC should not be forced to make amends for the lack of response from 
other districts.

- Any addition housing that is forced to be taken within the Vale, should be focussed on the areas most able to absorb it.  Winslow 
has neither the traffic infrastructure nor the employment opportunity to take significant housing needs.  The comparison with 
Haddenham shows that it is closer to Motorways, is on a mainline rail network and has significant employment opportunities.

For the above reasons, I strongly urge you to respect the Winslow Neighbourhood plan and direct any further build requirement away 
from the Winslow area.
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VALP16-09-06-01057 David Shaw Policy D2 - I am writing with my comments on the VALP, specifically in relation to the proposals for the development of a new 

settlement set out in paragraphs 4.27 to 4.43. You have indicated that you are focusing on two options, Haddenham or Winslow for 
such a development. It seems to me that the arguments in favour of Haddenham as opposed to Winslow are compelling on a number 
of fronts. Indeed, Winslow is not a suitable site for this scale of development for the following reasons:
Firstly in terms of transport links :
•�the rail link from Haddenham is an established and growing service whilst the East West rail route is yet to be built and even when 
it is journey times to London will be double that from Haddenham.
•�Haddenham is much more accessible to the M40 than Winslow will be to the MI – the A421 to J13 of the M1 is already a very 
congested route and with the further growth in and around MK itself is almost certainly only going to get worse.
This links to another key factor and that is the scale of other local developments in the NE corner of the Vale, including those 
proposed at Whaddon and Newton Longville. From the figures in the plan it looks that if you give the go-ahead to a new settlement 
outside Winslow something in excess of 30% of your total housing requirement could end up in this rural corner. This is not a 
sustainable solution.
In my view the Council needs to get a more appropriate and sustainable balance of sites in order to meet its targets. The community 
in Winslow has been proactive in the development of its Neighbourhood Plan and has supported developments to a level that are 
sustainable. I believe it has been indicated that some further limited growth might be accommodated above that set out in the 
Neighbourhood Plan so the Town cannot be accused of any NIMBYism.
I suggest that the Council review further the extent to which much of the stated demand for housing can be met by smaller and more 
sustainable development at other towns and villages across the Vale and by further consideration of developments associated with 
recently agreed Enterprise Zones. Perhaps some of the pressure should also be put back to other council areas in Bucks.
I strongly recommend that you go ahead with your stated preferred solution for a new settlement i.e. Haddenham, if indeed this is 
deemed to be the most effective and sustainable solution at all. Such a large development in Winslow is simply not a sustainable 
solution.

VALP16-09-06-01058 D.G. Rawlins Policy D6 - I refer to the proposal by the AVDC for houses in Brill.
The numbers of houses proposed for the three sizes of villages appears to be quite arbitrary and a maltreated exercise without 
regard to the widely different characteristics within the AVDC area. 
Brill is recognised as a unique hill-top village with clearly defined boundaries and indeed no acceptable development sites have been 
identified.
It is noteworthy that at a recent meeting of parishioners of Oakley concerned with a section 106 payment strong support was 
expected for the expansion of Oakley to render it as a sustainable village. 
Clearly therefore while there is room far in - filling within Brill village boundary the imposition of anything approaching 96 houses 
would be undesirable and would destroy the whole character of a unique place and would be unpractical. By contrast after AVDC 
villages such as Oakley present favourable sites for expansion. 
I hope I can be admired on law this matter proceeds.
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VALP16-09-06-01059 Ken Goodman Policy D3 - Finally

In a recent edition of the Citizen I noticed 2 potential planning applications to MKC relating to Large Scale development east of the 
M1. Maybe this could affect future requirements for such development around our lovely Village. ( Newton Longville)

VALP16-09-06-01059 Ken Goodman Policy D6 - Suggested Housing Numbers
The Plan says 155 new houses are required within the village these are rather high in my opinion and should be nearer 80 to 100 as 
when all things are considered, there are thousands of houses being constructed in Milton Keynes along the old A5 (Wattling Street), 
plus many more in Stony Stratford, Stoke Hammond and Whadden.

VALP16-09-06-01062 Sheila Goodman Policy D3 - Finally

In a recent edition of the Citizen I noticed 2 potential planning applications to MKC relating to Large Scale development east of the 
M1. Maybe this could affect future requirements for such development around our lovely Village. (Newton Longville)

VALP16-09-06-01062 Sheila Goodman Policy D6 - Suggested Housing Numbers
The Plan says 155 new houses are required within the village (Newton Longville) these are rather high in my opinion and should be 
nearer 80 to 100 as when all things are considered, there are thousands of houses being constructed in Milton Keynes along the old 
A5 (Wattling Street), plus many more in Stony Stratford, Stoke Hammond and Whadden.

VALP16-09-06-01064 Linda Hamilton Policy D1 - I strongly oppose AVDC draft plans with regard to Hampden Fields Development.
As a resident who travels every day in and around Aylesbury I do not believe the proposed management of additional traffic can in 
any way cope. Single lane link roads simply move congestion around they do not negate it. 
The proposed development will see more traffic light junctions in this area. The Bedgrove junction, now with traffic lights on the A41, 
has created additional traffic noise pollution which is very noticeable  at night. In the summer with windows open vehicles can be 
heard throughout the night. Most towns are getting rid of traffic lights as they slow traffic down. These junctions unlike roundabouts 
also create aggressive driving which can be witnessed daily. Additional Traffic fumes should also be considered.

Why is AVDC so intent on destroying  the village of Weston Turville by allowing its surroundings to be consumed by this 
development. The concept of 'Greenbelt' now seems to be an irrelevance as far as our planners are concerned. 

AVDC should be acting on the genuine concerns of local residents instead of paying them lip-service. Housing development is not 
just a numbers game. It needs to be carried out with genuine concern and thought for existing residents.
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VALP16-09-06-01065 Rosalie Sadler Policy D2 - As a long time resident of the VILLAGE of Haddenham I am writing to express my concern at the dreadful amount of 

housing that it is proposed to foist upon us. Whilst organic growth can be assimilated into a community, it is very hard to see how this 
great number of dwellings could possibly be beneficial. In the original Neighbourhood Plan, passed by a majority, several sites were 
considered for required expansion. This was immediately rubbished and on the new plan other large areas of farmland have 
appeared to be considered. Some of these are on top quality agricultural land e.g. to the north of Rosemary Lane, an area too, that 
supports much wildlife, ( we have photographs of the endangered Grey Partridge), has a frequently used footpath and drains much 
run off rainfall, essential around this area with the flooding problems that are so frequently evident. Has the area to the east of 
Stanbridge Road been considered? With the Medical centre at the crossroads and the Bradmoor farm empire burgeoning at the top 
surely this would be an obvious site for filling in and expansion. It appears from the documentation that much of this housing is 
proposed because Wycombe will not fulfil its obligations and has required Aylesbury to pick up its’ shortfall. Surely if houses are 
needed in Wycombe that is where they should be built. The roads around Haddenham are village roads, and whilst the railway is a 
wonderful facility it is often crowded now and causes frightful parking problems down the nearby roads. 
On the plan diagram the shading is most misleading in that Haddenham currently has 2500 houses and the small brown shadings are 
meant to represent 6000 or 7000 new homes in the sites for potential new settlements. In reality these settlements would stretch to 
Thame in the one direction and a good way towards Risborough in the other. Haddenham is a village with few resources in the way 
of shops and jobs, so all those people would drain to Thame, and what problems would that cause to Thame?
In short, the nature of this area would be altered from a village to urban sprawl, catering for commuters rather than residents. In these 
post Brexit times I would appeal to you to review this ghastly amount of expansion and consider the Vale community rather than 
kowtowing to Wycombe.
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VALP16-09-06-01066 James Brine Policy D1 - As a local resident, I would like to register my objections to the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Plan (VALP).

There has been consistent, strong and vocal opposition to developments to the south of Aylesbury, which would effectively join up 
and envelope the surrounding villages. It seems that AVDC continues to ignore these views by not considering other options.

Furthermore, in the VALP the traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations, with many errors. AVDC's own 
traffic consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".

There is no proper transport strategy at all, only a limited number of observations from the poorly constructed county wide traffic 
model. These even note that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft plan. If those 
sites cannot be built upon, the Council will struggle to raise enough funds from developer contributions to even build the "orbital road" 
round the south of the town.

The number of houses planned is too high – Aylesbury Vale should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses from other 
places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

VALP16-09-06-01066 James Brine There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
you cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

The policies set out in the draft plan conflict with the outcome AVDC says it wants. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be significant impacts on public footpaths.

Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is very poor. Rather than present a properly considered plan for developing new communities, it just suggests we 
fill in all the gaps south of Aylesbury. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. The process should be paused until other more appropriate options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate 
evidence, particularly in relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-06-01067 D Palmer Policy D4 - Please reconsider your plans for Haddenham. You are proposing to plan 544 new houses over the next two years. We 

have over the years have had in the past more than a fair amount of houses built.
We are a village not a town. I came to Haddenham in 1977 because I and my late husband wanted to live in a village not a town.
I enjoy village community life, it is a friendly place to live. 
Our roads are not suitable and narrow lanes for a lot more people with cars also Shearstock and Thame road near station has a 
problem now with parked cars. People going up to London and nothing has been done about it. 
School and doctor etc. are going to be off reach to the limit. I understand front the gentleman at your exhibition said that we are 
housing people coming from High Wycombe and Chiltern because its area of outstanding beauty. They must have some agricultural 
land which they could use just like Glebe and Aston road that you propose to build in the village.
Propose building of thousands of houses just outside Haddenham village. I understand that Milton Keynes and Winslow want more 
housing. They are towns with facility to cope with large amount of people. They are near motorway. 
Milton Keynes railway station have more job in the area also can access Northampton and other towns nearby.
Being towns they have theatre, lots of shops cinema, sports facility to cope with large house building development. Not Haddenham. 
We like it the way it is now.

VALP16-09-06-01070 Tony Hill Policy D2 - I am writing to lodge my opposition to any further significant housing developments in or around Haddenham.

Whilst, no doubt, all applications will include the development of the necessay infrastructure eg shops, schools, recreational facilities 
etc. little account will be taken into consideration with regard to the basic transport requirements.

During busy periods, especially the morning rush hour, the roads leading from the Haddenham area in to Aylesbury and Thame are 
already overcrowded resulting in significant tailbacks and delays.

And as for rail commuters from Haddenham and Thame Parkway who already suffer from overcrowded trains, any further increase in 
passenger numbers will only make matters worse. Additionally, because of the excessively high cost of parking at the station even 
more vehicles will be parked in inappropriate places around the village.

VALP16-09-06-01071 Dana Brown Policy D1 - I live on Wendover Road and the thought of more traffic absolutely horrifies me.
We already have to avoid any appointments between 0800 and 0930, 1200 and 1400. The evening traffic doesn't  drop by much and 
seems to relish speeding.
As well as the noise, the fumes and loud music are not healthy for our lungs and ears. 

The future HS 2 and all of the terrible environmental  destruction, is another horror story  which is likely to affect this whole area.
The Medical facilities are already stretched to breaking point and I understand that the School situation is almost as bad.
How so many new houses can  alleviate the problem, is beyond comprehension and I wish that an honest explanation could be given 
by a responsible and honest person..
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VALP16-09-07-01074 Jan Blackhall Policy D2 - 2. Settlement Hierarchy

 I note that Newton Longville has been classified as a “medium” village and so is being required to take 19% of the housing identified 
in the housing need assessment.  This equates to 154 new homes. Having considered the layout of the village I think this is too 
much.  Such a large number is bound to affect adversely the structure of the village and given the two fairly substantial ‘blocks’ 
proposed in the Plan, I am concerned that these will be seen as opportunities by speculators to add even more houses and thus 
threaten the village with coalescence with other settlements like Bletchley and Newton Leys. In my opinion, the growth in the Plan 
period should be around 10%, equating to 80-90 homes.  But my view is contingent upon the outcome of the Plan’s proposal to 
undertake strategic developments on the edge of Milton Keynes including ‘SWMK’’, previously part of was “Salden Chase” and on 
land at Whaddon totalling around 4,000 houses either side of Bottledump roundabout and the A421.  In my view the Plan should not 
be supporting development here when Milton Keynes has plenty of land available both in reserve sites as discussed above and to the 
north and east of the original Designated Area and in any case such development appears to be in conflict with proposed policy S3.
 The impact of such ‘strategic’ development will be so detrimental to the integrity of the village and Parish of Newton Longville from 
the standpoint of generated traffic, landscape and visual, loss of agricultural land and local infrastructure and services that the village 
should be considered exempt from any assessment recommendation to enlarge it.  In conclusion on this point I would rather accept, 
contrary to my opinion stated above, the assessment of 154 new homes in the village than support any such strategic development.

VALP16-09-07-01075 Tim Scurlock Policy D2 - I am writing ref: the AVDC plans as detailed at the Winslow Town Hall earlier in August.

- Winslow has already created a Neighbourhood plan which has taken much time and effort to develop over the past years and has 
finally been ratified.  It caters for significant growth already and the prospect of taking an additional 4500 in settlement runs 
completely against both the spirit and the purpose of the Neighbourhood plan.

- I am led to understand that the additional housing development is proposed because neighbouring Districts in the South of the 
county have failed to take their share of requirements.  AVDC should not be forced to make amends for the lack of response from 
other districts.

- Any addition housing that is forced to be taken within the Vale, should be focussed on the areas most able to absorb it.  Winslow 
has neither the traffic infrastructure nor the employment opportunity to take significant housing needs.  The comparison with 
Haddenham shows that it is closer to Motorways, is on a mainline rail network and has significant employment opportunities.

For the above reasons, I strongly urge you to respect the Winslow Neighbourhood plan and direct any further build requirement away 
from the Winslow area.
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VALP16-09-07-01076 L and V Cartwright Policy D2 - Why has Haddenham green field been chosen over Winslow who have a empty brown field site/airfield?

How are the services going to cope i.e. doctors, chemist, post office, the building sites in Aylesbury were told they would get facilities 
31/2 years later they are still waiting.
The price of houses are for London commuters. Village residents children are unable to buy here and move away. Also further 
congestion will happen on roads around the station as commuters are parking on the estates and main roads instead of paying 
parking charges.
Speed and amount of traffic passing schools.
Impact on the environment, wild life and conservation areas.
Loss of high grade agricultural land, village green belt areas, outstanding natural nature walks.
Haddenham is a village and the majority of residents feel the same why did they buy a house in a quintessential, period village.
Duty to co-operate why does all the houses have to be built in one village, why can they not be spread over 10,20,30 or more sites in 
the county.
The roads to Thame, Princes Risborough and Aylesbury cannot cope with the amount of traffic at peak times and during school term.
The thought should go into size of houses being built so that village youth can purchase a reasonably priced and well built house, not 
a "shoe box".
What about the "Neighbourhood Plans" that villages submitted on which a lot of time and money was spent and have now been 
rescinded. It seems that county has got them to do their ground work and then picked the bits they want.
HS2 is also going through our county, is that not enough impact on the environment and areas of outstanding beauty.
Please, please would someone put their hat on straight and start seriously thinking about the damage this plan is going to do to a 
beautiful village.
Lived in Haddenham 70 and 73 years.

VALP16-09-07-01077 Jacqueline poulton Policy D2 - I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 
being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development.
 
In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are significantly more 
suitable for development.
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VALP16-09-07-01077 Jacqueline poulton Policy D7 - My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:

• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village.
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
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VALP16-09-07-01077 Jacqueline poulton • There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.

• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. Ithas in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in factmore than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 
asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
• It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 
used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
• There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 
the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the formerLower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
• The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.
• The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 
Leaduring periods of prolonged rainfall.
• The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 
be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.
• The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
• The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 
centre of the village has no amenities.

VALP16-09-07-01077 Jacqueline poulton If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.
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VALP16-09-07-01079 Diana Belgrove Policy D2 - I am a resident of Aston Sandford but Longwick is my postal district. I am against the AVDC plan for a garden village.

My grandfather farmed this land since 1890 and the family also farmed it since! I do NOT want to see it covered with houses. 
I always understood that it was Green Belt land and could not be built on. There are spectacular views of the Chiltern Hills.
People want food, where will all the stock go if you take the land for houses, also the wild life.
We will import food I hear you say if other countries are growing us food as we are they will not want to export it to us.
What about the roads, all the traffic, the A4129 the Thame to Princes Risborough road carries fast moving traffic now (motorcycles 
are the worst) what will it be like with 1000 more cars and lorries?
There is also the substation, there are two lines of poles that cross my land carrying power to Aylesbury, and a third that supplies 
Kinsley and Haddenham.
We do not want this garden village.
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VALP16-09-07-01082 Dorothy and Tom Boyd Policy D2 - I write to express concern and to object to the proposals to extend the village of Haddenham by 1050 homes and to 

establish a new settlement of approx. 6000 homes on land adjoining Haddenham to the south west or to the south east of the village.
1. The proposals to extend the village by 1050 homes will effectively increase the village by 50per cent yet no provision is proposed 
to improve infrastructure or essential services. Already:-
- cars are parking on the main Haddenham to Thame road and causing hazard and hold ups,
- primary schools are full and children living in the village cannot find places and have to go elsewhere;
- there is a three week wait to have a doctors appointment and villagers are resorting to the A&E unit at Stoke Mandeville if they need 
to see a doctor urgently.

Haddenham is a village with all the characteristics of a village. Further extension will give it the magnitude of a town with none of the 
supporting infrastructure.

2. Despite the disingenuous misrepresentation in your map of the proposed new settlement site to the south west of Haddenham (ie. 
covering a smaller area than the existing village of 2000 homes ) this proposal will effectively link Haddenham and Thame. It will 
inevitably breach AVDC's golden planning rule of "no coalescing with existing settlements. 
Secondly the low lying area between Haddenham is subject to flooding annually. New development I the proposed area will increase 
this flooding and any measures to mitigate this flooding will only increase the risk of flooding downstream.

3.the alternative site to the south east will inevitably increase traffic through Fort End and between Fort End and the station causing 
even more congestion on a route already suffering from congestion between 7:30 and 9:30 am.

4.we are given to understand that the need for the new settlement exists because High Wycombe and other Chiltern towns and 
villages cannot accommodate the anticipated expansion of their populations because of green belt restrictions. In these days of 
economic stricture it seems illogical to preserve green belt of indifferent quality at the expense of highly productive agricultural land.

We trust you will give these and no doubt other objections you will receive serious consideration. I look forward to your 
acknowledgement of the points raised.

VALP16-09-07-01083 Elizabeth J. Shorthouse Policy D2 - And then you also expect the huge number of homes designated to Haddenham to look to Thame as well? One better 
idea is to allow Tesco's superstores to build their superstore in Haddenham (to the north) as it has a poor selection of shops and 
services to cope with it's intended growth, rather than encouraging them all to come to Thame which will be overloaded.

VALP16-09-07-01085 Mr and Mrs Todd Policy D4 - We would like to raise our concern and objection to the wholly inappropriate plans for the redevelopment of our "village". 
The majority of people live here because they don't want to live in a town which is what you appear to be proposing even though 
there is not the infrastructure in place to support it. 
I'm sure if bigger towns need more housing that's where it should be sited, rather than building here and forcing the indigenous 
villagers to relocate.
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VALP16-09-07-01088 Ian Widgington Policy D2 - As a resident of Haddenham I shocked to read the proposed siting of a new settlement of 6000 homes, Haddenham 

being the preferred location.

As it seems the railway is the key factor in making Haddenham the preferred location I suspect with the best will in the world either of 
the proposed locations of the new settlement would not encourage the residents to either walk or cycle to the station if they are a 
regular train commuter. There are already enough issues with users of the railway station parking on surrounding roads so an 
additional 6000 homes would just go to either increase the number of people parking or trying to get past the parked cars.

Not wishing to inflict Winslow with this blight either it would appear that there was an opportunity to incorporate the new east west rail 
link station at Winslow into a new development with easier pedestrian and cycle access much the same as has been done with 
Aylesbury Vale Parkway station and the Berryfields development.

I’m also keen to hear an explanation as to why it would appear that this requirement for an additional 6000 homes in Aylesbury Vale 
is because of an unmet requirement by councils south of AVDC and the fact that they have used a lower housing density per hectare 
than that used by AVDC.

VALP16-09-07-01089 Graham Bowe Policy D2 - Could I please submit the following points regarding the Plan, and the position of Winslow whose legally accepted 
Neighbourhood Plan, favourably voted in by over 98% of the local community, already provides for development growth of 35%.

To increase this residential growth to an arbitrary 50% would be utterly unreasonable and unsustainable, and place an impossible 
strain on all aspects of the infrastructure, together with an even greater volume of traffic through the town. Traffic volume is already 
too great and there are insufficient parking facilities.

For 36% of the total housing proposal under VALP to be built in this corner of the Vale is quite inappropriate in a rural area. This is 
what would happen if the proposed 2,000 houses at Whaddon and 2,500 at Newton Longville were to be built.

A large proportion, perhaps 60% of the required development should be sited within Aylesbury which has far more facilities and 
infrastructure. Furthermore, pressure must be brought to bear on the district authorities in the south of the county to meet their own 
requirements rather than offload these into North Buckinghamshire.

If a large new settlement is needed at all in the Vale it should be sited further south where there are unmet needs for employment 
and better transport lines already than further north near Winslow and Buckingham.

Finally, if a dual carriageway road between Oxford and Cambridge were ever to come about, this should be routed to provide 
improved travel between Aylesbury and Milton Keynes.
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VALP16-09-07-01090 Sally Brown Policy D2 - I would like to make the following points about the VALP, having attended the consultation meeting at Winslow and read 

the proposals.

Winslow
• Planning to grow Winslow by 50% is completely arbitrary and unreasonable. There has been no explanation as to why Winslow 
should be expected to expand by 50%.
• Winslow has already agreed to 35% growth through its Neighbourhood Plan.
Aylesbury

VALP16-09-07-01090 Sally Brown Aylesbury could take on more growth. It has been proposed that at least 60% new growth should be around Aylesbury. Current plans 
show only 42% growth.
 •Aylesbury has an existing infrastructure that can accommodate more growth.
 •Further expansion to the west of Aylesbury would benefit from the Aylesbury Vale Parkway railway.
 •The Westcott Enterprise Zone is a sustainable option for new development.

New settlement
 •If Winslow were chosen to site the new settlement of 4,500 (rising to 6,500), plus the 50% growth in Winslow (another 1,000) Plus 

developments in Whaddon (2,000) and Newton Longville (2,500), this small area of the Vale would be responsible for 36% of the total 
new housing requirement of AVDC. That is totally disproportionate to the size of the area compared to the size of the overall county.
 •The requirement for the new settlement appears to have been brought about because other councils in the south of the county are 

not prepared to accommodate the requirements expected of them. To expect Winslow (which has agreed to 35% growth already) to 
take on an additional settlement because other councils refuse to is not acceptable. Councils should be made to implement their local 
plans.
 •If another area has to take responsibility for the new settlement, then it should be in the south of the area where the original need 

was identified.
 •If the choice really is down to Winslow or Haddenham (and this should be reviewed as in my points above), then Haddenham would 

appear to be much better suited for the following reasons:
 •The rail link to London from Haddenham is established and takes only 34 minutes. There is no operating railway at Winslow.
 •Buses to Aylesbury operate every 30 minutes from Haddenham and every hour from Winslow.
 •The nearest motorway to Haddenham (M40) is only eight miles away. The M1 is 15 miles from Winslow.
 •Haddenham has an expanding employment site. Winslow has very little local employment.
 •Haddenham has a large, modern heath centre. Winslow Health Centre is already overstretched and under staffed.
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VALP16-09-07-01091 Lesley Miller Policy D4 - The proposed increase in home sin Haddenham is absolutely ridiculous. There is not adequate infrastructure to 

accommodate 544 homes let alone 5,000 plus. 
The increase in traffic will further erode and already poor road situation whilst it will further aggravate the parking problems in 
Shearstock and the village - a problem I consider is Chiltern Railways. Despite valid suggestions from residents AVDC don't seem 
capable of resolving after years of aggravation/abusiveness from comments for us. Added to this is increased noise from the railway 
due to more/fast trains. With more housing this will worsen although it is doubtful the railway has the capacity to safely carry further 
passengers with increased building in Bicester as well.
The schools are full whilst G.P. appointments are often ip to one month. In 1994 I retired from an early deteriorating NHS with 
inadequate staff and provision for the elderly to be discharged from general ward beds.
With an estimated increase in the elderly population where in Haddenham is the additional accommodation?
G.P.s like most medical staff, with increased expectations often from outside sources, are being put under intolerable pressures. 
Extra housing will drive DP's elsewhere or resign.
A lot of voluntary time was given by villagers to the village plan only to have it destroyed by money grabbing developers. 
How can AVDC expect co-operation from the public, in their requests if this is the outcome? Where are there enough adequately paid 
local jobs to enable additional residents to pay mortgages/rent? Where is the adequate suitable housing for the homeless and young 
people?
I came to Haddenham to live in a village nota town. Already established towns e.g. Milton Keynes should be intended.
British identity, customers are being eroded by a government/councils who have no control over the money grabbing sections of our 
society. Destruction to the environment results in poor health.

VALP16-09-07-01093 Stephen Wood Policy D3 -  I would like to express my objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) - specifically the amount of new 
housing planned for or near Newton Longville - 1855 new homes at Salden Chase - which would basically make us a part of 
Bletchley and Milton Keynes - and the 39 new homes at Dagnall House.

I am amazed that Newton Longville has been classified as a medium sized village - if you consider the amenities we have - a small 
lower school, a family run butchers, a General store and an upmarket gastropub - I really don't think that these facilities would be 
sufficient for a village double the size of its current numbers.  We also suffer from severe traffic problems in the village - with around 
36000 cars passing through each week - something which must be dealt with in the very near future before tragedy strikes - so by 
adding another 2000 new houses this problem will only be exacerbated.  We must protect our individual village identity or the whole 
area will become one massive urban sprawl , therefore, I urge you to reconsider these proposals.
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VALP16-09-07-01097 Valerie Christian Policy D4 - I would like to list below my objections to the planned increase in the number of houses in Haddenham.

1) Haddenham needs to remain a village not a town.
2) Pressure on existing health services.
3) Pressure on schools trying to accommodate the large numbers of extra pupils.
4) 544 new houses means at least 544 more cars probably double that as most households have two cars.
5) Congestion on narrow village roads, we are already seeing cars parking on the road as they cannot get into the station car park. 
Significantly slowing the slow of traffic.
6) The loss of yet more agricultural land, a very important issue that should concern us all.
I do feel that the wishes of the existing residents should be taken into consideration before any final decisions are taken.

VALP16-09-07-01098 Janet Deed Policy D4 - I am writing to oppose the building of 544 homes in Haddenham.
This is a beautiful village often seen on T.V. Midsummer Murders etc. not a town!
This is not a town we have very few facilities, narrow lanes and it should stay like this.
Leave our village alone! 
I am writing to our M.P.

VALP16-09-07-01099 Mr and Mrs Moore Policy D2 - My wife and I strongly object to the proposal to build 7000 houses to the east of Haddenham. Even with the proposal of 
buffers to Aston Sandford and Ford we know these buffers will disappear in time.
There is insufficient infrastructure to support such an expansion and the existing facilities struggle to satisfy demand at present.
This development will obviously put more vehicles on our already busy roads, leading to the possibility of more accidents. 
We live in a beautiful area and the proposed development will destroy the village community and the rural aspects we have at 
present.
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VALP16-09-07-01100 Rosemary & Peter 

Bradbury
Policy D7 - We understand that under the Draft Plan there is a proposal to build 50 new houses in Cuddington, this figure having 
been reached by re-defining Cuddington from a ‘small’ to a ‘medium’ village and applying a 19% growth target.  

This seems an arbitrary exercise and we strongly urge reconsideration of Cuddington’s apparent new status.  We do not believe that 
Cuddington meets all the criteria for a ‘medium’ village.

 •Whilst we do have some facilities – shop/post office, village hall, recreation area, pub – our infant school, not a full primary school at 
this site, is already heavily oversubscribed.

 •Although from a map we appear very close to Haddenham, in reality we are not well connected.  There is no public transport to 
Haddenham;  there is no footpath, so walking is a dangerous option with the added risk of having to cross the busy A418.  We could 
not be described as being ‘well connected to a service centre’.

 •There is no employment in the village (apart from the school and the pub).

 •We are a small settlement with a population of 569.  We would be the smallest ‘medium’ village, and we understand that Cuddington 
is the only village to have been re-classified upwards.

 We agree that Cuddington should accept some new housing but an increase such as that proposed is wholly inappropriate and not 
at all sensitive to the character of this beautiful village,  much of which is in a Conservation Area, and within an Area of Attractive 
Landscape.

We very much hope you will feel able to agree that Cuddington should revert to its previous status as a ‘small’ village.
VALP16-09-07-01101 Mr and Mrs Lawton Policy D2 - I have just learned of your draft plan for a "Garden Village" near Haddenham to incorporate 7000 new houses/homes.

I strongly object to such a massive development in a conservation area in the countryside where the existing infrastructure is already 
struggling under new build pressure in the area of concern to me.
In particular the Ford Road is already congested at peak times of commuting and school times and larger farm machinery is trying to 
find space.
The foundations of Dinton Church at Dinton Hall are at risk already. More traffic attempting to find "short cuts" to destinations, the 
area is a very dangerous plan.
We live in a beautiful countryside area which AVDC had plans in place already to protect for the greater good of the population and 
the welfare of us residents.
Please do not proceed with a plan that will destroy large tracts of farmland and natural habitat and make it more difficult for children 
to find school places and residents to find doctors appointments.
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VALP16-09-07-01104 Steve Chiswell Policy D1 - Please consider this email and content as evidence of my strong objection to the draft VALP.

I have used the Hampden Fields Action Group summary as I cannot really express the points of objection any more succinctly than 
their effort. However I have added my own numbered points below to highlight the seriously flawed operation of AVDC 
responsibilities in this matter.

 1.Given that many areas to the south of Aylesbury flood regularly (I have photographic evidence of the ridge and furrow fields 
alongside New Road flooding almost annually), I have concerns that building over theses areas raises the water table and thus 
pushes the flooding problem towards Weston Turville, Bedgrove, Broughton and Aston Clinton. No developer ever over-engineers 
their infrastructure responsibilities and no council in my experience ever forces them to, either during planning, construction or 
retrospectively when the all too obvious flaws cause the predictable problems. I would be interested to know how AVDC have 
prepared for this?

 2.What other options for development have been considered? If only 12% of journeys are non-stop passing straight through 
Aylesbury then northern MDA options should be given more credence as any distributor roads will interact with fewer existing 
infrastructure (rail, water, footpaths and road) and thus serve those areas better.

 3.AVDC has agreed to 10K houses so why are numbers in excess of this not being resisted in the strongest way possible. If "Our 
plan is your plan" then why has AVDC not sought support from the citizens it is meant to represent in objecting to all parties on the 
need for any further development?

 4.Development to the south of Aylesbury will cause Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville and Aston Clinton to coalesce with 
Aylesbury.

 5.It is not clear what transport data has been collected since the original 2005/6 transport plan to inform the more recent versions of 
the LTP.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
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VALP16-09-07-01107 Amy Hartley Policy D2 - I find the VALP online form not very user friendly (a deterrent perhaps) so wish express my views of the VALP via email. 

We moved Haddenham in March 2015. Prior to purchasing our house in the Clays (Rosemary Lane) we consulted the 
neighbourhood plan in detail as we did not want our back garden to become a building site and unspoilt views were important to us. 
We love Haddenham for its rich cultural heritage and lovely surrounding agriculture.
Furthermore 5000 extra houses will put added pressure on the already very busy roads and railways. 

Haddenham is one of the most expensive villages in Buckinghamshire so is it really the place to be building so-called affordable 
housing?

Finally during our environmental searches for houses the area (proposed Rosemary Lane site) came up as an area of high radon 
gas. With cancer on the rise (and the NHS in serious trouble) is it really ethical for Aylesbury vale county council to build 5000 new 
homes here?

VALP16-09-07-01108 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of 
Oakminister Homes 
Ltd)

Policy D7 - Whilst the village categorisation (i.e. Larger, Medium, Small) takes account of facility provision, it is clear that individual 
settlements have a varied ability to accommodate housing growth. This is evidenced by the Council’s own HELAA document (Version 
3, May 2016). For instance, in the ‘Smaller Villages’ category tier the Draft VALP reports that it would be possible for some 
settlements to accommodate a small amount of development, but others would not be able to sustainably accommodate any 
development due to the size of the settlement and lack of provision of services and facilities.
Our client considers that the revised settlement hierarchy as per the Draft Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (July 2016) applies a fair 
approach to settlement classification based on existing service and facility provision. It is considered that a presumption towards 
sustainable development as articulated through national policy guidance justifies an appropriate level of residential development in 
the Smaller Villages to assist in meeting the wider housing need of the District. Accordingly our client supports the distribution of a 
proportion of growth to the Smaller Villages.
Nevertheless, the current approach fails to deliver the required level of growth at the Larger, Medium and Smaller settlements (593, 
518 and 110 units reported respectively – Table 1, Draft VALP). In light of the current housing supply shortfall across the District and 
that the Draft VALP is unable to identify sufficient sites to meet the District’s housing requirement, it is essential that additional sites 
are identified for delivery. The Draft VALP does not, however, report site allocations across the Smaller Village tier and relies upon 
Neighbourhood Plan and development control procedures to deliver sites at such settlements.
It is noted however that the HELAA document appraises sites at Dinton and in light of the residual housing requirement at the 
settlement our client confirms the availability and deliverability of their land. It is respectfully requested that the submitted site be 
assessed through the HELAA process.
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VALP16-09-07-01109 John Hamilton (Nash 

Parish)
Policy D2 - Delivering a new settlement
At paragraph 4.34 it states that ‘Winslow was also identified as having potential for a large scale extension taking account of the 
range of services the settlement offers, the improved accessibility which East-West Rail will deliver on opening of a new station 
(currently anticipated in 2020) and physical potential to grow. Options for growth include extensions to the existing urban area, as 
well as the potential for growth to the north of the rail line including on the old airfield site.’
It is not clear what ‘the range of services’ referred to consist of. Rather, Winslow offers little by way of services.
It is understood that Buckinghamshire County Council are against a new town development outside Winslow and favour Haddenham.

VALP16-09-07-01109 John Hamilton (Nash 
Parish)

Policy D7 - Delivering sites at smaller villages
NPC supports the proposals for delivering sites in smaller villages and agrees with the statement at paragraph 4.85 that ‘smaller 
villages have relatively poor access to services and facilities and are therefore only suited to accommodating small scale 
development.’ Nash has already met its quota for new development.
The real problem with any development is the size of that development, its timing and effect on adjacent communities as well as 
sustainability.
If the issues relating to sustainability could be addressed then an alternative approach to development and meeting the housing stock 
needs would be to consider whether the villages, with certain specific exceptions, could take up to half of the needs for the Vale, 
excluding any unmet need from adjacent areas. So for example with Nash this would mean 145 + 14.25% = 166 = +21, have 12 need 
to 9 extra houses by 2033. This would be subject to the added restrictions that no development should exceed 5% of the current 
village stock, no development of 5 or more houses shall be within 500m of any previous development younger than 6 years and any 
development of 5 or more houses should have at least 20% as affordable properties. These should be the default guidelines unless a 
neighbourhood plan specifies an alternative plan. The unmet need from adjacent areas should be applied to Aylesbury and to south 
of Aylesbury as by definition links will be to the southern districts.

VALP16-09-07-01110 DJ Kimble Policy D1 - I am objecting to the VALP because you have ignored local people's views to an alternative plan other than the vast 
South Aylesbury development. Traffic proposals use flawed assumptions and calculations with many errors even AVDC traffic 
consultants acknowledge this fact. With all the new houses AVDC have not considered a plan for infrastructure ie schools hospitals 
and doctors. Villages will merge into one urban sprawl. To sum up the amount of houses and traffic gridlock in my opinion the 
Aylesbury area will be a misery to live in that is why I totally disagree with the VALP
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VALP16-09-07-01112 Michael Edmonds. Policy D2 - New Settlements

It is suggested in the Draft Plan that to accommodate the projected numbers 33,000, which I question above, that a New Settlement 
should be built in the Plan period, and identifies broadly two areas, Winslow & Haddenham which could take 4,500/6000 houses. I 
strongly believe that these numbers can be found from our unmet needs column when that has been looked at and challenged 
vigorously, and as stated above we can find more through our call for sites, current  applications, Fleet Marston etc. New Settlements 
appear to be a ‘fashionable’ option up and down the country and easy just to plonk them down and achieve massive numbers off or 
list. We must try harder!

Haddenham
Haddenham it is suggested is one of the more sustainable settlements in the Vale? I would question this as an overriding statement, 
yes it is close to Thame, not far from Aylesbury or Oxford and with a good railway connection to London or Birmingham. What is not 
stated in the Plan is that the Railway is beyond Capacity and has long reached Saturation point, and quite clearly cannot take any 
more. There would need to be a massive improvement exercise to the line and station and essentially,  parking provision, to 
accommodate the suggested additional development. The same applies to the road, yes a good road with good links but it is up to 
capacity. We know we live there. 
Incidently Long Crendon enjoys all the same benefits that Haddenham ‘enjoys’ surely a good case of more development  there. 
There the is also the danger of Coalesence at Haddenham either with Thame or surrounding villages. I would also be concerned with 
any development at Haddenham being properly landscaped and screened  with the Haddenham Ridge being very prominent from a 
wide area. Street lighting should also be carefully controlled. Already the street lighting on the existing new roundabout on the A418 
is  an unattractive and unnecessary eyesore.

VALP16-09-07-01113 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of P I & N 
Healy)

Policy D5 - Whilst the village categorisation (i.e. Larger, Medium, Small) takes account of facility provision, it is clear that individual 
settlements have a varied ability to accommodate housing growth. This is evidenced by the Council’s own HELAA document (Version 
3, May 2016). In the ‘Larger Village’ tier, the Draft VALP outlines that Stone has a population of circa 2,019 and provides 8 of the key 
settlement criteria including a village hall, church, public house, and convenience store. In respect of the settlement’s sustainability 
credentials, the principle of allocating a proportion of growth to the Larger Village tier is supported.
Nevertheless, the current approach fails to deliver the required level of growth at the Larger, Medium and Smaller settlements (593, 
518 and 110 units reported respectively – Table 1, Draft VALP). Owing to settlement characteristics and policy constraints, it is 
inevitable that different settlements will have capacity to deliver a differing quantum of development. In light of the current housing 
supply shortfall across the District and that the Draft VALP is unable to identify sufficient sites to meet the District’s housing 
requirement, it is essential that additional sites are identified for delivery. With no justification for the growth levels reported by the 
Draft VALP, the 22% growth requirement to the Larger Villages acts as a constraint to the District meeting required housing needs, 
particularly in light of an unconfirmed housing target for the district. Objection is therefore raised to a standardised ‘one size fits all’ 
approach to delivering growth at the Larger Villages, when it is clear that capacity constraints to some settlements risk a development 
strategy that does not deliver necessary quantum of overall housing growth. This site identification process should involve a capacity 
and evidence-based assessment at each settlement. Notwithstanding this the principle of growth to the Larger Villages is supported, 
and the availability, suitability and deliverability of the identified site (STO012) is further highlighted in this regard.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 268 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01113 James Yeoman (Savills 

on behalf of P I & N 
Healy)

a
Page 3
The Draft VALP Consultation proposes revision to the settlement hierarchy for the District, with Stone (including Hartwell) identified in 
the ‘Larger Villages’ category. It is considered that this revision to the settlement hierarchy as per the Draft Settlement Hierarchy 
Assessment (July 2016) applies a fair approach to settlement classification based on existing service and facility provision. It is 
considered that a presumption towards sustainable development as articulated through national policy guidance justifies an 
appropriate level of residential development in the Larger Villages to assist in meeting the wider housing needs of the District. 
Accordingly our clients support the distribution of a proportion of growth to the Larger Villages.

VALP16-09-07-01113 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of P I & N 
Healy)

The Draft VALP sets out that allocations are required for 180 new homes in Stone. Where the HELAA identifies sites for 53 units, this 
leaves a residual of 127 units still to be identified. Our clients’ land interest at Eythrope Road could deliver a quantum of development 
to assist in meeting this residual target, and should be considered positively against this residual housing requirement.
The HELAA process has assessed and discounted a number of potential development sites at Stone. This includes our clients’ 
interest identified by site reference STO012. In light of the residual housing requirement at Stone, the HELAA should be subject to 
update in order that the Council can address the identified shortfall in delivery. Our clients contest the specific conclusions of the 
HELAA in respect of STO012 for the following reasons:
� There is an identified need to deliver development at Stone. The site abuts the existing built up form of the village with potential for 
pedestrian connections to be made directly to the A418 from the southern portion of the site identified;
� Recognising the site lies within the designated Area of Attractive Landscape, the topography of the site is such that certain parcels 
within the site would be less sensitive to development than others. A considered approach to design to minimise the impact of 
development, along with the potential for landscape mitigation measures (e.g. planting) provides opportunity to limit the impact of 
development at this location;
� Likewise, design and mitigation measures would enable protection to be afforded to the Site of Special Scientific Interest that is 
situated on the northern boundary of the site;
� There is opportunity to investigate improved means of access to the site in order to increase road width and provide improved 
vehicle turning facilities in conjunction with development and to the wider benefit of existing properties served by Eythrope Road;
In respect of this, our clients confirm that the land identified off Eythrope Road, Stone is available for residential development and 
considers that a suitably designed scheme could overcome the concerns of the Council raised through the HELAA process to date.
We trust that this correspondence sets out our clients’ position and would be grateful to be kept informed of the Council’s progress 
with the VALP.
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VALP16-09-07-01114 Alan Divall (West 

Waddy (on behalf of JA 
Pye QUA002))

Policy D6 - Quainton is identified within the Draft Local Plan as a medium sized village and Policy S2 (Spatial
Strategy for Growth) of the Plan identifies that villages within this category should increase growth by
19% at a scale in keeping with the local character and setting. For Quainton this represents an
additional 104 dwellings for the village. This figure should not be regarded as a maximum – the housing
requirement set out within the Draft Local Plan (and therefore the requirement derived down to the
medium size villages) is a minimum only.
Whilst the intention of draft Policy S2 to deliver a 19% growth of the settlement of Quainton is
supported, Appendix A of the Plan identifies that at present there is only 1 site suitable within the
village to accommodate this 19% additional growth. This site (QUA001) will deliver only 21 dwellings.
The emerging Quainton Neighbourhood Plan (which has proceeded beyond referendum) does not
propose to allocate any sites for development to meet the emerging need for additional housing within
the village as identified within the Draft Local Plan. Therefore, at present, these is significant uncertainty
as to how and where additional sites will be delivered within the village to meet the Draft Local Plan
requirement. This situation can be easily remedied by the identification of our client’s land (within
Appendix A of the Draft Local Plan) as a potential site to be allocated.
The allocation of Site QUA002 would not conflict with emerging Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1. Policy
H1 sets out a presumption against development of new homes outside the Quainton settlement
boundary (which Site QUA002 is) ‘except on sites adjoining the Settlement Boundary along Station Road, where a distinct boundary 
to open countryside can be achieved and where appropriate amenity
of adjacent dwellings can be maintained’. Subject to demonstration of the criteria that a distinct
boundary to the open countryside can be achieved and the amenity of adjacent dwellings can be
maintained, the identification of our client’s land as being suitable for development would not conflict
with the requirements of Policy H1 of the Quainton Neighbourhood Plan.
Failure to identify our client’s land as suitable will lead to significant uncertainty that the emerging
housing requirement for Quainton cannot be delivered.
If you have any questions regarding the content of this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

VALP16-09-07-01116 Mr PR and Mrs MT 
Arnold

Policy D2 - Proposals for a similar expansion (08/02944/AOP) in Winslow, Great Horwood and Little Horwood but on a smaller scale 
than predicated in VALP were refused by the planning inspectorate 1st April 2009. The inspector stated that these plans, “by virtue of 
their scale and siting on land beyond the built up limits of Winslow, Great Horwood and Little Horwood would involve an intrusive 
development into open countryside onto a Greenfield site and would not consolidate the existing settlement pattern. The resultant 
urbanisation would cause harm to the character and the appearance of the open countryside and to Winslow and the adjacent 
villages”....“The form scale and location of the proposed development would threaten and character and function of Winslow to the 
detriment of its historic character and vitality as a small market town”.
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VALP16-09-07-01116 Mr PR and Mrs MT 

Arnold
Policy D4 - Referring to core planning principles, the National Planning Policy Framework (17) says:- “should be genuinely plan-led, 
empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the 
future of the area”. This point has clearly been disregarded by AVDC in the preparation of VALP. Winslow and Great Horwood have 
made and had their neighbourhood plans adopted with a very high percentage of support from the local population. Winslow has 
agreed for development of 35% growth not the 50% predicated in VALP. What is the point of Neighbourhood Plans, when local 
residents are consulted and help to plan for the future, if the district planning authority (AVDC) ignores these plans whilst stating that 
they have taken these into account? Although it states in VALP 1.30 that where they have been made and adopted the 
Neighbourhood Plans “are now part of the development plan”. Where is the evidence these plans been taken into consideration?

VALP16-09-07-01117 Christine Thorwood Policy D1 - Aylesbury as a garden town. AVDC should go all out to focus on this and utilise the government funding to support the 
delivery of ambitions locally-led proposal.
If Aylesbury succeeds in the bidding, it should be able to add the "new settlement allocation of 4,500 new homes, Table 1 page 32", 
to Aylesbury's current allocation in an imaginative and beneficial way.

VALP16-09-07-01117 Christine Thorwood Policy D2 - The allocation of options 1,2,3 for Haddenham and indeed the current allocation of 1,025 are in conflict with AVDC's 
policies on delivering through neighbourhood planning 3.82-3.96 page 54-55. AVDC seems to disregard the views expressed by the 
community in Haddenham's village plan (local plan) despite it's hard work and aspirations throughout the report.
59 states that the proportion if neighbourhood plans will be supported in accordance with the Localism Act.
AVDC "made" Haddenham local plan and it meets with it's requirements that it should:
a) Show how they are contributing towards the strategic objectives of the local plan
b) for their plan area
Therefore AVDC should honour it's promises and obligations and limit the expansion of Haddenham to 50% increase on existing 
house stock (currently 2,1225 homes as stated in Table 1 page 32 of its document)

VALP16-09-07-01117 Christine Thorwood Policy D4 - I was angered and dismayed at the VALP presentation sin Haddenham in July (11th and 28th).
I totally endorse the views of Haddenham Parish Council, the Haddenham village society and my husband Dr P.P. Thorwood.
I will add that I have tried to respond online but find the whole process too difficult - and I now believe deliberately made to do this 
(courage response)
I am now in the library where there is a hard copy to view - You will know this is not strategic. We have access to a village library only 
because of the kindness of loyal volunteers!
1) Last year I responded to VALP to oppose the 1,043 (I thought it was 1,092 originally?) as think cause Haddenham the greatest 
increase of any settlement in AVDC, even greater than Aylesbury town which you state take the brunt of the needed development, 
alone with many other villages.
This new plan takes that number for granted.
Haddenham is taking 50% increase with 1,043 homes - see options 1,2,3 (1250-6000 plus homes) will significantly raise the 
Haddenham's short disproportionately and impact greatly on the community and heritage of our village - and quality of life for existing 
villagers, who are a part of AVDC!!
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VALP16-09-07-01117 Christine Thorwood Potential options (not included in VALP draft plan for summer 2016 and therefore difficult to comment on online as no paragraphs, 

maps to refer to) for Haddenham.
Option 1) Shows the villagers nature reserve a recognised site on land leaded by the parish council from AVDC as potential building 
site! (Shaded are 5 to the wait of the railway line)
Options 2 and 3) Are exceedingly misleading - the areas shaded for 7000 plus and 6000 plus homes are not significantly bigger than 
this shaded area of existing homes (2150 homes) We were assured that these developments will include a secondary school, 
facilities, open spaces, possibly infant and junior school which suspects that these developments will cover a much greater area than 
indicated or contain dwellings that are exceedingly dense, far in excess of the recommendations in the section on built environment, 
design of new development (pages 157-160)!
The maps are also misleading because current roads through the village are not indicated and the AVDC representative at the 11th 
July meeting tried to assure me that the stream shown, which flows through Snakemoor is the Thame Road!!
Option 2) This will totally destroy the village of Aston Sandford and possibly Longwick and Haddenham. For residents of the option to 
access Haddenham and Thame Parkway station, they will need to drive through the conservation area of Haddenham (shortcut 
route) or detour through other parts of the village. We are already struggling with current levels of commuters and their impact on the 
village. (I live at Church End and since the removal of the bus service to this part of the village, I and many older and less mobile 
neighbours find it too far to walk and need to use cars or taxi's to access station and indeed bus route). Since thi9s site was chosen 
because of its nearness to Haddenham strategic settlement - its distance from the existing railway station makes it inappropriate (due 
to the necessity of residents to travel the 2-3 miles to the station, through Haddenham).
Option 3) A development of this size 6000 plus homes will swamp the existing village and place a built environment on the way farm 
the railway line westwards to the Oxfordshire border. It is constrained by the flood of existing streams and rovers to North and South.

VALP16-09-07-01118 Sue Joyner Policy D2 - As a resident of Haddenham for the past 10 years,I have seen the village inundated with the building of new houses, the 
homes built in Spicers Yard, by the station, 28 houses to be built at the back of Dollicott to name but a few. This beautiful village is 
now nothing short of a small town, and now the bombshell that there are plans to build another 5000 new homes!!!!  Has this really 
been thought through??? Haddenham will just end up being part of an urban sprawl, linked to Thame and Aylesbury.
We are slowly losing all high grade agricultural land surrounding the village along with areas of land containing wildlife that cannot be 
replaced.We will also lose the heritage of this historic village.
Please rethink this proposal and look at sites that will have less impact and not ruin this beautiful village.
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VALP16-09-07-01121 Ken and Viv Birkby Policy D2 - The plan for a new settlement of up to 6000 houses appears to be focussed on the area around Winslow, or 

Haddenham.  The choice seems to be predicated on the close proximity of existing, or planned, rail routes.

A development of this size will mean a population of up 20,000, which is the size of a substantial town.  This should not be located 
where it would totally subsume a village like Haddenham.

There is no mention of the development, or proximity, of the towns in other districts but close to Haddenham, such as Thame and 
Princes Risborough.  A development on either side of Haddenham could create a continuous development strip linking settlements.

To avoid the coalescing of existing substantial settlements and be closer to more employment opportunities, any new settlement 
should be considered in a sparsely populated area in the north of the district, with good connections to both Milton Keynes and 
Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-07-01121 Ken and Viv Birkby Policy D6 - Cuddington has been re-defined, in the latest draft, as a ‘medium village’ with a 19% growth target and, as such, would 
need to accommodate 50 dwellings. The Draft Plan has not identified the potential sites for the 50 dwellings. We believe the housing 
allocation in the Draft Plan is too high and should be based on all the criteria for sustainable development and should take account of 
the characteristics of each settlement and its capacity to accommodate change
In response to our parish council querying the re-categorisation, Louise Anderson, Senior Planning Officer - Forward Plans, stated 
that, ‘The addition of the new medium villages category has meant that some of the smaller villages are now medium villages so as to 
better reflect their sustainability.’
This is not the case, as Cuddington was the only small village ‘upgraded.’
She further added that, ‘Cuddington continues to be relatively sustainable in terms of the number of criteria it meets, and so fits well 
into the new medium category.’  
We would dispute that statement, in view of the points raised above.
There is no consideration of other relevant local factors that restrict the capacity for growth including :-
 •Much of its area is in a Conservation Area. There is only one site identified in the HELAA so far (for 6 houses) and this is in the 

Conservation Area.  In order to adequately protect the built environment, this proposal needs to be assessed against sites, including 
those outside the Conservation Area, that might come forward.
 •The village is situated within an Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL)
 •Proposals for major expansion at Haddenham could lead to the prospect of coalescence with Cuddington.
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VALP16-09-07-01122 Nick Morgan (Aston 

Sandford Parish 
Meeting)

Policy D2 - Introduction
1. I write in my capacity as chairman and clerk of the Aston Sandford Parish Meeting to object, on behalf of the Parish Meeting, to the 
proposals set out in paras 4.27 to 4.43 of the AVDC Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) draft issued summer 2016, called 
Delivering a new settlement (‘the proposals’). Those paragraphs propose a ‘village’ of some 6,000 houses (which would mean a 
population approximately the same as or bigger than Thame currently, and at least 3 times bigger than the current population of 
Haddenham) apparently mainly within the parish boundary of Aston Sandford.  The objections set out below were unanimously 
endorsed by the Parish Meeting on 20th August 2016. 
Deliverability
2. The proposals made in paras 4.27 to 4.43 are not yet supported by any evidence: at the end of those paragraphs there is a 
reference to ‘D2, delivering a new settlement, policy to follow, awaiting further evidence’; the boundaries of the proposed settlement 
are vague (little more than a blob); no consideration has been made as to the impact of such a huge settlement on the landscape, the 
local community or any infrastructure – and the proposals do not address the issue of land values.  Para 182 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (which AVDC is obliged to follow states that any local plan must be ‘sound’, that is to say must be positively 
prepared, must be justified, must be effective and consistent with national policy.  By putting forward a plan without full evidence and 
without a full (or indeed any) review or feasibility considerations AVDC have failed to produce a plan which satisfies those criteria: it 
is AVDC’s duty to produce a plan which is deliverable, and this clearly is not.  The AVDC plan is therefore “unsound”.

VALP16-09-07-01122 Nick Morgan (Aston 
Sandford Parish 
Meeting)

Sustainablity
3. In addition the proposals are not sustainable for the following  reasons – 
- 3.1 Need: new developments of this kind should be based on need.  The need in this case does not seem to come from AVDC but 
from Wycombe DC (the neighbouring DC) and also from DCs on the southern boundaries of the county.  As we understand it AVDC 
is able to meet its own allocation without the need for a new settlement at Aston Sandford or at Winslow or anywhere else in its 
district.  We understand that Wycombe DC uses a measure of density based on far fewer houses per hectare than is being proposed 
for the AVDC new village.  We feel strongly that Wycombe should increase their density and thus obviate the need for a new 
settlement of any kind in AVDC.   We have already made an objection on those lines to Wycombe DC.  It seems to us to be bizarre 
that Wycombe DC fails to consider any developments in the AONB or the green belt while AVDC is apparently prepared to sacrifice 
land in an Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL). 
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VALP16-09-07-01122 Nick Morgan (Aston 

Sandford Parish 
Meeting)

- 3.2 Landscape impact:  the proposals would have ‘a very significant adverse impact on the character and impact of the landscape’.  
Those are the words recently used by the Secretary of State in dismissing an appeal against AVDC’s own refusal for planning 
permission for 1,560 homes in Bierton.  He acknowledged in that case that the development would be ‘well located and sustainable in 
terms of its accessibility and...choice of travel modes’ but decided that the landscape impact would be too great.  It would ‘engulf 
historic field patterns’.  We submit that all those objections apply to the proposals for a new settlement at Aston Sandford.  It would in 
addition mean the loss of valuable productive agricultural land.  It would too have a hugely significant visual impact – this is an area 
less than 5 miles from the Chilterns AONB, and would be a huge scar in the sightlines across the Vale from the Chilterns and in an 
AAL, tantamount to an infringement of the AONB.  

- 3.3 Transport infrastructure:  the proposals would place an intolerable burden on local roads in Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire 
which are already under great strain, on Haddenham itself and on Chiltern Railways.  A transport plan is said to be evolving whereas 
one would have thought that such a major undertaking would have necessitated a transport plan as part of a feasibility study.  We 
make the following observations, none of which have been considered in the plan  - 

- 3.3.1 It is plain that the imposition of such a huge settlement would need to be supported by vastly improved roads, something 
which Bucks CC is unlikely to have the money to achieve.  It should be borne in mind that Thame, Aylesbury, Princes Risborough are 
all set to be developed further. Access to High Wycombe, where it might be expected that some of the village residents would be 
employed or would seek access to the M40, will be further strained (the queues into the West Wycombe roundabout are already 
miles long in morning peak time).  Similarly access to Thame, another centre of employment and an access way point for the M40, 
will be further strained.  Freight traffic from the M40 to the area would also increase dramatically with all the needs of the 6,000 
homes – Amazon and other home deliveries plus provisions to the local shops in the village and neighbouring towns.

- 3.3.2  One of the prime reasons for the proposal for the development of a village within easy reach of Haddenham (which is itself 
seen as a great attraction for the inhabitants of the new village) is that there is a popular station there, Haddenham and Thame 
Parkway (HTP).  This reason is not sustainable for the following reasons -  
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Meeting)

o It is hard to see how Haddenham village could cope with the influx of maybe  thousands of cars en route to HTP, to say nothing of 
parking issues (already a huge problem in Haddenham because commuters refuse to pay parking charges and park in the 
surrounding residential streets);
o The station also serves Thame, another town due to increase in size – so pressure on the station will increase;
o In December 2016 Chiltern Line is due to open the extension of the line from HTP, Bicester Village and Oxford Parkway to Oxford 
Station; given the dire service which Oxford commuters have to endure to Paddington it is likely that the extension will prove hugely 
popular, so that trains stopping at HTP are likely to be crowded even without new housing developments; 
o We are aware that there are proposals for huge developments at Harrington (near junction 7 of the M40) and Chalgrove (on the 
other side of the M40), both based on the belief that HTP will be available for commuters from those areas, which would of course put 
even more pressure on the local roads as well as the station/Chiltern line;
o We understand that there are big developments proposed for Banbury and Bicester;  some trains from those centres stop at HTP 
so will presumably be even fuller particularly at peak times;
o Chiltern Railways, for all their virtues, have limited scope, not least because there is little or no scope to increase the platforms at 
Marylebone (it has only six) and has no spare track capacity (there are only two tunnels into the station and only two lines between 
Neasden and the start of the tunnels, all of which carry rail traffic from the Aylesbury line as well).  Trains are packed at peak times 
now (and often off peak as well) and options for improving the commuters’ lot are limited.  None of this has been considered by 
AVDC or indeed, so far as we can see, any other DC. 
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- 3.3.3 While the alternative site for a new settlement at Winslow does not at present have a railway line (a reason why Haddenham 
is favoured over Winslow) by the time a village is likely to be built the “varsity” line should be operational, opening up employment 
opportunities in Oxford, Milton Keynes and longer term to Cambridge, and would thus take the pressure off the Chiltern line.  We 
understand that there is a proposal for an hourly service from Milton Keynes via Winslow to Marylebone – which is another attraction 
for Winslow – and that will be via Aylesbury not the line through HTP.

- 3.4 Other infrastructure: it can hardly be expected that the new village would or could  be entirely self contained so pressure on 
other infrastructure would be enormous.  For example we can guess that the schools which are envisaged in the village would (at 
least in the first instance) be restricted to infant/primary/junior.  It is difficult to see how the local secondary schools – Aylesbury, 
Waddesdon, Princes Risborough and Thame – could cope, especially as those areas are also expanding; and of course the need to 
transport the schoolchildren would only add to congestion. Perhaps it is because the plan envisages a population of 1.9 per 
household in the new settlement that it has failed to consider the needs of children.  Assuming that a population in 6,000 houses 
could sustain a secondary school it would not, could not, be confined to residents of the village, nor could they be restricted to 
sending their children to it or of course to the more junior schools – so the traffic problem would continue.  It can too be expected that 
further congestion will be added as people shop in local towns – it can hardly be expected that the village will be entirely self 
contained.  A settlement of that size would need a medical practice, perhaps a pharmacy, but the residents would have to rely on 
Stoke Mandeville as its hospital: Stoke Mandeville can barely cope now – we do not see how it could possibly cope in the future.  
Just as important is that no consideration has been given to water or sewerage needs. 
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 -3.5 Environmental issues: the environmental impact of such a scheme, on top of the landscape impact, will be huge, and of course 
no environmental impact assessment has been carried out.  Indeed it appears that the very boundaries of the scheme are vague, so 
much so that it appears that some of the village could be built on a flood plain: that would have consequences, not just for new 
houses on the flood plain but for land further downstream, including in the conservation area of Aston Sandford (which has in the 
past flooded).   And certainly no account has been taken of the possible unsuitability of the site for building (eg the local clay heave – 
it can be overcome, but at a cost).  It should be noted that locally we now have good clear night skies with little light pollution and the 
new settlement would ruin that.

 -3.6 Brownfield sites: brownfield sites are barely considered in the report despite the fact that the policy statement encourages their 
development;   there are for instance some 9 former airfields in the AVDC area of which only Haddenham and Winslow get any 
attention.

Overall little or no consideration has been given to the impact of what is a massive development on the local community and its 
inhabitants, on the landscape or on the environment, in particular the destruction of productive agricultural land. It has failed to take 
into account wider issues and proceeds as if the village would be a self contained entity having little local impact. 

 •4.2 If the proposal of the New Settlement goes along the lines of a Garden Village, as mooted by Lord Matthew Taylor, then the land 
has to be available at 150% of agricultural value.  Current indications are that the multiple land owners are certainly not willing to sell 
at that price, some not at any price, and this will force AVDC to attempt Compulsory Purchase Orders, which will be resisted, and will 
result in long legal battles pushing the creation of the new settlement out past the end of the plan period. 
 •4.3 Because the plan is not yet complete (eg section D2 mentioned above) if these proposals are pursued we wish to reserve our 

right to comment on any further work such as the transport plan and D2 when available and on any other aspects of the whole plan 
impacted by data not yet available.
 •4.4 It seems that no one is taking an overall view of the impact of a myriad of schemes by local councils, none of whom are talking to 

each other or taking account of each other’s plans.  The NPPF (para 178) places a duty on public bodies to co-operate on planning 
issues that cross administrative boundaries.  There is no evidence whatsoever that this is taking place. 
Conclusion

 5. For the reasons set out above we believe that this plan is unsound, that the  proposals for any new settlement is unnecessary, 
and that the proposal for a settlement of over 6,000 houses mainly in the parish of Aston Sandford is not deliverable and is 
unsustainable, and should be dropped from the next draft of the plan.
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VALP16-09-07-01123 Alan Thawley Policy D2 - As well as these high levels of expansion for the village itself, AVDC is also consulting on a proposed new settlement, yet 

few details have been given of what we can expect from this, making it very difficult for people to express anything other than a 
negative reaction. The desire to avoid toxic politics expressed in point 2.13 may be very difficult to achieve given the widespread 
cynicism in our community over AVDCs motives following the neighbourhood plan fiasco.
Personally, I can see some value in the idea of a new settlement, if it would provide a way to circumvent the relentless pressure on 
Haddenham to accept more and more housing. This would have to mean a discrete settlement rather than an extension, in line with 
government policy as outlined in point 2.16 of the VALP. I accept, however, that the only genuinely sustainable choice would be a 
settlement adjacent to the railway station, as a new settlement to the south east of Haddenham would simply result in huge increases 
in car traffic.
However, I could only support the idea of a new settlement given some very significant provisos and safeguards:
The railway would to some extent provide a natural barrier between the new settlement and Haddenham, but care would still have to 
be taken to prevent the two merging into one sprawl. Point 2.8 mentions the national planning policy framework provision for potential 
green belt, which could be a welcome option.
There would need to be a genuine effort towards improving sustainability, both in Haddenham and in the new settlement. This would 
mean prioritising walking and cycling routes, particularly connections between Haddenham and the new services that could be 
located in the new settlement. Provision of a secondary school, for instance, that was reachable on foot or by bicycle, would make a 
genuine contribution to Haddenham’s sustainability. But there is also a clear need for safe cycling routes between Haddenham and 
both Thame and Aylesbury, which needs to be specifically addressed with concrete measures in the VALP. Simply including vague 
statements about promoting sustainability is not good enough.

VALP16-09-07-01124 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of Mr N and 
Mrs V Bartman - land 
owners at Thornbrook 
House)

Policy D1 - Policy D1 – Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Policy D1 states that Aylesbury Garden Town is the focus for the majority of the District’s growth. Potential allocations are outlined in 
Appendix A of the document. A residual requirement of 8,221 homes is stated but 1,325 units are yet to be identified (Table 1, Draft 
Local Plan) for delivery. This shortfall must be addressed through future versions of the VALP in order for the document to 
demonstrate a sound mechanism for housing delivery across the Plan period.

VALP16-09-07-01124 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of Mr N and 
Mrs V Bartman - land 
owners at Thornbrook 
House)

Policy D5 - Policy D5 – Delivering the Allocated Sites at Larger Villages
Whilst the village categorisation (i.e. Larger, Medium, Small) takes account of facility provision, it is clear that individual settlements 
have a varied ability to accommodate housing growth. This is evidenced by the Council’s own HELAA document (Version 3, May 
2016). For instance, in the ‘Larger Village’ tier the Draft VALP reports that some settlements are able to meet the housing numbers 
allocated to them, whilst others (e.g. Ivinghoe, Wingrave and Steeple Claydon) struggle to deliver even a small proportion of the 
growth level proposed to be assigned. Indeed based on the Draft VALP, 8 of the 12 Larger Villages fail to deliver their housing 
requirement in line with the proposed assignment of 22% housing growth.
It is currently unclear as to the housing stock baseline data which is being used to inform the percentage uplift in the towns and 
villages. While reference is made to housing stock as of April 2013, the data for individual settlements does not appear within the 
VALP itself, or evidence base documents. Therefore, it is unclear whether the housing requirement represents an accurate figure 
based on a percentage uplift on existing. In order to add clarity, the draft VALP should include a column in the table immediately 
below paragraph 4.69 which states the existing housing stock levels.
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on behalf of Mr N and 
Mrs V Bartman - land 
owners at Thornbrook 
House)

To be clear, the principle of allocating a proportion of growth to the Larger Villages is supported. Nevertheless, the current approach 
fails to deliver the required level of growth at the Larger, Medium and Smaller settlements (593, 518 and 110 unit shortfalls reported 
respectively – Table 1, Draft VALP).
Owing to settlement characteristics and policy constraints, it is an inevitability that settlements will have capacity to deliver varying 
levels of development. In light of the current housing supply shortfall across the District and that the Draft VALP is unable to identify 
sufficient sites to meet the District’s housing requirement, it is essential that additional sites are identified for delivery. However, the 
Draft Local Plan limits the potential for these sites to be identified at sustainable locations – for example, as a result of limiting 
housing growth atStoke Mandeville itself. Stoke Mandeville is a sustainable settlement owing to the services and facilities located 
here. These include a train station, shop with post office, pubs, places of worship, a community centre and primary school.
With no justification for the growth levels reported by the Draft VALP, the 22% growth requirement to the Larger Villages acts as a 
constraint to the District meeting required housing needs, particularly in light of an unconfirmed housing target for the District. 
Objection is raised to a standardised ‘one size fits all’ approach to delivering growth at the Larger Villages, when it is clear that 
capacity constraints to some settlements risk a development strategy that does not deliver necessary quantum of overall housing 
growth. This site identification process should involve a capacity-based assessment at each settlement. The Owners consider that 
the HELAA (Version 3) document does not represent a formal capacity assessment of Stoke Mandeville, in particular they object to 
the assessment of Thornbrook House, Risborough Road (SMD015) which has been ‘discounted’ for development. We expand on this 
point in the following section.
Paragraph 4.68 of the Draft Local Plan states that as the requirement for Stoke Mandeville is added to Aylesbury’s there will be no 
further allocations to Stoke Mandeville. This approach is not justified in the face of an under supply of identified housing sites across 
the District, at Aylesbury and across the Larger Villages. Stoke Mandeville is recognised by AVDC as a highly sustainable settlement 
in the larger village category. As identified earlier in this letter, the capping of delivery at 217 dwellings over the plan period is 
therefore contrary to the findings of the settlement hierarchy and aim to deliver sustainable development.

VALP16-09-07-01125 Ian Whipp Policy D3 - My concerns are mainly focused on Newton Longville, as we appear to be faced with two major developments, one in our 
Parish Boundary (NLV001) and the other at Whaddon, (WHA001). Both these will add no benefit to AVDC and will put a further strain 
on Milton Keynes, namely hospital, medical and education services, plus the extra burden of traffic through Bletchley, Newton 
Longville and surrounding areas on inadequate roads.
Building any major development in this area of North Bucks, is against the Consultant’s recommendation that AVDC housing is 
required in the South of the County. This also means AVDC would not benefit from any commercial and business development 
growth in its boundary, especially around Buckingham and Winslow.
I do feel that our area is having to bear a disproportionate share of the proposed development and I am not convinced that the 
proposed developments around our village are appropriate.
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VALP16-09-07-01125 Ian Whipp Policy D6 - 2. Suggested Housing numbers;

The Draft Plan suggests 155 new homes should be provided in the village and from the emerging Newton Longville Neighbourhood 
Plan I am confident that this could be achieved, subject to consultation with villagers. However, I believe the percentage for this 19% 
as a medium village is a fundamental flaw by AVDC, all villages should have the same percentage, similar to that of a large village. 
This minor change would increase the number of homes and reduce the need for new infrastructure, it would also have the benefit of 
gaining homes more quickly and by using smaller builders.
Given my concerns noted above I am of the view that both large developments (NLV001 & WHA001), should be held in abeyance 
until the present Salden Chase Application is determined. This is because over 1855 homes in the Parish area plus a possible further 
2000 would over-provide housing numbers in this area and that expansion of the village should not be required.

VALP16-09-07-01126 Sarah Churchard 
(Robinson & Hall LLP - 
Abbotts Way, 
Wingrave)

Policy D5 - Paragraph 4.69
It is noted that the table in paragraph 4.69 sets out the number of dwellings that are required, permitted and suitable in respective 
large villages. For Wingrave, 124 dwellings are required after ten dwellings have been either completed or given permission since 
2013.
The proportionate increase for all larger villages of 22% of the current number of dwellings is not accurately reflected in the housing 
target. The housing target should be 135 if the Council were to round the number off. Furthermore, there is an assumption that that 
all 8 of the dwellings given planning permission in 2015/16 will be delivered. No lapse rate has been applied to the residual housing 
requirement.
The table should be updated to reflect the position of the Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Plan, as well as the appropriate 
assumptions on density of housing on each site. The Inspector of the Neighbourhood Plan casts doubt on the ability of those sites 
identified to deliver the required number of dwellings. As with the comments on Table 3, the capacity of each site needs to be 
reviewed in better detail to ensure an appropriate assessment has been made of the housing land supply in the village.
There will be a shortfall in the number of dwellings able to be delivered in Wingrave over the plan period. The site as identified in the 
enclosed documents would be able to accommodate around 35-38 dwellings as a density of 20-25 dwellings per hectare, reflective of 
existing development in Wingrave.

VALP16-09-07-01127 Gaynor Bull Policy D2 - The suggestion that Haddenham could also be a site for a proposed settlement of an additional 6000+ houses is 
unacceptable. The village services are at capacity at present - with a 3 week wait for an appointment at the health centre, local 
schools at capacity and the parking problems caused by commuters driving to the railway station, but parking on the adjacent roads, 
causing concern for all villagers. Haddenham cannot cope with an additional 6000 families. I do not support the proposal that 
Haddenham is a good contender for the new settlement.
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VALP16-09-07-01127 Gaynor Bull Policy D4 - As a Haddenham resident please see below my comments on the VALP:

As a village Haddenham needs to grow to support the housing needs of the local community in the same way other village and towns 
need to accommodate the additional housing need.

What seems to be unfair in the proposals is that Haddenham is compared to Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover when 
growth is proposed. Haddneham is far smaller than any of the other towns in the comparison and has far fewer facilities to 
accommodate the additional housing. 

The proposed growth in Haddenham is an additional 1000 houses. On the current base, this represents a 50% growth. While the 
village may be able to cope with some additional houses, these 1000 additional homes could almost double the population of the 
village, with no additional services or facilities to support the growth.

VALP16-09-07-01128 Marilynne Morgan Policy D2 - These objections are made by me in response to the passages in the draft VALP relating to ‘delivering a new settlement.’  
I gave up trying to use your website.

1. In proposing a new settlement within the district for which it is responsible AVDC has misdirected itself by addressing a need which 
does not exist in its own district. It is able to meet its housing quota without any new settlement.  The need arises elsewhere in 
Bucks, and the district councils where the need arises should address those issues by considering brownfield sites or even by 
looking at green belt.  Most important of all those DCs should use a density measure more in line with the one used by AVDC: it is 
illogical that they do not.  

2. It is clear from the draft plan that little if any inter council discussions have taken place to address either the issue,of density or any 
infrastructure issues which need to be considered across the whole region, especially those relating to transport. Under the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) it is the duty of local councils to co-operate on such matters.
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VALP16-09-07-01128 Marilynne Morgan

 3.In so far as the draft plan proposes a huge new settlement of over 6,000 houses near the conservation village of Aston Sandford, 
the proposals are flawed, and completely fail to meet the requirements of the NPPF.  The plan is by no means properly prepared (the 
boundaries are even unclear – one doubts if anyone associated with the draft has done more than consult a map), the proposals are 
not at all justified as stated above,  and the plan most certainly is not deliverable, nor is it sustainable.  Indeed the authors seem to 
have totally ignored that deliverability and sustainability are requirements.  

 4.It is not good enough for the plan to state that a transport plan is evolving.  This is frankly incredible.  Transport considerations, 
including the capacity of local roads, bus and  rail links and motorway access, are essential to the deliverability and sustainability of 
such a proposal – and it does not take much thought to realise that the options are extremely limited.  For example, great reliance 
has been put on the closeness of the Chiltern Line at Haddenham and Thame Parkway. I commuted on that line for over 20 years 
and regularly use it 2 – 3 times a week, often at peak times.  It is clear to me that the authors have never used the line and have 
certainly not considered the implications of  an enormous influx  of  commuters  on the line in addition to the plans which Chiltern Line 
already have, including the extension to the main railway station in Oxford.  As a member of Haddenham Village Society I have seen 
the comments they have made in this regard and can only agree with them. 
 

 5.It beggars belief that such a settlement should be considered in an area of attractive landscape (AAL), within sight of an AONB, 
and within a short distance of a conservation area.  Although a buffer zone is proposed around the conservation area in Aston 
Sandford, one knows from experience that buffer zones have a habit of being eroded almost as soon as they are established.  

 6.No environmental issues have been considered.  This is, for instance, an area where fields regularly flood in winter, where the 
water can remain stagnant for some time.  Yet it is proposed that over 6,000 homes will be built in such a vulnerable area, and many 
of them would be near if not on a flood plain.  Building in such an area will no doubt increase the likelihood of flooding further 
downstream, thus threatening the conservation area.  One would have expected that councils would have learned the hard way that it 
is short sighted to build in such areas.  

Altogether, the proposal for a new settlement here is ill thought out, unjustified, undeliverable, unsustainable and thus unsound.  It 
should be dropped before any further council tax payers’ money is wasted on it.
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VALP16-09-07-01130 Oliver Chiswell Policy D1 - Please consider this email and content as evidence of my strong objection to the draft VALP. As a young person growing 

up in the affected area I don't see the village and surrounding areas maintaining their identity when the time comes for me to be living 
and working independently in the area.
I have added my own numbered points to the Hampden Fields Action Group summary to express the points of objection I see as 
highlighting the seriously flawed operation of AVDC's responsibilities in this matter. 

 1.Given that many areas to the south of Aylesbury flood regularly (I have photographic evidence of the ridge and furrow fields 
alongside New Road flooding almost annually), I have concerns that building over theses areas raises the water table and thus 
pushes the flooding problem towards Weston Turville, Bedgrove, Broughton and Aston Clinton. No developer ever over-engineers 
their infrastructure responsibilities and no council in my experience ever forces them to, either during planning, construction or 
retrospectively when the all too obvious flaws cause the predictable problems. I would be interested to know how AVDC have 
prepared for this? 

 2.What other options for development have been considered? If only 12% of journeys are non-stop passing straight through 
Aylesbury then northern MDA options should be given more credence as any distributor roads will interact with fewer existing 
infrastructure (rail, water, footpaths and road) and thus serve those areas better. 

 3.AVDC has agreed to 10K houses so why are numbers in excess of this not being resisted in the strongest way possible. If "Our 
plan is your plan" then why has AVDC not sought support from the citizens it is meant to represent in objecting to all parties on the 
need for any further development? 

 4.Development to the south of Aylesbury will cause Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville and Aston Clinton to coalesce with 
Aylesbury. 

 5.It is not clear what transport data has been collected since the original 2005/6 transport plan to inform the more recent versions of 
the LTP. 

 6.AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 

 7.The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 

 8.There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 

 9.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 

 10.The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
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VALP16-09-07-01133 Janet Smith Policy D2 - We would like to state our opposition to the proposed garden village between Haddenham and Longwick.

We live on the A4129 which is barely able to cope with the existing traffic, let alone the traffic that this development would generate.

Those who live on such a development would have to travel to work, and would need to drive to reach train stations at Haddenham or 
Princes Risborough. Where are the local employment options?

Have you thought about the sewage implications of such a development?

The land where the development is proposed is low lying and liable to flooding.

Developing this unspoiled tract of land is unnecessary and would be detrimental to wildlife. We hope that the proposal will be 
withdrawn from the draft VALP.

VALP16-09-07-01134 Matthew Dawber 
(Savills (on behalf of 
Berryfields 
Developers))

Policy D1 - Policy D1 – Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
As previously stated, the Developer is supportive of the quantum of housing allocated to Aylesbury given that it is reflective of the 
town’s role as the most sustainable settlement within the district.
Given the unidentified need for 1,325 houses within Aylesbury in the VALP, point C of the policy is crucial. The Developer agrees that 
the focus for housing development should be within well located SUEs, such as Berryfields. Indeed, the incorporation of a greater 
amount of residential development within these SUEs would serve to deliver housing in localities already acknowledged as 
sustainable and with the provision of necessary facilities in place.
The Council should include provision for increasing the yield from existing SUE by increasing the density of development or utilising 
land for residential purposes, rather than other uses where appropriate. This enables another method whereby the district’s need can 
be accommodated in sustainable locations and avoiding new green field locations.

VALP16-09-07-01136 Phil Adlard Policy D2 - The suggested proposal for a new settlement to be located in the vicinity of either Winslow or Haddenham is seriously 
flawed and should be discarded.

Firstly it is based on the assumption that neighbouring authorities will not be able to satisfy the demand for housing provision, an 
assumption that is based on unsatisfactory disparities in planning policy and secondly it has been created by a limited and fettered 
criteria presented to consultants. In avoiding the question of what is possible given the potential of other areas, for example in the 
north of the district and the proposed expansion of the Chiltern Raliway network, it has resulted in an entirely unsatisfactory proposal 
as set out in the plan.

If, and only if there is a proved need for a new settlement then this should only be considered after a full and detailed examination of 
all possible alternatives and not based on a restricted and one-dimensional view.
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VALP16-09-07-01137 Michael Bye Policy D2 - Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Planning Policy (V ALP) -Winslow. Buckinghamshire.  3rd September 2016
I write to you to express my gravest concern at the proposal to increase and expand the town ofWinslow by a further 4,500 houses.  
Winslow, Buckingham and the surrounding villages are part of a traditional rural farming community. The growth of this relatively 
small region of Buckinghamshire with a possible increase in the population of some 18,000 residents would completely overwhelm 
this area with consequential issues in terms of traffic, public facilities and for medical and hospital services.  Environmental issues 
would be enormous.  I urge A VDC to resist these proposals.

VALP16-09-07-01138 Janet and Vince 
Bartram

Policy D1 - 5) A woefully incomplete and flawed Transport Strategy
The council is inviting comments on the Aylesbury Transport Strategy. Yet the only information on the Aylesbury Transport strategy is 
a very top line overviewwith inadequate detail to make development decisions for future generations.
The basic premise of the model effectively inflates the traffic situation in the “Do Minimum” scenario and thus underestimates the true 
impact of the council’s proposals.Yet, even given that the model that underestimates traffic flows AVDC’s plan will have a severe 
impact on the road system.
AVDC’s own consultants conclude that “it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport 
issues in its current form”. The model underestimates the traffic flows around Aylesbury by typically 5% in peak periods - a significant 
error. Such a crucial piece of work demands that an appropriate and accurate model should be used. The council, of course, is well 
aware of the importance of this work, given that it has recently experienced a significant adverse Secretary of State decision, which 
cited traffic as a major issue in Aylesbury Town.
It is also clear that the planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road 
and in particular the Gyratory system in Aylesbury.
The model does not address the fact that there is very little long distance traffic to bypass Aylesbury. The Jacobs traffic report 
demonstrates this, as do the limited Road Side Interviews that have been produced. What little transport information that is published 
with the plan clearly shows that the thinking behind the orbital link road strategy around the south of Aylesbury is seriously flawed.
The council should at the very least publish the information, which prompted AVDC and BCC to pursue an “Orbital Strategy”. 
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VALP16-09-07-01138 Janet and Vince 

Bartram
6) Flaws in the Council’s Policies
Many of the council’s own polices conflict with the strategy:
• The VALP facilitates an overarching strategy that leads to coalescence between Aylesbury and Weston Turville, and Aylesbury and 
Stoke Mandeville. Thus directly conflicting Policy S3.
• The strategy to put mass development to the South of Aylesbury shows significant increases in traffic at key Air Quality 
Management Areas, especially at the gyratory system in the town.This will further worsen the air quality and associated health risks. 
Conflicting Policy NE5.
• There is no Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The Council has no idea if the required infrastructure to deliver an Aylesbury Garden Town 
can be delivered, as it is not yet within the VALP documents. Conflicting Policy C4.
Many policies are written in a way that would allow them to be disputed. They need to be much more explicit. For example
• Policies D5 and D6 state that housing numbers for Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Aston Clinton are included in 
Aylesbury numbers and thus no additional housing requirement is needed in these villages. Policies D5 and D6 merely state that 
development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to say that development will be resisted in all 
circumstances. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”
• Policy D1 seeks to put 15,845 new houses mainly to the South of Aylesbury but claims that this will be delivered to “maximise the 
positive and minimize the negative impacts of development on existing communities”. This is a meaningless phrase. Further, D1 
states, “All development should contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport Strategy”. This needs to be changed to “will contribute 
to the Aylesbury Transport Strategy” otherwise it will be rejected. 

VALP16-09-07-01138 Janet and Vince 
Bartram

7) Areas of Attractive Landscape
Particularly sensitive or highly valued landscapes between Aylesbury and the villages should be specifically protected particularly 
Hampden Fields and the area of West End ditch that runs between Weston Turville and Bedgrove. The amount of development 
proposed in the plan (HELAA) for Hampden Fields is wholly inappropriate in this context and strongly resisted. 
8) Flooding
The Sustainability Appraisal shows serious issues of flooding on the Woodlands site. This brings the whole strategy to develop 
Woodlands into question and especially the alignment of the road through the site. 
Summary
Overall, the VALP is flawed and incomplete in some key areas fundamental to good planning, principally traffic and infrastructure. 
This renders the current consultation meaningless. 
Also, the weakness of the policies contained in the draft Plan strongly suggests no more than another post-rationalised attempt to put 
housing where the council wants it. This does not align with the claimed desire for ‘Our Plan to be Your Plan’. 
What should happen now?
Accordingly, the VALP plan process should be paused until genuine options have been considered based on appropriate evidence 
especially a full and publicly consulted Aylesbury Transport Strategy. There must be a better plan and we want to work with AVDC to 
construct it.
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VALP16-09-07-01141 Pete Siggers Policy D1 - A woefully incomplete and flawed Transport Strategy

The council is inviting comments on the Aylesbury Transport Strategy. Yet the only information on the Aylesbury Transport strategy is 
a very top line overview with inadequate detail to make development decisions for future generations.
The basic premise of the model effectively inflates the traffic situation in the “Do Minimum” scenario and thus underestimates the true 
impact of the council’s proposals. Yet, even given that the model that underestimates traffic flows AVDC’s plan will have a severe 
impact on the road system.
AVDC’s own consultants conclude that “it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport 
issues in its current form”. The model underestimates the traffic flows around Aylesbury by typically 5% in peak periods - a significant 
error. Such a crucial piece of work demands that an appropriate and accurate model should be used. The council, of course, is well 
aware of the importance of this work, given that it has recently experienced a significant adverse Secretary of State decision, which 
cited traffic as a major issue in Aylesbury Town.
It is also clear that the planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road 
and in particular the Gyratory system in Aylesbury.
The model does not address the fact that there is very little long distance traffic to bypass Aylesbury. The Jacobs traffic report 
demonstrates this, as do the limited Road Side Interviews that have been produced. What little transport information that is published 
with the plan clearly shows that the thinking behind the orbital link road strategy around the south of Aylesbury is seriously flawed. 
The council should at the very least publish the information, which prompted AVDC and BCC to pursue an “Orbital Strategy”. 
) Flaws in the Council’s Policies

Many of the council’s own polices conflict with the strategy: 
•�The VALP facilitates an overarching strategy that leads to coalescence between Aylesbury and Weston Turville, and Aylesbury 
and Stoke Mandeville. Thus directly conflicting Policy S3.

•�The strategy to put mass development to the South of Aylesbury shows significant increases in traffic at key Air Quality 
Management Areas, especially at the gyratory system in the town. This will further worsen the air quality and associated health risks. 
Conflicting Policy NE5.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 288 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01141 Pete Siggers •�There is no Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The Council has no idea if the required infrastructure to deliver an Aylesbury Garden 

Town can be delivered, as it is not yet within the VALP documents. Conflicting Policy C4.

Many policies are written in a way that would allow them to be disputed. They need to be much more explicit. For example
•�Policies D5 and D6 state that housing numbers for Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Aston Clinton are included in 
Aylesbury numbers and thus no additional housing requirement is needed in these villages. Policies D5 and D6 merely state that 
development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to say that development will be resisted in all 
circumstances. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”

•�Policy D1 seeks to put 15,845 new houses mainly to the South of Aylesbury but claims that this will be delivered to “maximise the 
positive and minimize the negative impacts of development on existing communities”. This is a meaningless phrase. Further, D1 
states, “All development should contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport Strategy”. This needs to be changed to “will contribute 
to the Aylesbury Transport Strategy” otherwise it will be rejected. 

Areas of Attractive Landscape

Particularly sensitive or highly valued landscapes between Aylesbury and the villages should be specifically protected particularly 
Hampden Fields and the area of West End ditch that runs between Weston Turville and Bedgrove. The amount of development 
proposed in the plan (HELAA) for Hampden Fields is wholly inappropriate in this context and strongly resisted. 

VALP16-09-07-01141 Pete Siggers 8) Flooding

The Sustainability Appraisal shows serious issues of flooding on the Woodlands site. This brings the whole strategy to develop 
Woodlands into question and especially the alignment of the road through the site. 

Summary
Overall, the VALP is flawed and incomplete in some key areas fundamental to good planning, principally traffic and infrastructure. 
This renders the current consultation meaningless. 
Also, the weakness of the policies contained in the draft Plan strongly suggests no more than another post-rationalised attempt to put 
housing where the council wants it. This does not align with the claimed desire for ‘Our Plan to be Your Plan’. 

What should happen now?
Accordingly, the VALP plan process should be paused until genuine options have been considered based on appropriate evidence 
especially a full and publicly consulted Aylesbury Transport Strategy. There must be a better plan and we want to work with AVDC to 
construct it.
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VALP16-09-07-01142 Julie Anderson Policy D2 - Following my attendance at a number of meeting relating to the VALP Draft Plan and the proposed development of 

Haddenham I write to raise a number of concerns and objections to the proposals presented. In addition, I wish to register my 
concern that the “strategic” planning development as it relates to Haddenham appears to be dogged by parochial beggar thy 
neighbour NIMBYism, and stymied by expedience and paths of least resistance. As such, I have little confidence in the efficacy of the 
AVDC planning process.
It is clear that the people of Haddenham expect some development of the village. However the plans presented to enlarge the village 
by some six or seven thousand homes are grossly disproportionate and will manifestly change Haddenham, its residents and its 
culture irrecoverably. The members of AVDC had a democratic duty to represents the people of Haddenham in challenging the 
unjustifiable expansion of the village. Democracy is not about numbers for and against, it is about a balance of rights and obligations; 
the people of Haddenham who have either been raised here, or have moved here, accept the obligation of some increased 
development so as to relax the demand for housing within the area, but in turn they should be able to express the right to have their 
quality of life preserved. Local councillors should dwell on that balance before sanctioning any decisions. 
The “duty to co-operate” that exists between local councils is imprecise and intangible; it should not be allowed to foster a 
disproportionate expansion, to the detriment of Haddenham and its residents, on the basis it releases other local authorities from the 
obligations and accountabilities relating to the increase of housing within the areas they govern. The housing supply allocation should 
be strategic, i.e. enforced by an accountable regional body or it should be done through simple quotas to each local authority. Those 
quotas should not transferable or negotiable. The current process appears to me an example of local government at its most 
inefficient and myopic.
Haddenham has an impressive history, one it appears is to be sacrificed on the expediency of using the village as a dumping ground 
for future housing expansion. The village is large but it remains a village with the community to reflect it. I find it galling that local 
planners simply disregard the quality of life of those that pay their salaries and take “easy” options in formulating their strategic 
response. To my thinking nothing about this process could be considered strategic; concentrating development within a small area 
will simply draw additional developers and stoke additional demand for housing. Is it AVDC intent to create a London satellite 
conurbation within the Vale of Aylesbury? If it is then say so. If not then housing needs to be better distributed through Bucks. 

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 290 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01142 Julie Anderson The proposed development will adversely affect high grade agricultural land. Damage to the countryside appears a price worth 

paying for AVDC but for those of us who cherish our surroundings it most certainly is not.
I would ask members of AVDC and the professionals who advise them to take great care in formulating and finalising the 
development plans. The existence of an already oversubscribed railway is insufficient justification for the decimation of village life and 
the habitats that surround it. There are clearly more attractive long term options, such as those that relate to the development of a 
new community near Westcott. Surely that would better serve the housing needs of both Bucks and Oxon now and into the next 
century, as well as acting as a much needed local employment base for the villages that surround it.
I place on record my objection to the proposals to increase the size of Haddenham beyond its fair and equitable share of the housing 
stock for the following reasons.
• Other councils are not meeting their own obligations and are fostering them onto AVDC.
• The impact of growth within a concentrated area appears not to have been though through; a tipping point will be reached, creating 
a north south divide within the county. This will see more and more development exacerbating the imbalance to the long term 
detriment of the county of Buckinghamshire and its residents.
• Community and heritage have not been considered; planning authorities exist to protect the environment and not just acquiesce in 
its destruction.

VALP16-09-07-01143 Giles Monks Policy D6 - I wish to object to the proposed designation of Marsworth from its current Small village status to become a Medium sized 
village. I also wish to point out that the land proposed for future development is illogical as it is a green- field site, when other brown-
field sites are available in the village, which would be much more suitable for future development. I have explained my reasons in the 
attached letter and urge you to reconsider and modify the draft plan accordingly.

I would like to object to the draft Local Plan proposals concerning Marsworth and amend them in two respects. Firstly, to abandon the 
designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return it to the more accurate designation of a small village. Secondly, to 
review the area designated for housing within the draft plan for Marsworth and instead designate previously identified brown-field 
sites which are significantly more suitable for development.

Marsworth is a small village. It has far less employment or amenities when compared with other villages such as Halton - which the 
draft plan keeps as a ‘small village’ this is inconsistent and lacks logic. Marsworth has actually lost local transport links and amenities, 
and has few realistic local employment opportunities so does not warrant the proposal to be considered a Medium sized village. 
I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is being 
considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. Marsworth has already accepted developments at 
Marsworth Warf, Bulbourne Yard and the White Lion, these will meet the required developments as a small village without 
encroaching on green-field sites in a rural village location.
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VALP16-09-07-01145 Keith Anderson Policy D2 - Following my attendance at a number of meeting relating to the VALP Draft Plan and the proposed development of 

Haddenham I write to raise a number of concerns and objections to the proposals presented. In addition, I wish to register my 
concern that the “strategic” planning development as it relates to Haddenham appears to be dogged by parochial beggar thy 
neighbour NIMBYism, and stymied by expedience and paths of least resistance. As such, I have little confidence in the efficacy of the 
AVDC planning process.
It is clear that the people of Haddenham expect some development of the village. However the plans presented to enlarge the village 
by some six or seven thousand homes are grossly disproportionate and will manifestly change Haddenham, its residents and its 
culture irrecoverably. The members of AVDC had a democratic duty to represents the people of Haddenham in challenging the 
unjustifiable expansion of the village. Democracy is not about numbers for and against, it is about a balance of rights and obligations; 
the people of Haddenham who have either been raised here, or have moved here, accept the obligation of some increased 
development so as to relax the demand for housing within the area, but in turn they should be able to express the right to have their 
quality of life preserved. Local councillors should dwell on that balance before sanctioning any decisions. 
The “duty to co-operate” that exists between local councils is imprecise and intangible; it should not be allowed to foster a 
disproportionate expansion, to the detriment of Haddenham and its residents, on the basis it releases other local authorities from the 
obligations and accountabilities relating to the increase of housing within the areas they govern. The housing supply allocation should 
be strategic, i.e. enforced by an accountable regional body or it should be done through simple quotas to each local authority. Those 
quotas should not transferable or negotiable. The current process appears to me an example of local government at its most 
inefficient and myopic.
Haddenham has an impressive history, one it appears is to be sacrificed on the expediency of using the village as a dumping ground 
for future housing expansion. The village is large but it remains a village with the community to reflect it. I find it galling that local 
planners simply disregard the quality of life of those that pay their salaries and take “easy” options in formulating their strategic 
response. To my thinking nothing about this process could be considered strategic; concentrating development within a small area 
will simply draw additional developers and stoke additional demand for housing. Is it AVDC intent to create a London satellite 
conurbation within the Vale of Aylesbury? If it is then say so. If not then housing needs to be better distributed through Bucks. 
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VALP16-09-07-01145 Keith Anderson The proposed development will adversely affect high grade agricultural land. Damage to the countryside appears a price worth 

paying for AVDC but for those of us who cherish our surroundings it most certainly is not.
I would ask members of AVDC and the professionals who advise them to take great care in formulating and finalising the 
development plans. The existence of an already oversubscribed railway is insufficient justification for the decimation of village life and 
the habitats that surround it. There are clearly more attractive long term options, such as those that relate to the development of a 
new community near Westcott. Surely that would better serve the housing needs of both Bucks and Oxon now and into the next 
century, as well as acting as a much needed local employment base for the villages that surround it.
I place on record my objection to the proposals to increase the size of Haddenham beyond its fair and equitable share of the housing 
stock for the following reasons.
• Other councils are not meeting their own obligations and are fostering them onto AVDC.
• The impact of growth within a concentrated area appears not to have been though through; a tipping point will be reached, creating 
a north south divide within the county. This will see more and more development exacerbating the imbalance to the long term 
detriment of the county of Buckinghamshire and its residents.
• Community and heritage have not been considered; planning authorities exist to protect the environment and not just acquiesce in 
its destruction.
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VALP16-09-07-01146 Chris Lee (Kodiak 

Land)
Policy D6 - Kodiak notes that the proposed housing requirement for the Smaller Villages category is 434 homes over the plan period, 
which represents 5% of the total housing stock at this category. This represents a lower proportion than that attributed to the larger 
village and town categories. In order to sustain and enhance the vitality of the smaller rural settlements in the district, it is important 
that the plan makes provision for sufficient growth to avoid stifling these settlements. It is precisely these settlements that are most 
suitable for hosting small scale, bespoke and high quality design-led developments which will help to meet local needs, sustain local 
services and contribute to the district’s short term housing land supply while respecting and enhancing the character and appearance 
of the settlements. As such we believe that the proportion of growth attributed to these settlements should be increased, with all 
applications determined on their own merit on the basis of a planning balance exercise, which will ensure that development of a 
sustainable scale is encouraged in the Smaller Villages.
Further, Kodiak does not believe that it is sound to attribute a housing requirement to each of the Smaller Villages based on a 
proportion of their current housing stock. The Council acknowledges that there is variation among the villages in this category in 
terms of their relative sustainability; some settlements might be capable of accommodating a greater proportion of growth than 
others. As such we submit that references to individual disaggregated requirements for each settlement should be deleted.
Kodiak notes that the current wording of Policy D7 states that the entire housing requirement at Smaller Villages will be met by 
neighbourhood plans. While the bringing forward of sites through neighbourhood plans is to be encouraged, the current policy 
wording would preclude sustainable development from being brought forward in settlements where a neighbourhood plan is not being 
progressed. As such this reference should be deleted.
In respect of criteria e) to the policy wording, this should be revised to recognise that no development will have no adverse impact on 
environmental assets. Such considerations should be weighed in the balance against the benefits of the proposed development and 
should be permitted unless the harm outweighs the benefit.
In respect of criteria g), it should be noted that the housing requirement for the Smaller Villages is a minimum. It should not act as a 
cap to sustainable development. As such this criteria should be deleted.

VALP16-09-07-01147 Tim Cheek Policy D1   - -You have ignored people’s feedback requesting an alternative to the large scale developments on the south of 
Aylesbury.
 -The plan would cause traffic chaos around Aylesbury. The assumption made are likely to be wildly inaccurate.
 -There is no infrastructure plan to show how Schools, Hospitals, and Roads will be provided.
 -Highly valued landscapes, particularly those threatened by Hampden Fields, including the west end ditch and the green buffers 

between Aston Clinton, Stoke Mandeville and Aylesbury.
 -The process should be paused until proper evidence is gathered and alternatives considered.
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VALP16-09-07-01148 Colin Newman Policy D3 - I am writing to object to the Vale of Aylesbury District Council draft local plan and particularly the proposed housing 

developments around Newton Longville village.
I have been a resident of Newton Longville for many years and have resisted attempts to ruin our village by allowing large scale 
housing developments for many of those years. I had thought in 2011 that finally the planning authorities had seen sense and 
dismissed large housing estates around Newton Longville, but I see that this approach is now back on the agenda. It appears to me 
that developers have adopted a policy of gradually wearing the local planning authorities down so that they eventually achieve their 
goal of developing new towns and huge urban extensions to Milton Keynes, which will result in the loss of our village context and 
reduce and eventually eliminate the greenbelt which distinguishes Newton Longville from Milton Keynes and other settlements in the 
area.
I am part of a very concerned group of people in Newton Longville which went to the trouble of formulating a Village Plan and 
Neighbourhood Plan. We also had confidence that  planning policies contained within existing planning Vale of Aylesbury planning 
documents afforded local residents such as myself a real say on local issues surrounding developments, such as Policy S3. 
However, the current draft local plan clearly rubbishes all of this, as the proposed developments of 2,000 houses at Salden Chase 
and another 155 within the village are been considered. The latter allocation of houses is being supported because a review of all 
towns and villages in the AVDC area has suggested Newton Longville is a ‘medium’ town and can accommodate this additional 
housing. What this document and the local planning officers appear to have ignored is Milton Keynes Council has stated that it has 
an adequate supply of housing land already allocated within its next five year forward plan. I think that the proposals to develop over 
2,000 houses around Newton Longville is surplus to local and neighbouring requirements, and represents nothing more than 
speculative development by cash rich developers that are employing highly paid consultants which are running rings around local 
planning officers, through aggressive lobbying and clever tactics.
Developers pursue farmland for development as it is much easier and more profitable to build on a virgin green fields than develop on 
brownfield or previously developed land. This is why they spend such huge sums of money on promoting the rezoning of greenfields 
rather than developing within existing towns and cities. The local planning officers and planning officials on a County and national 
level need to stand firm and insist that all brownfield land is expended before any further farmland is rezoned for housing.

VALP16-09-07-01148 Colin Newman I object to further housing development in the Newton Longville area for the following reasons:
• Sufficient housing land already allocated by Milton Keynes Council
• Newton Longville is a village within the Milton Keynes sphere and should be considered as such and there is no need for further 
farmland and greenbelt to be allocated for housing in and around the village 
• Poor road network that is already at capacity and is not equipped to cope with additional housing
• Poor public transport provision in the village
• Lack of shops, medical facilities, schools etc. in and around Newton Longville
• Brownfield land should be developed on before greenfield land is rezoned for the purposes of developers profiteering
• Negative impact on the visual amenity and landscape of the area
• Loss of convenient access to the countryside for current residents
Please ensure that my objections be noted and recorded when considering the local plan.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 295 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01149 Toby and Stephanie 

Bucknall
Policy D2 - Although we live in Longwick in Buckinghamshire, the proximity to Longwick of the possible "garden village" new 
settlement option to the east of Haddenham (which is included in the AVDC new settlement study of June 2016) means that this 
possible new development will have a direct impact on those living in Longwick.
Firstly, it is impossible to understand how a development of 7,000 houses in a proposed space of the same area as Thame to the 
east of Haddenham (based on the map provided in the new settlement study) can be called a "garden village". 
We understand that Thame, which is clearly a town and not a village, only has around 4,000 houses in the same area as proposed 
for this potential new 7,000 house so called "garden village" to the east of Haddenham. 
It is difficult to believe there will be any room for gardens with 7,000 houses in such a small area, or else it is the intention to expand 
the area in which case the character of the area will be further damaged and more rural land used up potentially destroying the 
character/changing the use of the area and of several surrounding villages (including potentially Longwick). 

Apart from anything else it feels disingenuous to call what is clearly intended to be a new town (given the number of houses intended) 
a "garden village".
Creating a town of this size between Thame and Princes Risborough will completely change the character of this area in terms of 
population increase and building concentration.

Unless completely new roads are built, it will also lead to massive traffic congestion leading into Princes Risborough and Thame and 
surrounding roads as 14,000+ new cars are put onto existing roads in the area.
It will also lead to major infrastructure problems (which are often never properly delivered when push comes to shove), and even if 
they are delivered, those new infrastructure projects will lead to further disruption of existing residents in the area and further use of 
agricultural land in the area for new sewage systems, water, electricity and gas supply, schools, health centres, potentially completely 
new roads etc.
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VALP16-09-07-01149 Toby and Stephanie 

Bucknall
This area between Princes Risborough, Thame and Aylesbury is already expected to suffer significant disruption from HS2 traffic 
from the M40 and from significant housing developments and road expansions in the Princes Risborough/Longwick area which is 
only a few miles from this new proposed site to the east of Haddenham, so Princes Risborough and Longwick and other surrounding 
villages to the east of Haddenham will also be significantly affected by any potential new so called garden village to the east of 
Haddenham. This must be taken into account by Aylesbury Vale District Council.
As far as commuting to London is concerned which is quoted as a strength of the Haddenham options in the new settlement study, 
the Chiltern Railway line is already heavily used and it is not clear that there will be any increase in services for a further major town 
being built in the area. This does not appear to have been considered.

In fact, in the case of the "garden village" option to the east of Haddenham the majority of commuters who use the rail links may well 
choose to use Princes Risborough station rather than Haddenham and Thame station causing bottlenecks and further problems for 
existing commuters at Princes Risborough. Again this does not appear to have been considered in the documents I have read.
In summary, 7,000 houses to the east of Haddenham and all the infrastructure required to service it so close to Longwick and Princes 
Risborough will completely change the character of the area, cause major disruption for many years for those currently living in the 
area, and if infrastructure is not developed to service it, then the quality of life will be further significantly eroded for the residents of 
Longwick and Princes Risborough. 

In either case, in our opinion AVDC should consider other better options than the site to the east of Haddenham for any new town or 
so called garden village.

VALP16-09-07-01150 Mr and Mrs Bradford Policy D4 - We trust that neighbourhood plans are being respected. There are sites proposed in Haddenham that are not part of the 
neighbourhood plan. VALP states: “Development in sustainable settlements not allocated in this plan or in a made Neighbourhood 
plan will not normally be permitted.” (VALP pg 76).
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VALP16-09-07-01151 Joanne Cheek Policy D1 - My comments on the draft plan are:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D1 - Strategic Delivery Issues:D1 Aylesbury Garden Town – to maximise garden Garden Town opportunity the percentage of 

total growth for Aylesbury should increase to 60% of total requirement.  Expansion to West of town is possible. Routing the OCX via 
Aylesbury would support such expansion.

VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D2 - Will "New settlement" only be developed if there is a proven need.  ?  Pg 24 para 2.4 recognising the importance of 
"phasing" is welcome but an indication of timing would be welcome! D2 new settlement- this is due to under-delivery by HMA 
partners to the South.  Unfair that the north takes the needs of the South….

VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D3 - D3 sites adjacent to Milton Keynes –already mentioned above.  Recently Gallagher application for cerca 20 000 houses 
to the north.  No need for developments to the West.
WHY ARE WE SUPPORTING MILTON KEYNES DEVELOPMENTS NEAR NEWTON LONGVILLE/WHADDON WHEN MILTON 
KEYNES HAS HUGE PARCELS OF UNDEVELOPED LAND TO THE EAST?
How will A421 cope if further development?  Newton Longville Parish cannot possibly grow by 138% or Whaddon by 375 %  I agree 
with wording of Master Plan and Delivery SPD- that settlements will be protected from negative impact of development.

VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D4 - D4 Housing- suggested growth of 50% at strategic settlements is entirely arbitrary.  What is the rationale for this?  
Opportunities for growth will vary in each settlement depending on work possibilities, transport links etc.
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VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D6 - We fall under D6 development in medium villages.  The Parish council speaking on behalf of the villagers has always 

said that 10% growth was achieveable. 80 houses would not affect us too significantly..but this has now been doubled.

VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D9 - D9 provision of employment land.  Of course this is vital..otherwise how will people pay for houses in AVDC which is 
expensive by comparison to most of neighbouring Milton Keynes. There should be specific requirements for employment land within 
major new development sites and reserved employment sites must be protected within new development sites.

VALP16-09-07-01153 Sylvie Eames Policy D10 - D10 Town village and local centre to support new and existing communities – whilst there is provision for new and 
expanded facilities in town centres, there is nothing to protect existing facilities. (library, CAB)

VALP16-09-07-01154 Laura Dudley-Smith 
(Strutt and Parker (on 
behalf of Mr Talbot 
WGR009))

Policy D2 - 3.0 Reliance on development of a new settlement to meet objectively assessed housing need
3.1 It is noted that in order to meet the housing target set out in the AVDLP, significant reliance is placed on the delivery of a new 
settlement. We have a number of concerns with such an approach.
3.2 Policy S2 – Spatial Growth Strategy seeks to set out how the Local Plan will make provision for 33,300 additional dwellings, 
stating at f) that provision of 4,500 homes will be delivered through a new settlement, that the location for the new settlement has yet 
to be determined, and referring to Policy D2 for more details.
3.3 Given the substantial contribution that the new settlement is anticipated to make towards meeting housing requirements, it is 
disconcerting that even one of the most fundamental issue in respect of the new settlement – its location – has yet to be determined.
3.4 The NPPG states (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 12-010-20140306) that: “Where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient 
detail should be given to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and scale of 
development (addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)”.
3.5 The draft policy (D2) relating to the delivery of a new settlement is, in full, as follows:
“Policy to follow, awaiting further evidence.”
3.6 It cannot be said that this in anyway provides sufficient detail to any interested parties as to the nature of this crucial element of 
the plan. Further, it is difficult to determine how the Council have come to the conclusion that this proposed approach is preferable to 
reasonable alternatives (for example, how the Council has come to the conclusion that a new settlement is more sustainable than 
directing a greater quantum of housing to larger villages), as required by the NPPF and Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations (2004), given the absence of detail in respect of this preferred approach.
3.7 The NPPF also requires Local Plans to be effective (paragraph 182) stating that plans should be deliverable over their plan 
period. Delivery of a new settlement will be a highly challenging, long-term project requiring effective joint-working between local 
authorities, infrastructure providers, developers and other stakeholders. We would expect the AVDLP to provide a significant level of 
detail, providing a degree of certainty that such a new settlement is not only a sustainable option, but that it is deliverable. Instead the 
AVDLP fails to provide any assurances in this respect.
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VALP16-09-07-01155 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd (Great 
Horwood))

Policy D6 - To follow up our specific comments submitted on Great Horwood on 02/09/2016 16:58, we have an additional point to 
make with regard to the Table on Page 86 of the Draft VALP (Para 4.79 in Delivering the allocated sites – at medium villages). We 
suggest that this is adjusted in the light of the comprehensive application for up to 30 dwellings on GHW014 (Land to the south of 
Little Horwood Road) and also the reduced capacity for the Taylor Wimpey South Midlands application 14/01540/APP and appeal 
APP/J0405/V/15/3137967 on GHW013 (Land south of Weston Road).

So we propose deletion of existing text:
Housing requirement - 81
Commitments 2015/16 - 71

Completions 2013-2016 - 4

Residual housing requirement - 6

HELAA suitable / part suitable sites (excluding commitments) - 90

The commitments include 45 homes identified in the made Great Horwood Neighbourhood Plan and a potential further 24 homes 
identified as a reserve site in that plan. This leaves 6 homes to be allocated in this plan. The HELAA identifies suitable sites for 90 
homes, so only the most sustainable site(s) need to be allocated in the Local Plan.
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VALP16-09-07-01155 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd (Great 
Horwood))

And replace with new text:
Housing requirement - 81

Commitments 2015/16 - 60

Completions 2013-2016 - 4

Residual housing requirement - 17

HELAA suitable / part suitable sites (excluding commitments) - 42

The commitments comprise 60 homes identified in the made Great Horwood Neighbourhood Plan (including the reserve site 
identified in that Plan). The HELAA identifies a further suitable site for 42 homes so no further sites will be allocated at Great 
Horwood.

The HELAA can also be adjusted accordingly. It should also reflect the unsuitability on highway grounds of the current application 
14/02414/AOP encompassing both GHW007 Land at Willow Road adjacent Caravan Park and Caravan Park Land and GHW016 The 
Meadows, Land off Willow Road. So these HELAA sites should presumably no longer be considered suitable for housing and, in any 
event, the combined application site is only for up to 34 dwellings, rather than the 44 assumed in the HELAA.
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VALP16-09-07-01156 Jeremy Bull Policy D2 - When a stand alone development on Little Horwood Airfield was last proposed (2008), it was refused by AVDC for a 

multitude of reasons, many of which are still relevant today.
Indeed, this was AVDC's standpoint until at least as recently as November 5th 2015, when, at the AVDC Open Day (consultation for 
the local plan) at the Bell Inn, Winslow, in response to the question "is development on the Little Horwood Airfield a possible option", I 
was personally told by the senior planning officer present, that "building on the Little Horwood Airfield would never happen because it 
had been identified as unsuitable for future development".
What has changed?
What is the point of a consultation if false information is provided by the representatives of AVDC?
The reasons for refusal included that the area was a green field site, that a large scale urban development ("into a rural area"), would 
be detrimental to the area and to the viability and character of Winslow and be harmful to the surrounding adjacent villages.
Surely all of these points are still relevant today.
Any suggestion that Little Horwood Airfield is a brown field site is a nonsense. Vast amounts of money and time have been spent 
since it's closure as a World War Two airfield to remove most of the remnants from it's previous existence leaving a sparse network 
of tracks used in the everyday management of farming operations. As well as being cleared, the land has been extensively drained 
returning it to good quality agricultural land. 
Therefore, with no other obvious advantages/reasons (road networks, location etc.) for siting the proposed sand alone settlement on 
this site, it must be a random placement and by this reasoning could literally go anywhere.
The stand alone settlement and the vast number of houses proposed for Winslow are contrary to the wishes of local people and the 
adopted Winslow and Great Horwood Neighbourhood plans. They are also totally out of proportion for one small, rural corner of 
Aylesbury Vale.
I am also concerned that Aylesbury Vale is taking more than it's fair share of proposed housing development from neighbouring 
planning authorities. Shouldn't this work both ways?
To sum up, I would strongly urge AVDC planning authority not to consider any option to build on Little Horwood Airfield or 
overdevelop Winslow itself for the previously mentioned reasons. In one fell swoop they could destroy three thriving communities 
along with a vast area of North Bucks countryside.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 302 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01158 Judy Brandis Policy D2 - A new village is being proposed consisting of 4,500 to 7,000 dwellings next to Haddenham.

Chiltern rail will shortly be running a service into the centre of Oxford from Marylebone.
This combined impact means that the rail highway network will not have the ability to cope. Many Chiltern rail travellers already have 
standing room only and Marylebone does not have any room to expand.
Haddenham is still designated and has the "feel" of a village. it has the core "golden thread" of the conservation area winding through 
the length of the village. It has 100 listed buildings. Haddenham has no square in the middle, only a handful of shops and a high 
street which end in a footpath. Taking on another village only a field away will engulf the present village. Even with its own shops and 
schools people will travel by car to the station, other shops, other schools, flooding the present village with cars. We have a massive 
problem already with commuters parking cars in the village. Even when yellow lines are put in place cars will be moved and parked 
further into the village and into the conservation area, any new development so massive will further exacerbate the problem.
The proposed new settlement would be built on grade 1 land, badly needed with many more mouths to feed. I refer to NE7 and 
dispute that the benefits outweigh the harm resulting in loss of land. New developments in the countryside should be avoided 
especially on such productive land.
Even for specific proposals and land allocations in the Local Plan new developments in the countryside should not compromise the 
open character of the countryside between settlements and should not have a negative impact on the identities of neighbouring 
settlements or communities resulting in coalescence. The individual identity of villages should be maintained. These planning rules 
should apply no matter whether it is an extension of an existing community or a new village. At present the new settlement is far too 
close to Haddenham and with expansion would result in coalescence and loss of identity.
The secretary of state recently decided at Bierton that the landscape impact would be too great and he also commented on the loss 
of a significant area of the best and most versatile agricultural land.
Haddenham has figured hugely in annual prizes for the intangible asset of its community spirit. People who come to live here come 
because of the feel of the village and only move when other circumstances change. There is a real sense of community, of caring, of 
knowing one's neighbour, which doesn't often happen in larger places where there is a sense of lack of identity. In a study of rats 
(allegedly with similar behaviour patterns to humans) their behaviour changed for worse when too many were crowded together.
AVDC should be looking at a Northern Vale Powerhouse especially when the East/West rail link comes to Winslow in 2019. The old 
airfield at Winslow would take a new village very easily and improve the area. Within 30 minutes in a 360 degree radius there are 
enormous employment opportunities from Silverstone and Westcott to Milton Keynes with good road and new rail connections.
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VALP16-09-07-01158 Judy Brandis Aston Sandford - The secretary of state has recently dismissed an appeal for 1,560 dwellings in Bierton saying 'the proposals would 

have a very significant adverse impact on the character and impact of the landscape'. Owing to the height of the land a new village 
near Aston Sandford would be very visible from the Chiltern escarpment.
The pressure on local roads, especially to Haddenham station (being relatively easier to reach at rush hour than Princes Risborough) 
with its extra housing in between would be enormous. 
The scale of the new settlement would take in smaller surrounding villages with the consequent loss of identity.
Most of the landowners in the vicinity of the new settlement do not wish to sell which would only leave a compulsory purchase order 
taking too long even if the government were minded to go down that path.^ Haddenham is accepting the 1,053 dwellings from 2013-
2016 most of which have been agreed at the committee stage.   What it does not accept is the new settlement.   I have set out my 
reasons as follows.
WDC is proposing 2,600 houses at Princes Risborough.
SODC is proposing a further 600 at Thame in addition to 775 already allocated in the NP.   Plus a new settlement at either Chalgrove 
or Harrington, where they are advertising Haddenham station being 19 or 12 minutes away.   
A new village is being proposed consisting of 4,500 to 7,000 dwellings next to Haddenham.
Chiltern rail will shortly be running a service into the centre of Oxford from Marylebone.
This combined impact means that the rail and highway network will not have the ability to cope.   Many Chiltern rail travellers already 
have standing room only and Marylebone does not have any room to expand.
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VALP16-09-07-01158 Judy Brandis Haddenham is still designated and has the ‘feel’ of a village.   It has the core ‘golden thread’ of the Conservation Area winding 

through the length of the village.   It has 100 Listed Buildings.   Haddenham has no square in the middle, only a handful of shops and 
a High Street which ends in a footpath.   Tacking on another village only a field away will engulf the present village.   Even with its 
own shops and schools people will travel by car to the station, other shops, other schools, flooding the present village with cars.   We 
have a massive problem already with commuters parking cars in the village.   Even when yellow lines are put in place cars will be 
moved and parked further into the village and into the Conservation Area,   Any new development so massive will further exacerbate 
the problem.
The proposed new settlement would be built on grade 1 land, badly needed with many more mouths to feed.   I refer to NE7 and 
dispute that the benefits outweigh the harm resulting in loss of land.   New developments in the countryside should be avoided 
especially on such productive land.
S3    Even for specific proposals and land allocations in the Local Plan new developments in the countryside should not compromise 
the open character of the countryside between settlements and should not have a negative impact on the identities of neighbouring 
settlements or communities resulting in coalescence.   The individual identity of villages should be maintained.  These planning rules 
should apply no matter whether it is an extension of an existing community or a new village.   At present the new settlement is far too 
close to Haddenham and with expansion would result in coalescence and loss of identity.
The Secretary of State recently decided at Bierton that the landscape impact would be too great and he also commented on the loss 
of a significant area of the best and most versatile agricultural land.
Haddenham has figured hugely in annual prizes for the intangible asset of its community spirit.   People who come to live here come 
because of the feel of the village and only move when other circumstances change.   There is a real sense of community, of caring, 
of knowing one’s neighbour, which doesn’t often happen in larger places where there is a sense of lack of identity.   In a study of rats 
(allegedly with similar behaviour patterns to humans) their behaviour changed for the worse when too many were crowded together.
If WDC increases its own density from around 11 to 34 and looks further at sites suggested in the recent Hearn report they should be 
able to find room for all their extra 5,000 houses plus more.
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VALP16-09-07-01158 Judy Brandis I hope that S.Bucks and Chiltern DCs are looking more carefully now at their densities and sites, particularly the ex MoD site at 

Wilton Park, Beaconsfield.   I also ask that before and during the enquiry with the Examiner officers will scrutinise these plans.   Even 
more so if these Councils are late with their plans and hoping that lack of time will make AVDC rush them through in order to get our 
plan through by next spring.
AVDC should be looking at a Northern Vale Powerhouse especially when the East/West rail link comes to Winslow in 2019.   The old 
airfield at Winslow would take a new village very easily and improve the area.   Within 30 minutes in a 360 degree radius there are 
enormous employment opportunities from Silverstone and Westcott to Milton Keynes with good road and new rail connections.
Aston Sandford
The Secretary of State has recently dismissed an appeal for 1,560 dwellings in Bierton saying ‘the proposals would have a very 
significant adverse impact on the character and impact of the landscape’.   Owing to the height of the land a new village near Aston 
Sandford would be very visible from the Chiltern escarpment.
The pressure on local roads, especially to Haddenham station (being relatively easier to reach at rush hour than Princes Risborough) 
with its extra housing in between would be enormous.
The scale of the new settlement would take in smaller surrounding villages with the consequent loss of identity.
Most of the landowners in the vicinity of the new settlement do not wish to sell which would only leave a compulsory purchase order 
taking too long even if the government were minded to go down that path.

VALP16-09-07-01158 Judy Brandis Policy D4 - Haddenham is accepting the 1,053 dwellings from 2013-2016 most of which have been agreed at the committee stage. 
What is does not accept is the new settlement. I have set out my reasons as follows.
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VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

General Comments - 4.0.1 Chapter 4 is, at 56 pages, by far the longest chapter in the draft VALP (the second longest, Chapter 3, 
runs to 30 pages). GHPC believe that there is scope for the length of this chapter to be reduced.
4.0.2 Policies D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town, D11 Site for town centre redevelopment, D12 Aylesbury town centre and D13 
Housing in Aylesbury town centre, together with their accompanying text, take up 15 pages and go into a level of specific detail far 
greater than that of the other policies in this chapter. The intention of these four policies is clearly to implement the third planning 
action point on page 38 of the Aylesbury Town Plan
Ensure the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) supports the aims and delivery of this Plan, influences and shapes it, and vice versa.
GHPC suggests that these policies be placed in a separate chapter, perhaps entitled “Delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town”, to 
acknowledge the central importance of Aylesbury town to the planning strategy for the Vale of Aylesbury as a whole. As an 
alternative, with the advantage of a greater ease of updating, these policies could instead be included in a separate Development 
Plan Document which would bear the same relationship to VALP as the proposed Princes Risborough Town Plan bears to the 
proposed New Wycombe District Local Plan.
4.0.3 Policies D4 Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury), D5 Housing development at larger villages 
and D6 Housing development at medium villages are, apart from housing numbers and the tables of neighbourhood plan allocations, 
virtually identical; Policy D7 Housing development at smaller villages is almost identical, with some minor differences and 
simplifications in the paragraph starting “New housing development ...” and its associated list of criteria. GHPC note paragraph 19 of 
the Examining Inspector’s report on SWDP:
Many of the MMs involve eliminating duplication and repetition between policies, in order to make them more focussed and effective. 
This led to concerns being expressed in the consultation responses about the removal of clauses from certain policies. However, the 
Plan is to be read as a whole. Where policy requirements apply generally, they do not need to be stated in more than one policy.
GHPC therefore suggest that policies D4 – D7 be amalgamated, with differences between the different levels of the settlement 
hierarchy being highlighted where appropriate. The supporting text for the policies should similarly be amalgamated.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D1 - 4.1 D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
4.1.1 The wording of this policy is, in part, more suitable to a vision statement than a policy (which is supposed to provide guidance to 
developers and decision takers). In particular, GHPC considers that list items (b) and (f) do little to provide such guidance.
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VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - 4.2 D2 Delivering a new settlement
4.2.1 GHPC have already submitted comments on the New Settlement Scoping Study (June 2016): Comments from Great Horwood 
Parish Council on the relative suitability of sites at Winslow and Haddenham for a new settlement and Comments from Great 
Horwood Parish Council on the traffic effect in Great Horwood of a possible new settlement north of Winslow For convenience, these 
are appended to the present representation as Appendices B and C.
4.2.2 GHPC note that the proposal for a new settlement would be consistent with paragraph 52 of the NPPF. That paragraph also 
advises that local planning authorities should
consider whether it is appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining any such new development.
Paragraph 82 of the NPPF makes clear that the development of a new settlement would constitute the exceptional circumstances 
where a new Green Belt might be  established; the need to avoid coalescence with other nearby settlements would help to 
demonstrate consistency with the other bullet points in that paragraph. Furthermore, bullet points 3 and 4 of paragraph 85 of the 
NPPF would allow the allocation of land for development of 4,500 new dwellings within the plan period,
while safeguarding the remaining land for the subsequent extension of the settlement to its projected final size of 6,000 dwellings.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D3 - 4.3 D3 Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes
4.3.1 The figure of 4,274 for the potential housing capacity of sites adjacent to Milton Keynes, quoted in paragraphs 4.48 and 4.49 of 
the accompanying text to this policy, does not arise from other data. The three suitable sites (NLV001, NLV023 and WHA001) 
provide 1,885 + 39 + 2,000 = 3,924 dwellings, as stated correctly in paragraph 4.53 and in the policy itself; but adding a further 268 
dwellings from site SHM012 gives 4,192, not 4,274, a discrepancy of 82. Although the figure for site WHA001 is clearly an estimate, 
the arithmetic using that estimate should still be carried out correctly.
4.3.2 The fourth bullet point in paragraph 4.49 suggests that the sites will provide a reserve site for a station and a financial 
contribution to East West Rail.  Whereas Network Rail intend to make technical provision for an additional station at Queen Catherine 
Road near Steeple Claydon, no such provision is currently planned for a further station
near Newton Longville. The text accompanying this paragraph should indicate whether negotiations with Network Rail have indicated 
any real possibility of a station near Newton Longville or whether this is simply an aspiration.
4.3.3 One of the sites, NLV001, is the subject of an outline planning application (15/00314/AOP), validated on 30 January 2015, for 
1,885 dwellings. It is unclear how that proposal, if it is approved, will be required to adhere to an as yet unwritten supplementary 
planning document describing design codes, standards and required infrastructure for sites adjacent to Milton Keynes.
4.3.4 The accompanying text should indicate the impact of the proposed development at site WHA001 on the BCC Whaddon Chase 
Green Infrastructure Plan 2010.
4.3.5 GHPC considers that the observations made in 4.2.2 above regarding designation of a Green Belt around a new settlement 
would apply equally to these developments, as the new sites would naturally be regarded as an urban extension of Milton Keynes 
which happened to cross the local authority boundary into Aylesbury Vale. As well as discouraging coalescence with Newton 
Longville and Whaddon, such a Green Belt would encourage post-2033 development of Milton Keynes to be to the east, so that 
Central Milton Keynes, the city’s main shopping hub, remained in the centre of the city’s developed area.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 308 of 910

http://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Great%20Horwood%20draft%20VALP%20comments.pdf


VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D4 - 4.4.1 In view of the remarks in 4.0.3 above, the comments regarding all four policies D4–D7 are included in this section.
4.4.2 GHPC has some concerns about the consistency and reliability of some of the data in the tables in paragraphs 4.61, 4.69, 4.79 
and 4.87, and the tables of neighbourhood plan allocations in the four policies, and these are outlined below.
4.4.3 It is understood that the figures for commitments and completions in the four tables refer to a cut-off date of 1 April 2016. No 
doubt this will change for the submission plan, but for clarity the cut-off date should be stated explicitly. GHPC considers that that 
these figures should be supported by an audit trail, in a separate document presented as part of the evidence to support the plan, 
giving application references and dates for the various commitments and completions.
4.4.4 The commentary in the table in paragraph 4.61 regarding Winslow states The commitments include 205 homes identified in the 
made Winslow Neighbourhood plan. whereas the table in Policy D4 gives the neighbourhood plan allocation for Winslow as 455; the 
latter figure is taken from paragraph 4.17 of the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan. This discrepancy should be corrected.
4.4.5 The wording of the commentary for Winslow and some other settlements having neighbourhood plans, along the lines of
The commitments include XXX homes identified in the made (Settlement) Neighbourhood plan. This leaves a shortfall of YYY ...
suggests that the numbers XXX and YYY should give the total housing requirement, whereas it is the total of commitments and 
completions (including neighbourhood plan allocations) which should be added to the shortfall YYY to give the total housing 
requirement. Although this is simply a matter of the presentation of data, GHPC considers that the current wording has the potential 
to introduce confusion and should be modified.
4.4.6 In the table in paragraph 4.79, the commitments figure for Cheddington does not include neighbourhood plan allocations, 
whereas the commitments figure for Great Horwood does include neighbourhood plan allocations. The approach to the commitments 
column in all four tables should be consistent.
4.4.7 The table in Policy D4 gives a neighbourhood plan allocation for Haddenham of “(476)”. The correct figure for the allocation is, 
at present, zero as Chapter 6 of the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan has been quashed by order of the High Court on 7 March 
2016. There should be no reference at all to the earlier allocation.
4.4.8 GHPC considers that, for clarity, the column labelled “Housing requirement” in the tables in paragraphs 4.61, 4.69, 4.79 and 
4.87 should be supported by an audit trail in a separate document, giving the existing housing stock upon which the appropriate 
percentage increase has been calculated. This has particular relevance where a village contains only part of the housing stock in a 
parish, such as in Great Horwood parish, where the parish contains over 400 dwellings but fewer than 350 are in Great Horwood 
village (the remainder being in the hamlet of Singleborough, the small cluster of houses near the A421 known as The Common, and 
outlying farms). If the hierarchy assessment is based on the “capacity of settlements to accommodate sustainable development” but 
the housing requirement is based upon a percentage increase to the existing housing in the parish containing the settlement, then a 
justification of this approach should be given.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

4.4.9 GHPC considers that the second sentence of asterisked paragraph in each of the policies D4–D7 is ambiguous. It is not clear 
whether the word “This” at the beginning of the sentence
This includes former agricultural barns ...
refers to “the existing developed footprint” or to the excluded “individual buildings and groups of dispersed buildings”. The paragraph 
should be reworded to clarify this along the lines of the footnote to Policy H2, which does not suffer from this ambiguity.
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VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 

Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D8 - 4.8.1 The use of the term “other settlements” in this policy is inconsistent with its use in Table 3, in the accompanying text 
to Policy S3 Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development. That table, referring to settlements too small to be classed as small 
villages, distinguished between “Other settlements (with a population of over 100)” and “All other settlements”. This distinction is not 
maintained in Policy D8. GHPC considers that this matter should be clarified in order to remove the tension between the two policies.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D9 - 4.9.1 GHPC suggest that this policy should make specific reference to petrol stations, farm shops (which need not be 
associated with a specific farm and would therefore not fall under the itemised list entry (c)) and garden centres. 
4.9.2 The term “live-work development”, mentioned in the policy, should be included in the VALP Glossary. The use of an alternative 
spelling “live/work” should be considered.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D10 - 4.10.1 GHPC considers that in this policy the paragraph
New local centres will be provided within major development areas.
should be more specific about the meaning of the term “major development areas” and should specify that it refers to the 
development areas described in Policies D1, D2 and D3.
4.10.2 GHPC also considers that the final paragraph of the policy should be strengthened by rewording along the lines of
Local and village centres will also be encouraged to grow, and proposals for change of use which entail the loss of essential facilities 
or businesses such as local shops, pubs and post offices will be resisted unless there is compelling evidence of the lack of viability of 
the existing use.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D13 - 4.13.1 Policy D12 starts “Elsewhere in the town centre ...” and is clearly written as a continuation of Policy D11 which 
immediately precedes it (the final two lines of Policy D11 at the top of page 108 should be shown on a coloured background). These 
two policies should be merged, and the combined policy should be give the title “Aylesbury town centre”.
4.13.2 As indicated in 4.0.2 above, it would be appropriate for these policies together with policy D1 to be in a separate chapter of 
VALP.

VALP16-09-07-01159 Mandy Cliffe (Great 
Horwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D14 - 4.14.1 A suggested addition to either this policy or policy S7 is given in 3.7.5.

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D1 - D1 Aylesbury Garden Town – to maximise Garden Town opportunity the percentage of total growth for Aylesbury should 
increase to 60% of total requirement.  Expansion to West of town is possible. Routing the OCX via Aylesbury would support such 
expansion.

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D2 - D2 new settlement- this is due to under-delivery by HMA partners to the South.  Unfair that the north takes the needs of 
the South….

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D3 - D3 sites adjacent to Milton Keynes –already mentioned above.  Recently Gallagher application for cerca 20 000 houses 
to the north.  No need for developments to the West.
WHY ARE WE SUPPORTING MILTON KEYNES DEVELOPMENTS NEAR NEWTON LONGVILLE/WHADDON WHEN MILTON 
KEYNES HAS HUGE PARCELS OF UNDEVELOPED LAND TO THE EAST?
How will A421 cope if further development?  Newton Longville Parish cannot possibly grow by 138% or Whaddon by 375 %  I agree 
with wording of Master Plan and Delivery SPD- that settlements will be protected from negative impact of development.
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VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D4 - I agree that the need for this plan to be successful, to that end, I wish the plan to be in place asap. Planning by appeal is 

not the way forward. But there must be changes both in content and AVDC’s approach.
Under "Vision and Strategic Objectives" it is noted that growth (housing) will be accompanied by delivery of infrastructure at the right 
place and the right time.  This really needs to be more clearly set out.  Quite evidently local problems are not being considered and in 
Newton Longville the panic is on - we see SWMK (Son of Salden Chase) This proposed development will add to the problems of 
Newton Longville. This village takes traffic from the Stoke Hammond bypass (and Leighton Buzzard Bypass and soon link to M1) 
through the village onto A421 at Bottle dump roundabout, here a good example of lack of infrastructure. Build large number of houses 
and worry about the infrastructure later!
Will "New settlement" only be developed if there is a proven need.  ?  Pg 24 para 2.4 recognising the importance of "phasing" is 
welcome but an indication of timing would be welcome!
suggested growth of 50% at strategic settlements is entirely arbitrary.  What is the rationale for this?  Opportunities for growth will 
vary in each settlement depending on work possibilities, transport links etc.

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D6 - We fall under D6 development in medium villages.  The Parish council speaking on behalf of the villagers has always 
said that 10% growth was achieveable. 80 houses would not affect us too significantly..but this has now been doubled.

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D9 - Of course this is vital..otherwise how will people pay for houses in AVDC which is expensive by comparison to most of 
neighbouring Milton Keynes. There should be specific requirements for employment land within major new development sites and 
reserved employment sites must be protected within new development sites.

VALP16-09-07-01160 Dave Norris Policy D10 -  whilst there is provision for new and expanded facilities in town centres, there is nothing to protect existing facilities. 
(library, CAB)

VALP16-09-07-01161 Richard Eato Policy D6 - I am a resident of Barkham Close, Cheddington and I am concerned with both the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and the 
Cheddington Neighbourhood plan. 
Firstly I do not believe that the number of required houses in Cheddington should rise from 100 to 135. I believe that when the 
neighbourhood plan was first discussed 30 houses was suggested. This was subsequently raised to 50 and then 100 to satisfy the 
district council. Any further uplift due to an unmet need else where should be rejected.
As I live close to the shop in Cheddington I am concerned that the increased trade and therefore parking space required has not 
been considered in either the neighbourhood plan or the local plan. There is the possibility to use surrounding grass areas for 
parking. An area outside of those houses close to the shop could become residents parking only. 
There would also be a traffic flow problem. Presently where all the houses without a drive park their cars on the road turning the road 
into a single track road. There is a T-Junction next to the shop which can in effect a single track road on all three arms of the junction.
This situation is exacerbated by a slight bend and rise approaching from Barkham Close causing drivers to be unsighted. Making it 
one way from the T-Junction to the proposed junction of the whole of Barkham Close could be one way.
I hope you will consider these suggestions.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 311 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01162 DR and Mrs R.O Jones Policy D2 - We wish to register an objection to your proposed 2016 plans for the Great Horwood airfield site. It is remarkable that an 

application for the same area was rejected in 2015 according to your website and yet AVDC, with complete volte face, now submits a 
proposal for up to 7000 houses. How can this be justified?
1. The suggested number of houses will damage the integrity of Little and Great Horwood and will be equally disastrous to the small 
township of Winslow.
2. A traditionally rural and farming area cannot be replaced and a great deal of agricultural land will not produce food.
3. There will be a considerable increase in car ownership which will have a detrimental impact on already congested roads.
4. Areas of employment, which at present do not exist, will be needed or is it the intention that the new estate should be dormitory 
town leading to excess car journeys.
5. The children of this new estate will require many extra school places at all levels, primary, junior and secondary. Existing schools 
are already oversubscribed and a new school is having to be built.
6. It is well known that it is difficult to recruit suitably qualified doctors to general practice. The present medical facilities of Winslow 
and the Horwoods are already overstretched. A new practice will be needed. Where will the doctors come from?
7. The demand for water and in particular sewage disposal in the Winslow area will need to have priority over other services, some of 
which are outlined above.
We trust that these opinions will be considered when this detrimental proposal is discussed further.
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VALP16-09-07-01163 N A Morgan Policy D2 - 1.I started to complete the structured form on your website but was driven mad by its lack of user friendliness. 

2.In particular I believe that the VALP has been hastily rushed out before sufficient data has been gathered in order to substantiate 
some of the proposals – in particular the proposal to locate a “village” 
potentially of over 6,000 houses on productive agricultural land largely in the parish of Aston Sandford, a conservation village and in 
full sight of the Chilterns AONB.
3.Under the National Planning Policy Framework AVDC is I believe bound to deliver a local plan which soundly based and supported 
by supporting evidence.  This is clearly not the case as for example at the end of
4.43 there is a section D2 which says “Policy to follow, awaiting further evidence”.  The report prepared by G L Hearn in June 2016 is 
certainly not “evidence” as it has no detailed transport plan and takes no account of the future plans of the neighbouring planning 
authorities.  It also grossly misrepresents the potential physical size of the new “village” as a small orange blob whereas in reality its 
size is likely to be larger than the footprint of Thame.  The VALP proposals therefore are fundamentally unsound.
4.I see no reason why AVDC should have to accept overflow needs from other councils when those councils use much lower housing 
density levels for their own developments and say they have no space for extra developments.
5.The Chiltern line train service into Marylebone is already straining at the seams – even outside rush hour the trains often have 
standing room only.  Marylebone only has 2 tracks for entry and exit to their 6 platforms and no realistic way of expanding.  Yet the 
line will be expected to take thousands of extra passengers as a result of the VALP plus the extra load resulting from the extension of 
the line into Oxford.  I also understand that SODC is planning major expansion of housing which is justified by them through the use 
of Haddenham and Thame Parkway station.  The Chiltern line cannot possible manage such a load.
6.By 2019 there will be a new East / West train line which will in due course be expanded further to reach Cambridge.  This line will 
therefore have the capacity to handle a new housing development thus providing access to significant employment locations without 
adding to the problems of the Chiltern line.
7. I also believe that as there are so many un-developed brown field sites across the county, including numerous old airfields, serious 
consideration should be given to using these before building over productive agricultural land in Aston Sandford.
I trust that the VALP will be re-written with the removal of the threat of building a significant new “village” largely in our peaceful and 
tranquil parish.

VALP16-09-07-01168 Noreen Shardlow 
(Watermead Parish 
Council)

Policy D8 - While we don't seem to be under pressure to provide a lot of housing (Page 93)- only 4 and
Para 4.89 only permits development if the residential requirement is not exceeded we need
strong support from AVDC to help deal with the extra development carried out in packages
as we are seeing currently.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 313 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-07-01169 Stewart Miller Policy D1 - In response to the consultation on the proposed VALP, my own views are totally in line with those expressed by the 

Hampden Fields Action Group, as follows:
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-07-01171 Nick Osgerby (Steeple 

Claydon Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - We note that Steeple Claydon was considered and rejected as a possible location for the new settlement. We fully 
support this conclusion.

VALP16-09-07-01171 Nick Osgerby (Steeple 
Claydon Parish 
Council)

Policy D5 - SCPC challenges the housing allocation of 207 as the starting point. The HELAA confirms a shortfall of 27 homes and 
this assumes that the sites suitable and partially suitable for housing can be delivered. SCD007 (and possibly others) is unlikely to be 
available and the Neighbourhood Plan team is currently exploring other sites. We would refer to the discussions at the County Show 
regarding the challenge we face meeting this target and were advised that if we are not able to deliver the required numbers they 
may be added to those of the strategic developments. We would suggest reverting to the previous target of 150 houses and believe 
this to be achievable.
We note the criteria in D5 and agree that this is reasonable approach to the identification of appropriate sites.

VALP16-09-07-01172 Simon Proctor (Proctor 
Surveyors (Stoke 
Hammond))

Policy D4 - The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and /or manmade features on the 
ground.  For example there is scope for Stoke Hammond to extend west as the western extent of the village is clearly defined by the 
west coast mainline and A4146 that extends beyond the definition provided by the *.
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VALP16-09-07-01172 Simon Proctor (Proctor 

Surveyors (Stoke 
Hammond))

Policy D6   - 4.79The HELAA Assessment location appears to show (figure 1) that Stoke Hammond is a large village but subsequent 
references are as a medium village.

HELAA documentation should be kept up to date and reviewed throughout the plan period.  Development should not be restricted to 
those sites identified in ether the plan or Neighbourhood Plans rather should be encouraged in sustainable settings within or adjacent 
to the settlements.  Please see 3.17 above.  The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and / 
or manmade features on the ground.    For example there is scope for Stoke Hammond to extend west as the western extent of the 
village is clearly defined by the west coast mainline and A4146 that extends beyond the definition provided by the *.
Proximity of medium villages to strategic settlements within Aylesbury Vale and other large settlements in adjoining areas should be 
reflected in the level of services etc. theses villages enjoy.  Please see Table 3 above.
Below are sites that should be considered further for inclusion in the HELAA with appropriate commentary.

para 4.81 - The quantum of housing need has not yet accurately assessed (paragraph 1.13) and it is acknowledged in the draft plan 
that capacity in the south of Aylesbury Vale does not meet need (paragraph 1.12).  The conclusion must be therefore that there 
should be greater provision of houses in the northern part of the district especially close to key strategic settlements.  Care must be 
taken in identifying commitments versus actual delivery.  Please see 3.17 above.
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VALP16-09-07-01173 Ann Clancy Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES

I am writing on behalf of residents in Bletchley Park Ward, Milton Keynes (MK), adjacent to site NLV023 and NLV001, collectively 
known as SW Milton Keynes development, previously as Salden Chase),  proposed for the development of 1924 houses.  The same 
site came forward as a planning application and met serious opposition. I understand it is coming forward again in parallel with its 
inclusion in Aylesbury Vale (AV)V Draft Local Plan. Our position with regards to the AV Draft Local Plan and the planning application 
is still to oppose it and we believe that, as currently scoped, it will have a significant detrimental impact on the local area.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in 
Bletchley and MK, as it is to these places that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, 
plus communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shoppingthose services. It is in reality an 
urban extension to MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of 
MK are given great weight in the consultation process for the AV Draft Local Plan.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with WHA001 (Shenley Road) in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  
This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given 
that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft 
AV Draft Local Plan in existing settlements are not taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for 
the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing were to be allocated to these sites, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 
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VALP16-09-07-01173 Ann Clancy I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. At least part of the area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Whaddon and Newton Longville, to preserve their 
unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for residents on Bletchley’s Racecourses estate which borders the proposed 
development. Thise proposed development area includes rich agricultural land, areas of natural conservation interest, Weasel Lane 
country walk, a bridleway and numerous old trees and hedgerows. These features have significant amenity value for the residents 
and need to be recognised, protected and preserved for current and future generations.
3. The Draft Plan talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services.  We believe that the 
infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic, for a development of this size have been substantially played 
down.  Grid roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city and grid roads 
would need to be accommodated in any new substantial development.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the 
development NLV001 and NLV023 and WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 
6,000 additional cars on the road.  Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, 
which is to extend the grid roads and red ways and provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means for traffic to bypass Bletchley would be essential to prevent severe 
congestion and potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the 
proposed sites and further afield, without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at 
peak times. 
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VALP16-09-07-01173 Ann Clancy  5.I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 

mere wish lists rather than concrete plans.  
 6.Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK and Bletchley.   Whilst arguably primary 

care such as GP services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly 
the case in MK’s Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  
Hospital provision is also of major concern.

 7.I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools which are full to capacity now and into the future.
In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes but no decisions have been 
made yet on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process.  It is essential that the AV Planning and MK 
Planning Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of Bletchley to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that Bletchley residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.

Please contact me about a residents meeting.  I will be happy to facilitate a venue etc.

VALP16-09-07-01174 Sarah Churchard 
(Robinson & Hall LLP 
(Whitehouse Farm, 
Winslow))

Policy D10 - Paragraph 4.110 and Policy D10
The growth of retail convenience floor space for towns and villages is supported. However, Policy D10 needs to be more specific on 
figures relating to the quantum of development and what constitutes a major development. Otherwise the policy is not sufficiently 
specific and would be open to misinterpretation.

VALP16-09-07-01174 Sarah Churchard 
(Robinson & Hall LLP 
(Whitehouse Farm, 
Winslow))

Policy D2 - We support the principle of the northern expansion of Winslow. As the fourth largest settlement
in the District, the town need to take its fair share of development given the great need for new
residential development. Winslow will also be one of the most sustainable locations in the district
following the development of the east-west railway and new railway station for the town.
Spatially, all development is currently located to the south of the old railway line. The new
development to the north would ensure that development equally has easy and convenient
access to the new railway station, once constructed.
The additional benefit of the development of the land at Whitehouse Farm in relation to this study
is the connectivity to the road network. The land straddles the Winslow Road between Little Horwood and Winslow, meaning that the 
site could easily accommodate improvements to the highway with their ownership.
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VALP16-09-07-01174 Sarah Churchard 

(Robinson & Hall LLP 
(Whitehouse Farm, 
Winslow))

Policy D4 - Paragraph 4.58
We do not agree that the initial strategy for growth should be based on a basic 50% increase of
the baseline number of dwellings. This is a crude measurement and cannot be a sustainable
approach for the distribution of growth in the District for a 20 year period.
Thought should be given to the weight afforded to public transport provision, the access to jobs in nearby settlements, historic levels 
of development in respective settlements and the level of growth that might be needed to sustain the services and facilities as 
existing and needed.
Little thought has gone into the overall strategy and should be revisited with a more holistic approach more akin to modern planning 
practice.

VALP16-09-07-01177 Ruth Millard (Grendon 
Underwood Parish 
Council)

Policy D6 - As an aid to the formulation of this response, GUPC held a public meeting on August 9 at which implications for GU of 
the VALP and developer plans were discussed. Over 100 people attended and on an informal show of hands there was 
overwhelming support for maintaining the linear nature of the village. Great concern also was shown about traffic and infrastructure 
issues. Following this, an open day was held on August 30 when the public was invited to leave written comments. These have been 
analysed to produce the following. GUPC is especially grateful to Cllr Cameron Branston who spent several hours at these events to 
offer important advice.
Flooding: GU is notoriously prone to flooding and detailed consideration must be given to flood control at any GU site. This is 
particularly true at a site off Broadway which is being considered by developers (call for sites reference GUW014).
Roads: Main street GU is an extremely busy road with many speeding vehicles. Traffic concerns must be uppermost in deliberations 
of any site and because main street is a "rat run" to the A41 this also must be considered in any deliberation of sites in adjacent or 
nearby villages. (One resident even suggested a village by-pass). Of special concern are the junctions of Main Street and Broadway 
and the two junctions with the A41.
Schools: Although GU school has the infrastructure to allow an increase, serious concerns exist as to secondary school placements. 
This must be considered in any deliberation of sites.
Back Building: This is a major concern for the village. GU has long been considered a linear development with no building taking 
place beyond established "building lines". The residents overwhelmingly desired that this constraint continues which is fully 
supported by the PC.
This would specifically be relevant to GUW014, GUW010 and GUW008.
An extremely small minority suggested that all identified sites should be developed.
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VALP16-09-07-01178 Edith Bald Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES

I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the development of 
2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 
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VALP16-09-07-01178 Edith Bald I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 
roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
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VALP16-09-07-01178 Edith Bald  4.Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 

potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 

 5.I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  

 6.Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.

 7.I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes.  No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.
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VALP16-09-07-01179 Paul Sherrin Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES

I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the development of 
2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-07-01179 Paul Sherrin 3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 

roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

VALP16-09-07-01179 Paul Sherrin In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes.  No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.
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VALP16-09-07-01181 Anneke Du Plessis Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES

I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the development of 
2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-07-01181 Anneke Du Plessis 3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 

roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

VALP16-09-07-01181 Anneke Du Plessis In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes.  No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.
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VALP16-09-07-01182 Gary silver Policy D3 - I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the 

development of 2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-07-01182 Gary silver 3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 

roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

VALP16-09-07-01182 Gary silver In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes.  No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.
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VALP16-09-07-01183 Wiililam & Denzil 

Underwood
Policy D6 - Response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:  Draft Plan 2016
My husband and I would like to make the following comments and very much hope that you will take into consideration the very grave 
concerns of our community.

 1)While understanding the need for a response from you to Central Government for the building of new housing, the imposition of 
quotas without taking into consideration the local factors is mistaken.  One feels Brill is being unfairly penalised because of the 
facilities we have strived so hard to preserve: the shops and pubs as well as the thriving school and surgery.

 2)The location of Brill is unique in Buckinghamshire and possibly in the UK and should be protected as far as possible.
 3)If we were to have 96 more houses the village would need an improved road system, an extension to the already over subscribed  

village school and the surgery would find it hard to function efficiently with the inevitable increased numbers on their list.  It is 
common to wait three weeks for an appointment and the situation could only get worse.

 4)Over the years Brill has developed organically with small infilling, conversion of larger houses and this must be a more natural 
way forward and there is still scope for this.

 5)With reference to the last point  Brill had a Brill Plan in 1969 and this seems as relevant today as then.

William and Denzil Underwood

Response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:  Draft Plan 2016
My husband and I would like to make the following comments and very much hope that you will take into consideration the very grave 
concerns of our community.

 1)While understanding the need for a response from you to Central Government for the building of new housing, the imposition of 
quotas without taking into consideration the local factors is mistaken.  One feels Brill is being unfairly penalised because of the 
facilities we have strived so hard to preserve: the shops and pubs as well as the thriving school and surgery.

 2)The location of Brill is unique in Buckinghamshire and possibly in the UK and should be protected as far as possible.
 3)If we were to have 96 more houses the village would need an improved road system, an extension to the already over subscribed  

village school and the surgery would find it hard to function efficiently with the inevitable increased numbers on their list.  It is 
common to wait three weeks for an appointment and the situation could only get worse.

 4)Over the years Brill has developed organically with small infilling, conversion of larger houses and this must be a more natural 
way forward and there is still scope for this.

 5)With reference to the last point  Brill had a Brill Plan in 1969 and this seems as relevant today as then.

VALP16-09-07-01184 Michael Edmonds Policy D2 - New Settlements
It is suggested in the Draft Plan that to accommodate the projected numbers 33,000, which I question above, that a New Settlement 
should be built in the Plan period, and identifies broadly two areas, Winslow & Haddenham which could take 4,500/6000 houses. I 
strongly believe that these numbers can be found from our unmet needs column when that has been looked at and challenged 
vigorously, and as stated above we can find more through our call for sites, current  applications, Fleet Marston etc. New Settlements 
appear to be a ‘fashionable’ option up and down the country and easy just to plonk them down and achieve massive numbers off or 
list. We must try harder!
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VALP16-09-07-01184 Michael Edmonds Policy D4 - Wendover

In the Draft plan Wendover is given special treatment in as much as its allocation is halved because of the designation of AONB. This 
seems strange to me in that we are prepared to suggest  release of Green Belt land at Wendover but not AONB, does not add up. 
Wendover should take its full allocation of 50% growth. Again we need to be fair across the patch.

VALP16-09-08-01186 David and Sylvia Mott Policy D4 - Recently attending a meeting in Thame, we were staggered at the amount of housing proposed in our area. 
We are writing to strongly object to the planning, in Thame, Chalgrove, Tetsworth, Princes Risbrough, Kingsey, Haddenham, Chinnor 
and to cap it all this Harrington site. 
Every one of these sites will be detrimental and catastrophic to this area.
The reasons being:
1. No infrastructure in the towns and villages, which are already being thoroughly spoilt and losing their character and specialness.
2. There is already inadequate parking for local shoppers, and there will be inadequate shops.
3. The roads are diabolical at the moment, and we will soon all be stationary.
4. The schools are all full up and at breaking point at Lord William's. Why did you sell the playing fields?
5. The Health Centre is failing it was built in the seventies and has some modernisation, but totally inadequate for the amount of 
people in Thame. One has to wait three weeks to get an appointment with a doctor now, also you can never get into the car park.
6. There is the very big issue of flooding, we already have a large flooding problem in Thame and it is getting worse, with more 
houses being built in Haddenham, Thame, Chinnor, and Kingsey. All the water from these villages and towns eventually flows into 
the River Thame, even from Aylesbury and then into the River Thames, they are all flooding and it is getting worse. This must be 
considered when people's homes are at risk, not only from flood water, but with sewage in their homes, how much more have we to 
put up with? The sewage works in Thame have been inadequate since the building of Lea Park.
7. In our opinion, with huge expansion of Didcot, Milton and Bicester, and the extra homes being built in Thame and Chinnor, 
Oxfordshire allocation should be more than ENOUGH, or don't these count? If Oxford city wish for even more housing, they should 
be built nearer Oxford if at all.
The government wish to improve the North of the country and stop this North and South divide which gets ever wider and worse, 
more development and industry should be planned for it and not here any longer.
Your development and proposals do not take employment into account or the present residents who have lived in this area for many 
years and have had to put up with these endless schemes. Oh yes, the developers and planners walk away, with the locals having to 
cope with the effects.
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VALP16-09-08-01187 Diana Gill Policy D2 - I strongly object to the proposed new settlement near Had denham of 7, 000

dwellings.
A settlement of this size is unsustainable in such a small area with an inadequate
infrastructure, including access to main trunk roads, GP facilities, schools etc.
If it is true that this proposal is prepared because Wycombe District Council cannot
meet their housing development quotas, it will not be fair on Aylesbury Vale
residents and landscape. woe should be actively preparing plans to fulfil their
responsibilities.
To cater for the housing needs, we should look into smaller developments within
current settlements and communities rather than building a brand new town, in a
rural location, on productive farmland near Chiltern, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
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VALP16-09-08-01188 Nick Wong Policy D2 - I strongly object to the proposed new settlement near Haddenham of 7,000 dwellings.  I am enclosing a paper prepared 

by my Dad and I strongly support the views
expressed in the paper.
Re: VALP Proposals
1. Background
1.1 Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed a local plan, Vales of Aylesbury Local Plan (the Plan) for public discussions.
1.2 In the Plan, under section 4, there is a sub-section of "Delivering a new settlement", shortlisting Haddendam or Winslow for the 
establishment of 6,000 dwellings (4.32 in the Plan).
1.3 However, there are no details (in 02, it says policy to follow, awaiting further evidence).
1.4 A map available which fails to indicate some established housings within the said area. (attachment A).
1.5 It is alleged that the Plan is a result of ADVC trying to help Wycombe District Council because WDC themselves could not or 
unwilling to come up with suitable plans to fulfil their own quotas or obligations.
1.6 The Plan is understood to be incomplete and not yet supported by evidence and yet residents are asked to comment.
2. I strongly object to the Haddendam option. 
3. Reasons:
3.1 As a matter of principle: There is no detail to go through it objectively. No reports are available on the area in terms of studying 
the traffic, environment impact, social impact etc.
3.2 Sustainability:
The proposed development will be bigger than, for example, Thame where the infrastructure has been built up through centuries. 
With a new town of this size, there will be a need of schools, high street shopping, medical and other services, new roads and railway 
structures, employment opportunities to support it to make sure that this will be a viable, self-sustained community.
This is going to be a huge project and decisions can only made after detailed studies have been carried out. Questions need to be 
asked whether a project of this size is sustainable in the area proposed.
3.3 Needs:
There is no doubt about the increase in population and therefore an increase in housing needs.  However, this should be examined in 
a wider context. Do we need such a large development in Aylesbury Vale or are we trying to shoulder the needs from our neighbour, 
namely WDC's unfulfilled needs?  Someone should also look into the ratio of population over areas of land available to see if it is a 
fair distribution between AVDC and WDC.
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VALP16-09-08-01188 Nick Wong 3.4 Road Networks:

It is definitely not possible for the existing road network in the area to cope with the inevitable in the increase in traffic volume as a 
result of the settlement planned. Roads with the Haddendam village, Thame Road, (A4129), Lower lcknield Road, Aylesbury (A418) 
and the A4010 between Aylesbury, Princes Risborough, and Wycombe, will inevitably need to be widened to cater for the increase in 
traffic, especially during rush hours and school run hours.  Also more traffic load will be added to all the feeder roads to M40.  At the 
moment, the above mentioned roads are very congested as they are now.
Rail Network:
To serve the settlement's needs, unless there is enough employment opportunities for the new resident locally, which is highly 
unlikely, the obvious choice for jobs for residents will be london.  Chiltern Railway will have to increase the number of trains serving 
the area and london during rush hours (which is already very crowded), Marylebone Station is unlikely to cope with the increased 
number of trains without major work to lengthen or increase the number of platforms available.
4. Environment Impact
The proposed settlement within the area designated as Area of Natural Beauty. Obviously building a settlement of 6"'7,000 houses in 
the area will have a significant impact in the local environment.  In addition, currently the land is productive agricultural land and 
losing that will be an irrevocable loss to food production.  In view of the above, it will be much more preferable with much less 
environmental impact to offer brown field sites for the proposed settlement.
5. Alternatives
I am sure that there are alternatives in identifying more suitable sites to build enough houses to satisfy the needs of AVDC.  
Some possible solutions are:
New houses are added to existing settlements but spread evenly or appropriately so that there is no "big bang" effect; Brown field 
sites to be identified instead of building on green field sites
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney Policy D2 - First of all I have a couple of complaints to make about how this proposal was first exposed to the residents of 

Haddeham, which was during a working day when most  people were hard at work, why could this not have been during the evening 
as well. It seems as though you are trying to reduce the level of understanding on what is being proposed from the people it will most 
affect.
The poor quality and presentation of the proposals. The evening meeting held in the village hall was during the start of the holiday 
period. Once again a tactic trying to minimise the impact on the local population in an attempt to reduce the number objections that 
will be made. The lack of interest shown by the two representatives from AVDC to the concerns made to them during the above 
meeting. I got the impression they were just going through the motions so they can tick another box that the consultation process has 
been carried out.
As far as I am aware there has not been any feedback from AVDC since the above meeting was held on the large number of 
questions and concerns that were raised.
There was no representation there from Chiltern Railways to discuss what impact this will have on the service for commuters using 
this service and the residents living close by Haddenham (and Thame!) train station. As this is one of the tick boxes for siting the 
proposed settlement of 5000 houses on the outskirts of Haddenham, should this not
have been a major consideration for this meeting. I find it strange there was not a representative from the company, where as at a 
similar meeting held by High Wycombe
District Council for a proposal to build a large number of houses in Saunderton, there was such representation from this company. 
Apparently they stated there was no plans to increase the service from the Saunderton, if anything they are looking to reduce the 
service from Saunderton because of the expansion of the service from Oxford will put a strain on the line loading, even if this 
development went ahead.
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney Also do not forget the massive expansion going on in Bicester, which will only add passenger numbers using this line, as well as 

shoppers using Bicester village.  Being a current user of the 07:08 train to London, this arrives and is virtual half full when it leaves 
Haddenham and is probably 3/4 full by the time it leaves Princes Risborough, which is the next stop towards Marylebone. With the 
new line from Oxford due to open later this year, capacity for trains on this line which will stop at Haddenham has the potential to be 
reduced to accommodate this increased traffic on the line. What if any consultation has been carried out with Chiltern Railways, if 
there have, what is their opinion on this and what plans are proposed to expand or relocate the station to take the extra passenger 
use from this station when you consider the further housing development in nearby Thame as well. Parking is already a nightmare for 
residents near the station, as commuters refuse to pay the excessive parking costs applied to commuters to use the station parking 
facilities. After 1 0 plus years plus trying to get the local and County Council to fund a street parking scheme, so residents can park 
outside their homes during the day and deliveries can be made. There always seems to be a convenient excuse for no action to be 
taken. Now that commuters have taken to parking outside the station on the main road, causing absolute mayhem, where there is 
also a bus stop, it is only a matter of time before someone is seriously injured crossing the road or vehicle accident pulling out of 
Sheerstock, because traffic having to use the wrong side of the road to enter Haddenham to pass the parked cars.
If you build 5,000 homes in the proposed sites, at a rough guess that is going to add 1 0,000 private vehicles on the area roads, a fair 
percentage of which will either be heading for Aylesbury, Thame and Princes Risborough during the rush hours, plus the additional 
traffic for schools that will be required. Thame is pretty bad in the mornings and evenings coming from Oxford, Aylesbury and Princes 
Risborough.
Princes Risborough could become a nightmare, with traffic heading towards High Wycombe, the Pedestal at West Wycombe already 
has tail backs to Bradenham in the mornings. You have to the added pressure that is going to happen with the proposed 
developments in Longwick and Princes Risborough, which will affect Thame as well.
Based on this you must be considering major road developments around Thame (over its flood plane I would imagine) for access to 
the M40 and Oxford, Bicester and Banbury.
Also between Princes Risborough and High Wycombe for access to the towns business parks and the M40.  All of which will just add 
further traffic to the rat runs, due to increased delays through Thame, Princes Risborough and West Wycombe. You are looking at 
the villages of Cuddington, Waddesdon, Winchendon, Siddenham, Towersey, Longwick, Kimble, Chinnor, West Wycombe and 
BLEDLOW RIDGE (god forbid!).
How are you going to get around the problem at the Pedestal?
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney Now to the real crux of the matter, why are High Wycombe District council so willing to push their part of the housing quota for 

Buckinghamshire into Aylesbury Vale? I was made aware of this about twelve months ago by a college who I happen to work with 
who told me this was going to happen, they should know I suppose as they are an elected District Councillor for High Wycombe. So 
there must have been a stratagem between the two councils, for what other reason would Aylesbury Vale attempt to build a 
settlement on the outskirts of a lovely country village lying between the Vale of Aylesbury and the Vale of Oxford. The reasons given 
at the meeting certainly do not add up.  As I understand it, the Green Belt was drawn up after the Second World War to stop urban 
sprawl and to save areas of the countryside. I would assume good quality agricultural land was not considered, as no one at the time 
thought that planners wold consider taking good quality land out of use for development on such a large scale is now being planned. 
Surely as a country with Brexit looming, we are going to have to provide a larger proportion as a country of our own food in an 
economical and environmentally friendly manner. Imports of food could become expensive due the value of the pound falling and we 
are going to have to pay our way in the world somehow by reducing imports. The land in the Vale is flat and the soil is suitable for 
farming, and creates spectacular views for people walking the surrounding hills. As you get closer to
High Wycombe the soil becomes less suitable for economical farming, due to the high chalk content which requires the high use of 
fertilisers to give a good crop, which will
sooner or later result in the soil being worthless. By which time we will have covered the Vale full of houses, roads and railways. 
Where do we go then, but more imports and
higher living costs.
Surely it is better to build on the poor quality soils, (as they do in France), which with minimal investment for roads to connect to the 
M40 through parts of the countryside
that has low quality soil.
There must be common sense applied to the Green Belt areas for these modern times and some flexibility applied to build a 
balanced environment for the future. I can only
see problems in the future for creating dense housing estates in the countryside away from major employment towns. 'Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty' are all well and
good, but not at the expense of food production and rural life for people who have lived and worked this land, also worked in local 
businesses for many generations.
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney I am aware of some sites within Wycombe District Council area that have been subject for application for housing development that 

for fairly weak reasons given, have been
refused, or just been flatly turned down. Examples of which I will mention below and indicate on attached maps. If these reasons are 
good enough for HWDC, why not
Hadden ham.
SITE 1 - Ex Molins Factory site Saunderto.
I understand that an application has been made to build a couple of hundred houses on this old industrial site, which has been vacant 
for approximately 6 years now. This
application is under a lot of pressure from nearby residents (mainly Bellow Ridge), who are concerned about traffic flow. They seem 
to forget that up to 1 ,500 employees of
Molins used to work here day and night, 5, 6 and sometimes 7 days a week. This would obviously have deliveries and machinery 
being moved by heavy goods vehicles, let
alone the employees travelling to work from High Wycombe, Princes Risborough, Chinnor, Bledlow Ridge, Wendover, Marlow, 
Bourne End, Aylesbury, Thame and further
afield.
A lot of the houses in Haw Lane were built by Molins for its employees, who moved out when the factory was built in the early 1950's 
from the south east of London
and Kent area. I cannot imagine how the proposal will create anything like the traffic as when this factory was open.  Why and how do 
these residents have so much influence over HWDC?  Yet all the residents of Haddenham seem to have less influence, is this what 
we call democracy.
It appears you can get planning permission in this area (Saunderton parish) for large properties standing in acres of land, where you 
could build a number of smaller
detached properties, and smaller properties so local people can stay in these villages where their families have lived and grew up 
and worked and support local business , seem to struggle to get built in this area,
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney SITE 2:- Further expansion for housing from the ex- Molins factory site at Saunderton towards Slough Lane for up to 1 000 houses.

Well, this was very quickly stopped in its tracks, by a well planned and thought through objections. Which is strange really, because 
there is access to the Saunderton train
station, which has been operational for along time. (30 years ago, there was not even a station in Haddenham. When it did open it 
was only a single line from Princes
Risborough to Banbury). With a twin line from to Marylebone via they would be able to walk to the station, taking traffic off this busy 
road. There was also a Chiltern Railways
representative at the consultation meeting with the public to give his opinion for this proposal. Also this area could easily be 
connected to the M40 by upgrading the existing
Slough Lane, which could connect to the A40 on the M40 side if West Wycombe, taking traffic away from the Pedestal junction and 
West Wycombe in both directions. I do not
think being a member of the Hose of Lords should have anymore influence than a resident of Haddenham or a farmer in Aylesbury 
Vale.
SITE 3:- The Molins Sports Ground at Mill Lane Monks Risborough.
As indicated on this map, area 1 has already been developed in to housing, leaving this redundant sports ground surrounded by 
housing on three sides. Now it appears this
piece of land is somehow in the Green Belt, do not ask me why but it is. This is used by HWDC as an excuse for it not to be 
developed, as well as they have plans to buy it so it
can be used for recreation purposes. Which is admirable, but will never happen due to lack of funds unless part of it becomes 
available for housing and a developer would pay
for some of it to be available for recreation. This seems so sensible I am surprised HWDC have not already proposed this. Another 
advantage of this site, is that it gives access to by walking to Monks Risborough train station, which is part of a branch line between 
Aylesbury and Princes Risborough and joins the mainline to Marylebone at Princes
Risborough. With the same investment as carried out on the Bicester to Oxford line that has been carried out, this line could be 
upgraded as an alternative fast line from Aylesbury, giving more flexibility to train commuters when repairs are being carried out.  
This would once again reduce road traffic in the area.
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VALP16-09-08-01189 Raymond Sweeney Site 4:- Mill Lane Monks Risborough.

I also understand that an application to develop this site was made and turned down by HWDC, with vague reasons. Once again it 
makes the station available for commuters and would make land available to improve facilities for train users.
Site 5:- Sorry no map for this one.
I am not sure what is going on at the old furniture factory site in Princes Risborough by the station. It has been virtually cleared for the 
past 6 years and a fence put up around
the site. If there is such urgency for homes in the area, what is the delay in developing this site. Once again right next to a railway 
station!
These five sites are only the ones I know about, how many more there are around HWDC, who knows. I am sure there must be many 
that would help to take the burden away from AVDC and the proposed 5000 homes on the outskirts of Haddenham and reduce traffic 
flows in the area, which are going to increase whatever action is eventually taken
I am no planning expert, but what has been presented to the residence of Haddenham was a shambles, anyone can put a yellow 
blob on a map and tick the right boxes and say
we have solved the problem where to put these 5000 homes. Lets show a bit more imagination and common sense, as we are going 
to have to do to provide homes for our
children and grand children at an affordable price. But without large urban sprawl into rural food producing areas that have a long 
sustainable future.
Hopefully you will give my suggestions your full consideration and come up with a more sensible proposal and cooperation with 
HWDC for all of our needs. Haddenham is not
the only village in Bucks with a railway station and access to the M40.

VALP16-09-08-01190 Jenny Gill Policy D2 - I object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed 7,000 new settlement near Aston Sandford.
1. The proposal is unsustainable in size in an area with an obviously unsuitable infrastructure.
2. It would have a totally adverse effect on the local environment and is proposed on productive agricultural land.
3. It is proposed, I understand because Wycombe District Council cannot meet their own housing development quotas. Surely the 
sites and density of their current plans should be carefully scrutinised as a priority. 
4. Smaller developments close to existing settlements and communities would be far preferable, in all respects, to a large scheme in 
a completely inappropriate rural location.
I look forward to receiving an acknowledgement and further update on the subject.

VALP16-09-08-01191 Chris Wong Policy D2 - I strongly object to the proposed new settlement with the size of 7,000 houses near Aston Sandford. 
The location is too small to sustain this new settlement. It is in a rural area and it would be necessary to have adequate infrastructure 
in place such as new roads, shopping outlets, job opportunities (business parks) and so on to support it.
It would be much better to redevelop brown field sites because in most cases, the infrastructure will be there. This will be a much 
better alternative than building a big town on valuable farmland.
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VALP16-09-08-01192 Chris Sebire (Chairman 

of Brill Parish Council)
Policy D7 - The views, comments and suggestions from the meeting have informed our response along with extracts taken from the 
Brill fact file 2011 produced for AVDC to assist future planning policy. Specific references are made about the constraints effecting 
the village of Brill.
The current draft plan currently suggests that the village of Brill should accept 96 new homes being built over the next 10 years. This 
figure apparently arrived at as a result of a simple formula applied to the existing number of homes and based on whether the village 
is small, medium or large. Brill being designated a medium sized village is expected to accept a 19% increase.
To attempt to set planning policy based on such an arbitrary approach is clearly ill conceived as it makes no allowance for local 
circumstances including the nature of the village, topography, access roads, infrastructure and the physical boundaries of the existing 
village.
The village of Brill is not saying no to any new houses but no to the imposition of 96. Any development must respect the unique 
character and location of the village of and should be limited to small replacements and infills of 1 to 5 houses.

VALP16-09-08-01193 Mark and Rosemary 
Barlow

Policy D2 - As the Owners of Waldridge Manor, a Grade 11 * listed building we write to you to get the above proposed garden village 
removed from the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan removed.
The area around the proposed site could not even begin to cope with all the all the traffic this settlement would bring, it is finding it 
extremely difficult as it is at the moment.
Whilst it is proposed that Buffers will separate Aston Sandford, Ford, Longwick and Owlswick there is not enough land to do so.  A 
development accommodating 7000 homes in this open countryside area would require disproportional level of infratructure and 
amenities to support what would represent the size of a new town ie the size of Thame. Such provision of housing should be focused 
on existing and established developements The visual impact this would have on the Chilterns A.N.O.B would be very detrimental for 
miles around and the irllpact on wildlife to the area and loss of agricultural land is simply not justified together with the effect on listed 
buildings throughout the proposed area.
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VALP16-09-08-01195 Adrian Cole (Brown & 

Merry (on behalf of 
Evett Partnership))

Policy D1 - We act for the Evett Partnership, and we submit on their behalf our representations for the area of Land, Farm Houses 
and Buildings as shown on the attached:
• Draft Master Plan for Land adjacent to, but not part ofThe Woodlands Planning Application prepared by E.D.P
• Briefing notes from Peter Brett Associates, covering Flood Risk Review and Transport and Highways Review Master Plan .
• These representations are to support the identification of Land to the West of College Road North, as part of the extended Urban 
Area of Aylesbury.
This shows potential uses for the site, taking into Account, The Flood Plain Review and Highways Review prepared by P.B.A.
In Summary: -
• Residential use 5.6 Ha
• Residential Extra Care 1.2 Ha
• Structural Landscaping intended as part of the Woodlands Mitigation proposal.
• In general, in support of the draft plan's Garden Town vision (Chapter Four) and has potential to form part of the Linked and 
integrated sustainable urban extensions on
greenfield sites around the Town as represented on the "Aylesbury Garden Town" map.
We are fully aware of t he representations submitted by Peter Brett Associates on behalf of Buckinghamshire Advantage in respect of 
The Woodlands Planning Application, which in part is over land owned by The Evett Partnership.
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VALP16-09-08-01196 Nick McIntyre Policy D2 - I am writing to raise my concerns regarding the proposals set out in paras 4.27 to 4.43 of the AVDC Vale of Aylesbury 

Local Plan (VALP) draft issued summer 2016, called Delivering a new settlement (‘the proposals’). Those paragraphs propose a 
‘village’ of some 6,000 houses (which would mean a population approximately the same as or bigger than Thame currently, and at 
least 3 times bigger than the current population of Haddenham) apparently mainly within the parish boundary of Aston Sandford.  
Deliverability
1. The proposals made in paras 4.27 to 4.43 are not yet supported by any evidence: at the end of those paragraphs there is a 
reference to ‘D2, delivering a new settlement, policy to follow, awaiting further evidence’; the boundaries of the proposed settlement 
are vague (little more than a blob); no consideration has been made as to the impact of such a huge settlement on the landscape, the 
local community or any infrastructure – and the proposals do not address the issue of land values.  Para 182 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (which AVDC is obliged to follow states that any local plan must be ‘sound’, that is to say must be positively 
prepared, must be justified, must be effective and consistent with national policy.  By putting forward a plan without full evidence and 
without a full (or indeed any) review or feasibility considerations AVDC have failed to produce a plan which satisfies those criteria: it 
is AVDC’s duty to produce a plan which is deliverable, and this clearly is not.  The AVDC plan is therefore “unsound”.
Sustainability
2. In addition the proposals are not sustainable for the following  reasons – 
- 2.1 Need: new developments of this kind should be based on need.  The need in this case does not seem to come from AVDC but 
from Wycombe DC (the neighbouring DC) and also from DCs on the southern boundaries of the county.  As I understand it AVDC is 
able to meet its own allocation without the need for a new settlement at Aston Sandford or at Winslow or anywhere else in its district.  
I understand that Wycombe DC uses a measure of density based on far fewer houses per hectare than is being proposed for the 
AVDC new village.  I feel strongly that Wycombe should increase their density and thus obviate the need for a new settlement of any 
kind in AVDC.  It seems bizarre that Wycombe DC fails to consider any developments in the AONB or the green belt while AVDC is 
apparently prepared to sacrifice land in an Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL). 
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VALP16-09-08-01196 Nick McIntyre 2.2 Landscape impact:  the proposals would have ‘a very significant adverse impact on the character and impact of the landscape’.  

Those are the words recently used by the Secretary of State in dismissing an appeal against AVDC’s own refusal for planning 
permission for 1,560 homes in Bierton.  He acknowledged in that case that the development would be ‘well located and sustainable in 
terms of its accessibility and...choice of travel modes’ but decided that the landscape impact would be too great.  It would ‘engulf 
historic field patterns’.  I submit that all those objections apply to the proposals for a new settlement at Aston Sandford.  It would in 
addition mean the loss of valuable productive agricultural land.  It would too have a hugely significant visual impact – this is an area 
less than 5 miles from the Chilterns AONB, and would be a huge scar in the sightlines across the Vale from the Chilterns and in an 
AAL, tantamount to an infringement of the AONB.  

- 2.3 Transport infrastructure:  the proposals would place an intolerable burden on local roads in Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire 
which are already under great strain, on Haddenham itself and on Chiltern Railways.  A transport plan is said to be evolving whereas 
one would have thought that such a major undertaking would have necessitated a transport plan as part of a feasibility study.  I make 
the following observations, none of which have been considered in the plan  - 

- 2.3.1 It is plain that the imposition of such a huge settlement would need to be supported by vastly improved roads, something 
which Bucks CC is unlikely to have the money to achieve.  It should be borne in mind that Thame, Aylesbury, Princes Risborough are 
all set to be developed further. Access to High Wycombe, where it might be expected that some of the village residents would be 
employed or would seek access to the M40, will be further strained (the queues into the West Wycombe roundabout are already 
miles long in morning peak time).  Similarly access to Thame, another centre of employment and an access way point for the M40, 
will be further strained.  Freight traffic from the M40 to the area would also increase dramatically with all the needs of the 6,000 
homes – Amazon and other home deliveries plus provisions to the local shops in the village and neighbouring towns.

- 2.3.2  One of the prime reasons for the proposal for the development of a village within easy reach of Haddenham (which is itself 
seen as a great attraction for the inhabitants of the new village) is that there is a popular station there, Haddenham and Thame 
Parkway (HTP).  This reason is not sustainable for the following reasons -  
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VALP16-09-08-01196 Nick McIntyre  o It is hard to see how Haddenham village could cope with the influx of maybe  thousands of cars en route to HTP, to say nothing of 

parking issues (already a huge problem in Haddenham because commuters refuse to pay parking charges and park in the 
surrounding residential streets);
o The station also serves Thame, another town due to increase in size – so pressure on the station will increase;
o In December 2016 Chiltern Line is due to open the extension of the line from HTP, Bicester Village and Oxford Parkway to Oxford 
Station; given the dire service which Oxford commuters have to endure to Paddington it is likely that the extension will prove hugely 
popular, so that trains stopping at HTP are likely to be crowded even without new housing developments; 
o I am aware of the proposals for huge developments at Harrington (near junction 7 of the M40) and Chalgrove (on the other side of 
the M40), both based on the belief that HTP will be available for commuters from those areas, which would of course put even more 
pressure on the local roads as well as the station/Chiltern line;
o I further understand that there are big developments proposed for Banbury and Bicester; some trains from those centres stop at 
HTP so will presumably be even fuller particularly at peak times;
o Chiltern Railways, for all their virtues, have limited scope, not least because there is little or no scope to increase the platforms at 
Marylebone (it has only six) and has no spare track capacity (there are only two tunnels into the station and only two lines between 
Neasden and the start of the tunnels, all of which carry rail traffic from the Aylesbury line as well).  Trains are packed at peak times 
now (and often off peak as well) and options for improving the commuters’ lot are limited.  None of this appears to have been 
considered by AVDC or indeed, so far as I can see, any other DC. 
 
- 2.3.3 While the alternative site for a new settlement at Winslow does not at present have a railway line (a reason why Haddenham 
is favoured over Winslow) by the time a village is likely to be built the “varsity” line should be operational, opening up employment 
opportunities in Oxford, Milton Keynes and longer term to Cambridge, and would thus take the pressure off the Chiltern line.  I 
understand that there is a proposal for an hourly service from Milton Keynes via Winslow to Marylebone – which is another attraction 
for Winslow – and that will be via Aylesbury not the line through HTP.
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VALP16-09-08-01196 Nick McIntyre

- 2.4 Other infrastructure: it can hardly be expected that the new village would or could be entirely self contained so pressure on other 
infrastructure would be enormous.  For example, I can guess that the schools which are envisaged in the village would (at least in the 
first instance) be restricted to infant/primary/junior.  It is difficult to see how the local secondary schools – Aylesbury, Waddesdon, 
Princes Risborough and Thame – could cope, especially as those areas are also expanding; and of course the need to transport the 
schoolchildren would only add to congestion. Perhaps it is because the plan envisages a population of 1.9 per household in the new 
settlement that it has failed to consider the needs of children.  Assuming that a population in 6,000 houses could sustain a secondary 
school it would not, could not, be confined to residents of the village, nor could they be restricted to sending their children to it or of 
course to the more junior schools – so the traffic problem would continue.  It can too be expected that further congestion will be 
added as people shop in local towns – it can hardly be expected that the village will be entirely self contained.  A settlement of that 
size would need a medical practice, perhaps a pharmacy, but the residents would have to rely on Stoke Mandeville as its hospital: 
Stoke Mandeville can barely cope now – I do not see how it could possibly cope in the future.  Just as important is that no 
consideration has been given to water or sewerage needs. 

- 2.5 Environmental issues: the environmental impact of such a scheme, on top of the landscape impact, will be huge, and of course 
no environmental impact assessment has been carried out.  Indeed it appears that the very boundaries of the scheme are vague, so 
much so that it appears that some of the village could be built on a flood plain: that would have consequences, not just for new 
houses on the flood plain but for land further downstream, including in the conservation area of Aston Sandford (which has in the 
past flooded).   And certainly no account has been taken of the possible unsuitability of the site for building (eg the local clay heave – 
it can be overcome, but at a cost).  

- 2.6 Brownfield sites: brownfield sites are barely considered in the report despite the fact that the policy statement encourages their 
development;   there are for instance some 9 former airfields in the AVDC area of which only Haddenham and Winslow get any 
attention.

Overall little or no consideration has been given to the impact of what is a massive development on the local community and its 
inhabitants, on the landscape or on the environment, in particular the destruction of productive agricultural land. It has failed to take 
into account wider issues and proceeds as if the village would be a self contained entity having little local impact. 
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VALP16-09-08-01196 Nick McIntyre Additional observations

 3.There are a number of observations which I wish to make:

 •3.1 The AVDC plan is incomplete and seems to have been rushed out to be issued to local councils / parish meetings to coincide 
with the summer holidays thereby giving them smallest chance of meeting and commenting on the plan.  That is shabby treatment for 
those affected. 
 •3.2 If the proposal of the New Settlement goes along the lines of a Garden Village, as mooted by Lord Matthew Taylor, then the land 

has to be available at 150% of agricultural value.  Current indications are that the multiple land owners are certainly not willing to sell 
at that price, some not at any price, and this will force AVDC to attempt Compulsory Purchase Orders, which will be resisted, and will 
result in long legal battles pushing the creation of the new settlement out past the end of the plan period. 
 •3.3 Because the plan is not yet complete (eg section D2 mentioned above) if these proposals are pursued I wish to reserve my right 

to comment on any further work such as the transport plan and D2 when available and on any other aspects of the whole plan 
impacted by data not yet available.
 •3.4 It seems that no one is taking an overall view of the impact of a myriad of schemes by local councils, none of whom are talking to 

each other or taking account of each other’s plans.  The NPPF (para 178) places a duty on public bodies to co-operate on planning 
issues that cross administrative boundaries.  There is no evidence whatsoever that this is taking place. 
Conclusion

 4. For the reasons set out above I believe that this plan is unsound, that the proposals for any new settlement are unnecessary, and 
that the proposal for a settlement of over 6,000 houses mainly in the parish of Aston Sandford is not deliverable and is unsustainable, 
and should be dropped from the next draft of the plan.
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VALP16-09-08-01197 Steven Brown (Woolf 

Bond Planning)
Policy D2 - Polley 02: Spatial Strategy for Growth
Comments
As an overarching approach to meeting development needs as part of a sustainable strategy, we support the principle of identifying 
further growth at Aylesbury - including through sustainable urban extensions on greenfield sites (part (c) refers). However, the Policy, 
as with much of the Consultation Draft Local Plan, has been prepared in a vacuum given the absence of a robust assessment of 
housing need.
The levels of estimated growth as set out in the Local Plan, including the 14,113 to be met at Aylesbury, is just an assumption and 
there may be a need for a marked increase in the amount of housing to be provided which would need to inform the evidence base 
(including transport
modelling) and ultimately the most appropriate strategy in helping to meet identified needs. This would also have an impact upon the 
amount of growth to be met at Aylesbury and could lead to in excess of the estimated 6,489 net additional dwellings to be met by new 
allocations (Draft Local
Plan, Table 1, Pg32 refers).
Paragraph 4.18 refers to the preparation of a transport strategy for the Garden Town as part of an integrated approach to the delivery 
of a package of transport measures. Paragraph 4.20
refers to a list of potential transport strategies and proposals, whilst paragraph 4.21 confirms that the transport strategy is still 
evolving.
It is essential that the preferred approach to meeting identified housing needs is underpinned by a thorough understanding of the 
quantum of housing to be met (including the extent of unmet needs from adjoining authorities) in so far as the scale of growth will 
dictate the level of necessary
supporting infrastructure.
In addition to the above, the Draft Local Plan should be more explicit/precise in relation to the alignment and proposals for the outer 
link roads (to which paragraph 4.20 refers) as this will provide greater certainty in relation to the delivery of the proposed allocations.
We refer below to land located to the west of Wendover Road, south of Aylesbury that is suitable for housing development and can 
assist in the delivery of a southern link road. These land parcels, as shown in Plan W8P1 attached are controlled by Redrew Homes 
Ltd and afford
sustainable and deliverable opportunities in seeking to identify deliverable sites for housing and the delivery of the southern link road. 
'
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VALP16-09-08-01197 Steven Brown (Woolf 

Bond Planning)
Summary
The quantum of development to be met at the Aylesbury urban area, including in relation to the amount of greenfield allocations, can 
only be confirmed once a NPPF-compliant OAN has been identified, including in relation to addressing unmet needs from 
neighbouring authorities.
Land to the west of Wendover Rd, south of Aylesbury should be allocated for housing and to assist in delivering the aspirational 
southern link road.
I Opportunity Sites: Land West of Wendover Road, South of Aylesbury Comments Redrew Homes Ltd have a controlling interest in 5 
no. land parcels extending to approximately
14ha and located to the south of Aylesbury, adjoining a number of potential housing allocations as identified in Appendix A to the 
Local Plan.
An extract is set out below, with the indicative extent of the parcels edged in red and the potential housing allocations highlighted in 
blue.
The land parcels are marked A. 8, C, D and E on the attached Plan No. W8P1 and afford a sustainable development opportunity in 
helping to meet identified housing needs as part of the
emerging Local Plan, whilst also assisting in the planning and delivery of the new link road between the A413 (Wendover Road) and 
the 84443 (Lower Road).
The land parcels comprise as follows:
The land parcels comprise as follows:
Parcel A: 6.6ha
Parcel 8: 2.0ha
Parcel C: 1.45ha
Parcel D: 1.45ha
Parcel E: 2.69ha
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VALP16-09-08-01197 Steven Brown (Woolf 

Bond Planning)
Summary
We are of the view that the 5 no. land parcels could accommodate a minimum of 150 dwellings together with part of the 
aspirationallink road and should be allocated for development in the next iteration of the Local Plan.
I Summary
On the basis of the foregoing, we are of the view that the Local Plan needs to be amended in order to satisfy the tests of soundness 
as follows:
• Policy S1 should plan for an appropriate level of housing, including in relation to providing for the unmet needs from the 
neighbouring authorities of Wycombe,
Chiltern and South Bucks (as well as potentially Dacorum, Luton and Milton Keynes). The amount of housing to be met in the plan 
period (2013 to 2033), including having regard to the need for cross-boundary working under the duty to cooperate, will inform the 
final spatial strategy as well as the level of necessary supporting infrastructure. In advance of knowing the full scale of growth 
required it is difficult to assess whether the spatial approach is justified having regard to the tests of soundness. However, and what 
is self-evident, is that providing foradditional growth at the Aylesbury urban area is inherently sustainable, subject to the delivery of 
necessary supporting infrastructure.
• The Plan in its current form fails to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land. Accordingly, there is a need to identify 
additional deliverable allocations.
• Policy 01 should include the allocation of land to the west of Wendover Road, south of Aylesbury for housing and to assist in 
delivering the strategic link road.
• The next iteration of the Local Plan should be accompanied by an Infrastructure Delivery Plan in order to support the spatial 
strategy, particularly in relation to site selection and the approach to the delivery of key supporting infrastructure including the 
strategic link road to the south of Aylesbury.
We trust the above comments are of assistance in preparing a revised version of the Local Plan and we await confirmation of receipt 
and registration of our representations in due course.
We welcome the opportunity to continue dialogue with the Council in relation to the opportunity afforded by the 5 no, land parcels to 
the south of Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-08-01199 Graham Oliver Policy D4 - POSSIBLE ERROR IN TRANSMISSION OF EMAIL 4TH SEPT – PLEASE REPLACE WITH THIS VERSION, IF 

POSSIBLE

Response to AVDC Consultation - Draft Plan 2016

It's one thing to imagine a comprise on the allocation of 1250+ to a village of the size of Haddenham, as this is already a huge 
percentage increase in dwelling numbers, but the proposal to push forward a plan to insert a new settlement of approximately 6000 to 
7000+ into the nearby fields surrounding this beautiful village is simply unbelievable! Haddenham’s Neighbourhood Plan already 
allocated a very generous number of dwellings, to make its contribution to the needs of the area for more houses for the young, 
families and older people.

Haddenham just does not have the current mix of housing and roads infrastructure, shops, schools and other facilities to absorb such 
an influx of both dwellings and people without it completely transforming it from a charming, old village, with a fantastic conservation 
area containing numerous properties having listed status, to a town with sprawling housing estates. This is without any consideration 
of the impact on our neighbouring town of Thame, where such a settlement in close proximity would also have a huge, adverse 
impact.

I cannot see why the emphasis is on one new settlement, when it should be possible to distribute the housing need numbers, if those 
numbers are to be believed, more evenly around the AVDC area's communities. This way, all residents will take some responsibility 
for absorbing any proven need for the whole district.

In the latter context, the larger range of facilities and services in Winslow, combined with the early arrival soon of the new railway 
links, makes it a very desirable target for absorbing more proportion of the AVDC housing need. If implemented, this surely will lead 
to an uplift of that area's economy, to the benefit of all. It also has good access to the surrounding, greater employment opportunities 
in Buckingham, Aylesbury and Milton Keynes.

I am hearing that the Local Plan has been compiled without sufficient exchanges of information from adjacent authorities, in particular 
South Oxfordshire District Council, re: Thame, and there appears to be great doubt about the bases of how High Wycombe District 
Council is applying density, green space and tree cover allowances to their own planning. This is surely completely at odds with very 
reasonable local and national expectations.
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VALP16-09-08-01199 Graham Oliver The negative effect on Haddenham's heritage of this proposed plan, plus the loss of many hectares of high grade agricultural land 

and the associated disruption to wildlife, both of which are already challenged by recent development approvals, is highly undesirable 
and unwarranted.

The miniscule number of shops in Haddenham do help to support those in our area who cannot leave the village for their mainly food 
needs, or for those needing convenience, but their small number does mean that local residents with access to transport largely 
travel out of the village for retail shopping, which does not represent good sustainability.

Similarly, the train station draws in many commuters from outside the village, already creates a huge and increasing problem of on-
street parking and helps to inflate local house prices, keeping Haddenham out of reach of its future generations - all of which also do 
not represent good sustainability.

In conclusion, it is clear that a complete change of approach is necessary to protect the vulnerability of Haddenham and District from 
these proposals, which would completely transform it in the worst possible way for all residents here and many further afield, too, 
including the residents of Thame.
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VALP16-09-08-01200 Stuart Williamson 

(Amec Foster Wheeler 
on behalf of the Homes 
and Communities 
Agency (HCA))

Policy D3 - Policy D3 states that the sites should be developed in accordance with a Master Plan and Delivery SPD. The SPD for the 
site will need to address several points outlined in the policy. Whilst the HCA does not wish to object to the Draft Local Plan or the 
proposed allocation of land adjoining Tattenhoe Park, it wishes to make observations and suggestions for the Council to consider in 
developing its Local Plan to ensure its deliverability and soundness and compatibility of the proposed allocation with adjoining 
neighbourhoods. Comments addressing the four requirements of Policy D3 are outlined below.

• how the rural settlements of Newton Longville, Mursley, and Whaddon will be protected from the
negative impacts of development and take the opportunity to maximise the positive and how this
development within Aylesbury Vale will relate to neighbouring Milton Keynes

On this basis of commuting patterns, the housing market areas report produced by Opinion Research
Services1 identified that the majority of Buckinghamshire (80% of the population) falls within a single Housing Market Area (HMA), 
which includes Aylesbury town and High Wycombe, in addition to Amersham, Beaconsfield and Princes Risborough. However, 
paragraph 3.10 of the Draft Plan also recognises that Aylesbury Vale has links with neighbouring HMAs, including Milton Keynes. 
Paragraph 47 of NPPF, states that Local Planning Authorities should “use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets 
the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area…..including identifying key sites 
which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period”. It is unclear from the Spatial Strategy outlined in Policy 
S2 how development on the edge of Milton Keynes responds to development needs in other HMAs including the Aylesbury HMA. 
Although the HCA is not objecting to the Plan, the Council will need to satisfy themselves that the spatial strategy (including the 
allocations at Milton Keynes) responds to the housing needs in all HMAs covering the District in line with guidance in NPPF in order 
to be found sound.

• how the transport challenges for the site can be addressed (including any future A421 and A4146 link
road) in accordance with the Aylesbury Vale Rest of District Transport Strategy (BCC, 2009)
It is unclear what the access strategy is for allocation WHA001 (land to the west of Tattenhoe Park) and where potential connection 
points will be on to adjacent roads. The primary road infrastructure has already been put in place for Tattenhoe Park. The road layout 
has not anticipated development to the west and no potential connection points are currently provided from Hayton Way on the basis 
of it being a suburban street. Furthermore, its design with new homes already lining the northern and southern sides of the road is 
fixed and it is unclear what additional capacity this may have to cater for development to the west if a connection is made.
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VALP16-09-08-01200 Stuart Williamson 

(Amec Foster Wheeler 
on behalf of the Homes 
and Communities 
Agency (HCA))

• the necessary infrastructure Due to the proposed growth of Milton Keynes and the proposed allocations adjacent to the urban area 
In Aylesbury Vale, the provision of and demand for jobs, education, health and recreational facilities are likely to change significantly 
and the planned delivery of key infrastructure will be critical to the establishment of sustainable neighbourhoods. Tattenhoe Park is 
planned to deliver some infrastructure such as a local centre, open space and improved sustainable transport links. As noted above, 
the primary school on the Tattenhoe Park site (Priory Rise primary school) has been developed but is already operating close to 
capacity. The Council has not yet produced an Infrastructure Delivery Plan. NPPF, paragraph 162, states that: “Local planning 
authorities should work with other authorities and providers to assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water 
supply, wastewater and its treatment, energy
(including heat), telecommunications, utilities, waste, health, social care, education, flood risk and
coastal change management, and its ability to meet forecast demands.”

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that in examining local plans an Inspector will assess whether the plan has been prepared in 
accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is therefore sound. This includes the test 
of ‘effective’ in which it should be demonstrated that the plan is deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic priorities. To this end, the Council needs to consider infrastructure needs now and produce an infrastructure 
delivery plan before preparing its pre-submission plan to ensure that the delivery of key infrastructure is managed in a co-ordinated 
manner through effective collaboration with Milton Keynes Council.

• a detailed consideration as to further master planning requirements
The HCA would welcome the preparation of a masterplan to assist in delivering high quality, sustainable development in this location 
to complement the new neighbourhoods at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead South. The Tattenhoe Park Design Code seeks to 
provide a high-quality, sustainable development which serves as an exemplar, characterised by innovative design. In contrast the 
Kingsmead South Design Code identifies six different character areas responding to the surrounding context. In contrast to 
Tattenhoe Park, the proposed dwellings are predominantly of traditional design in keeping with the neighbouring residential 
development of Kingsmead North (including the use of traditional materials and fenestration). The HCA would welcome the early 
production of the masterplan to ensure the effective delivery of key infrastructure and to facilitate high quality development. In 
preparing a masterplan SPD the developer will need to consider the Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead South Design Codes to ensure 
that the proposed development complements and responds positively to the adjacent planned neighbourhoods within Milton Keynes 
in terms of design and built form.

VALP16-09-08-01201 Ruth Monks Policy D6 - Marsworth is a small village. It has far less employment or amenities when compared with other villages such as Halton - 
which the draft plan keeps as a ‘small village’ this is inconsistent and lacks logic. Marsworth has actually lost local transport links and 
amenities, and has few realistic local employment opportunities so does not warrant the proposal to be considered a Medium sized 
village. 
I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is being 
considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. Marsworth has already accepted developments at 
Marsworth Warf, Bulbourne Yard and the White Lion, these will meet the required developments as a small village without 
encroaching on green-field sites in a rural village location.
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VALP16-09-08-01203 Ben Ruston Policy D3 - I write in response to the proposed allocation of 2,000 houses east of Whaddon, adjacent to Milton Keynes reference 

WHA001.
I object to this allocation of this site for the following reasons.
An Unsustainable Location
Whilst this site is adjacent to Milton Keynes it is actually quite isolated from key services and facilities that would be needed to 
support such a development. Indeed the VALP Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives Report clearly states this in para 3.42.7-8. 
Furthermore the AVLP promotes a defensible boundary would need to be provided to Milton Keynes thereby exasperating this 
position acting as a barrier. You cannot have a development of this size integrating with Milton Keynes whilst providing Milton Keynes 
with an essential ‘defensible boundary’ and clear Greenbelt. With no existing public transport provision, any new residents of this 
proposed site would therefore rely heavily on unsustainable and environmentally damaging car journeys to facilities located further 
afield.
With the proposed buffer to Milton Keynes on the eastern side of this proposed site, the requirement to leave a large buffer to the 
western and northern parts of the site (to protect Whaddon) and the A421 acting as a barrier to the south this site will feel closed in, 
isolated and stranded with no ease of access to key services and facilities. It is not a sustainable location or proposal.
It cannot be expected that Milton Keynes should support this development. Integration of this proposed development would require 
the full cooperation from Milton Keynes Council and the key landowners in this area including the Homes and Communities Agency 
(HCA) who own the emerging, adjacent developments in Milton Keynes at Tattenhoe Park and Kingsmead South. All the services 
and facilities for the Southwest of Milton Keynes have been planned (and in most cases built) and are designed to only cater for the 
developments within its boundaries. No allowance has been made for this additional development. AVDC cannot assume Milton 
Keynes Council and the HCA will make allowances to support this site. It should therefore not be allocated in the first place.
The promoters of this site have made very poor references to the provision of basic facilities as part of this development, specifically 
primary school provision and health care. The nearest settlement within Aylesbury Vale is Whaddon a small village that cannot 
support this development. Again this is referenced in the VALP Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives Report. The nearest services 
within Aylesbury Vale will either be Winslow, Buckingham or the proposed development at Newton Longville (if this is approved). 
Questions over the sustainability of relying on facilities so far way must be questioned.
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The site promoters make very poor suggestions of community provisions and services. In addition they make it clear from the outset 
the provision of such services and (just as important) the affordable housing is subject to viability. AVDC should not be supporting 
such sites from promoters who are already indicating at such an early stage viability is questionable. If the promoters are not willing 
to state the site is viable from an early stage it should be discounted from an early stage.
Loss of MK’s Greenbelt
The large conurbation of Milton Keynes is drawing close to completing the final settlements as set out in the original Development 
Corporation masterplan. In fact, Tattenhoe Park is likely to be the last completed grid-square in Milton Keynes. It is essential that a 
urban area of this size has a clearly defined and defendable Greenbelt. This is echoed in planning policy at all levels and the AVDC 
Local Plan refers to it too. The allocation of this site is contradictory to this policy and significantly harms the countryside around 
Milton Keynes. It is worth noting that this site sits within a designated Local Landscape Area (LCA 4.7: Whaddon Chase) and loss of 
this greenbelt and open space would be unacceptable.
Duty to Cooperate
As you are no doubt aware AVDC to have a duty to cooperate with neighbouring authorities. To date there has been little evidence of 
this cooperation in relation to the proposed allocation of this site. Despite requests AVDC have not provided a consultation event 
aimed at the affected residents of Milton Keynes for this site or indeed the proposed site at Newton Longville - NLV001.
I am aware that this area was formerly assessed under previous Local Plan processes and firmly discounted at the time due to loss 
of good quality landscape, poor accessibility, the impact on Milton Keynes and sustainability. I would urge AVDC to remove this 
allocation from the emerging Local Plan for the reasons outlined above and consider more appropriate locations.

VALP16-09-08-01204 Mark Furnish (Sport 
England)

Policy D1 - Policy D1 is unclear regarding infrastructure provision that would be delivered as part of the Aylesbury Garden Town.   
Supporting sports infrastructure should be clearly identified in the policy including what sports facilities will be required to meet 
demand and where they should be located. 

In regard to delivering a new settlement and other larger sites allocated for development, Sport England would again advise that the 
principles of Active Design are considered and incorporated within any Masterplan and SPD.  Also Playing Pitch and Built Facility 
Strategies would inform what would be needed and where to meet the calculated demand.

VALP16-09-08-01204 Mark Furnish (Sport 
England)

Policy D2 - In the absence of an update to date and robust evidence base, Sport England welcomes that the protection of Green Belt 
from inappropriate development in the Strategic Vision.  The Green Belt generally has a positive impact on sport, both formal and 
informal sport, as well as the health and wellbeing of a community.

The vision refers to a range of development at various locations within Aylesbury Vale, including a new settlement.  In designing new 
areas for housing, and other development, Sport England would strongly recommend applying the principles of Active Design.  These 
principles, developed in association with Public Health England, advocate the creation of healthier communities and places through 
urban design and placemaking.  These principles should be applied when considering new developments, Supplementary Planning 
Documents (SPDs) and Masterplans.  Further information on Active Design can be found at the following link;
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behalf of Bovis 
Homes))

Policy D1 - Aylesbury
BHL’s concern is particularly acute in relation to Aylesbury, where a total of 15,845 dwellings is proposed in the plan period. The 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) fails to identify sufficient sites to meet this level of need, and the 
capacity of the sites that are proposed to be allocated in the Draft VALP has not yet been clearly evidenced. Indeed, it is apparent 
that the number of dwellings that can be delivered within the plan period will be restricted by the complexity of delivering high 
volumes of development in any one particular location, the collective infrastructure burden, the lead in times required for the 
developments, and the potential for market saturation.
Predicting the timing, phasing and delivery rates of developments of the scale and complexity proposed is inherently difficult. 
However, there is ultimately a finite amount of housing that can be sustained in Aylesbury, and the housing trajectory that is needed 
to underpin the delivery strategy in the VALP will need to take account of that to ensure that a shortfall does not arise.
The concerns highlighted above in relation to the scale and timing of housing delivery at Aylesbury in the plan period are reiterated. 
Policy D1 does not provide any comfort that the matters highlighted can be appropriately addressed at this time.

VALP16-09-08-01205 Mark Rose (Define (on 
behalf of Bovis 
Homes))

Policy D2 - New Settlement
In order to meet the identified housing requirement in the plan period, the Draft VALP also relies on the development of a New 
Settlement to provide 4,500 new homes, the location for which has yet to be determined. Clear evidence of the deliverability of the 
New Settlement is required to ensure that the identified needs are met in the VALP, yet only high level assessment of potential 
opportunities has been undertaken thus far, and it is apparent that there is still someway to go before AVDC can determine whether 
this is a viable strategy. Even if it is potentially deliverable, the difficulties in terms of land collation, infrastructure funding and 
provision etc, will mean that it could only be assumed (at the very best) that the New Settlement would deliver housing towards and 
beyond the end of the plan period.  The absence of a draft policy only serves to exacerbate the concerns highlighted above in 
relation to the reliance on its delivery in the Draft VALP’s spatial strategy.
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Policy D3 - Milton Keynes
The delivery of strategic development adjacent to Milton Keynes is supported as a sound basis for the implementation of a 
sustainable development strategy that accords with the core planning policy principles of the NPPF (para 17). It is, however, noted 
that the proposed site at Shenley Road, Whaddon (HELAA Ref. WHA001), which is anticipated will deliver 2,000 dwellings, has 
previously been considered by AVDC to be highly sensitive in landscape / visual impact terms. Its capacity to deliver that scale of 
development in an appropriate form will, therefore, need to be clearly evidenced.
Moreover, as set out above, there is a need for additional development to be delivered in this part of the District, and as set out below 
in relation to Policy D3, there are opportunities to do so adjacent to the City.

additional growth required to meet the City’s housing needs arising in this part of the District, to provide for unmet need arising within 
the City, and to protect against delivery issues elsewhere in the District. Two “Call for Sites” submissions are included with these 
representations that relate to sites east of the A4146, previously referred to as GRB003 and GRB004 in the HELAA.  The sites relate 
well to the proposed Eaton Leys development to the west of the A4146, which is currently the subject of a number of planning 
applications submitted by Gallagher Developments that seek permission to deliver 1800 dwellings, and clearly represent a 
sustainable development opportunity that would be well related to the growing urban form of Milton Keynes.  Collectively they present 
the opportunity to realise significant socio-economic benefits for the area. 
Additional strategic urban extensions in this location can best provide the required sustainable balance of homes, employment 
opportunities and supporting services and infrastructure. Moreover, the MK:Plan consultation earlier this year highlighted that further 
extensions to the urban area “has advantages in that it could be relatively straightforward to strengthen connections to the existing 
transport corridors and services within Milton Keynes whilst still being large enough to provide the additional facilities and 
infrastructure to meet the needs of residents.” It also referred to the opportunities in relation to the East-West rail route, the potential 
for development to support the regeneration of Bletchley and deliver substantial highway improvements, perhaps including a 
southern by-pass relieving pressure on elsewhere on the strategic road network, and an extension to the linear park network.
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It is acknowledged that the HELAA concludes that both sites are “unsuitable”, but only on the basis that they are located within an 
“Area of Attractive Landscape” (AAL) and that there would be a harmful landscape and visual impact. This is an overstatement of 
both the significance of the issue and the effect of the proposed development of the sites.  The sites are clearly different in landscape 
character/quality terms to the wider surrounding area in that they are comprised of large, low lying and gently sloping, arable fields 
defined by a robust hedgerow structure. There are no nationally significant or local natural or cultural designations, and the influence 
of the urban edge of Milton Keynes and the strategic/primary road network and associated facilities is also notable. The area is not 
unattractive, but its landscape quality and value does not warrant particular protection. It is certainly less distinctive than the area to 
the south east around Great Brickhill in the heart of the AAL, which is characterised by its interesting topography, very mature and 
strong woodland pattern and the distinctive settlement structure connected by intimate narrow lanes.  Moreover, any development on 
the sites would be well defined by the existing urban and landscape framework, and would not be widely visible in the surrounding 
area as a result of the visual containment provided by the surrounding topography and mature vegetation structure.
Inevitably with a development of the scale and nature proposed, there would be some environmental sensitivities that would need to 
be appropriately addressed. It is, however, apparent that there are no over riding or particular constraints to development here. 
These issues can be effectively addressed through an iterative masterplanning exercise that takes into account the detailed technical 
and environmental assessments that will be required to support a planning application, as well as best urban and landscape design 
practice. The clear intent would be to establish an appropriate form and character of development that would realise a high quality 
housing development which responds to the site’s features and setting, reflects the local character, is well integrated into its 
surroundings, would deliver the aspirations for the extension of the City’s linear park and provide significant infrastructure / highway 
enhancements in the area.
The sites are deliverable in that they are suitable, available and achievable, and can be brought forward individually or collectively as 
required to meet identified needs as they arise. They would, therefore, positively contribute to the economic, social and 
environmental objectives of sustainable development advocated by the NPPF, and they should be allocated for development in the 
VALP. 
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Policy D6 - As highlighted above in relation to Policy S3 there are significant opportunities adjacent to Medium Villages that are 
potentially being ignored because of the overly prescriptive blanket approach to identifying a specific development requirement for 
each village. Two “Call for Sites” submissions are included with these representations that relate to sites north and south of Main 
Street to the east of Tingewick. The sites relate well to the committed BHL site to the east of the village, and could be brought forward 
for development individually or collectively to meet needs as they arise. The sites are entirely suitable for development in an 
accessible and unconstrained location. They are not subject to any landscape or ecological designations and can be readily 
accessed via Main Street, which also provides access to the services and facilities in the village. The site to the south is well 
contained by the southern bypass, but in either case careful masterplanning will ensure that their future development would realise 
environmental benefits through the provision of a high quality scheme that optimises the use of the sites, is integrated with the built 
form of Tingewick and respects the relationship with the surrounding countryside. The development would also result in a number of 
significant socio-economic benefits including the provision of new housing that would make a significant contribution to meeting local 
needs and sustaining local services and facilities, as well as addressing wider housing requirements in the District and providing 
much needed affordable housing. These benefits of development are recognised by the NPPF (para 54 & 55) that also seeks to 
“promote the retention and development of local services and community facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, 
sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship” (para 28 bullet 4).
The sites are deliverable in that they are suitable, available and achievable, and they would positively contribute to the economic, 
social and environmental objectives of sustainable development advocated by the NPPF. They should, therefore, be allocated for 
development in the VALP.

VALP16-09-08-01206 Celia Levett Policy D6 - A flat rat of 19 per cent growth for every 'medium village (which Cuddington clearly is not) is arbitrary and inappropriate. 
There are local factors that restrict such proposed growth. Much of Cuddington is a conservation area and it is also situated in an 
area of attractive landscape (AAL), where it would appear there is generally a lack of specific planning policy.  I would urge the 
planners to revert Cuddington to its original size designation and to replace its percentage allocation with a more qualitative approach 
that also protects Cuddington's AAL designation. At present, inordinately high provision has been made in the plans for needs that 
might not be met by neighbouring local authorities.  Cuddington is fully prepared to take a share of the housing required in the area, 
but based on a fairer less broad-brush approach to setting the criteria for this housing. Please give this matter your urgent 
consideration.
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Policy D4 - Policy 04- Housing Development at Strategic Settlements (excluding Aylesbury) In accordance with the strategy for new 
housing provision set out in Policy 52 (including Table 1), we note that Policy 04 advises that the remainder of the housing 
requirement for Wendover will potentially be met by a site for approximately 800 homes "subject to it being found suitable for release 
from the green belt." Whilst Appendix A of the VALP sets out that no suitable sites have been identified at this stage at Wendover, it 
is understood from the documentation that sites 'RSA-2' or 'North of Wendover' and 'RSA-3' Halton Camp are being considered for 
development.
The purposes of Green Belt as established in the NPPF (paragraph 80) are as follows:
• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
• to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and
• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.
MGHL objects to the revised Green Belt boundaries, removing RSA-2 and/or RSA-3, as we do not consider these site would be the 
most appropriate. In particular, we do not consider that assessment of RSA-2 undertaken by Arup in the Green Belt report has given 
due regard to the harmful impact which could arise, having regard to the reasoning presented by Arup in rejecting our client's land.
As an alternative to RSA-2, we seek the removal from the Green Belt and allocation for housing of land north and south of Moor Park. 
The site is located immediately to the north of RSA-2, to the west of the Wendover Arm and to the south of Halton Lane (see Site 
Location Plan at Appendix 1).  The entire site is within the control of MGHL and is available for development. The land is bounded to 
the west by existing residential development at Wendover, including 'Moor Park' which serves to divide the site.  The northern part of 
the Site, to the north of Moor Park, is identified in the Green Belt Review as serving one of the above Green Belt purposes; 'to 
prevent neighbouring towns merging'. As part of any development of the land controlled by MGHL, the land north of Moor Park could 
largely be retained as open, providing public open space to meet the needs of new development elsewhere within the site. The 
northern part of the site could be suitable for small-scale residential development, avoiding coalescence with Halton village, with the 
proposed open space potentially being transferred to Halton Parish Council, to be retained in perpetuity.
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The southern part of the site, immediately to the south of Moor Park, is bounded to the west by the urban edge of Wendover and an 
area of woodland (south of Willowbrook'); the Wendover Arm which forms the eastern boundary; and an existing tree belt to the 
south. The site is divided by a belt of trees which crosses the site from west to east.
In our view, this part of the site makes less of a contribution towards the purposes of the Green Belt than RSA-2. The site benefits 
from defensible physical boundaries, particularly the Wendover Arm Canal, which forms the existing Green Belt boundary to the north-
east of the site. Together with the remainder of the site, to the north of Moor Park, we consider that this site could provide a more 
logical Green Belt boundary review, as shown in the plan provided at Appendix 2.
We consider that the site has the capacity for approximately 400 dwellings plus retirement I assisted living accommodation, set within 
new public open space. The development could potentially also assist in facilitating later phases of the Wendover Arm restoration 
and accommodate associated facilities within the site, if required.
Taking the above into account, MGHL objects to the allocation of RSA-2 in Policy 04 and recommends that land to the north and 
south of Moor Park is allocated for development. The site could make a significant contribution towards the provision of new market 
and affordable housing at Wendover, with a mix of housing to meet a range of needs.  
As currently proposed in the VALP, the removal of RSA-2 from the Green Belt would retain the site, particularly the southern part of 
the site (south of Moor Park), as a distinct parcel almost entirely isolated from the remainder of the Green Belt (as currently proposed 
to be revised) (as shown in the plan provided at Appendix 3). The site would be surrounded by non-Green Belt designation to the 
north, east, south and west retained at the outer periphery of the Metropolitan Green Belt and would represent an incongruous 
boundary.
In the event that the Council seeks to allocate more land for housing development at Wendover, RSA-2 could be allocated in addition 
to our client's site, north and south of Moor Park, to meet the objectively assessed housing needs of the area including the 
substantial unmet housing needs arising from the remainder of the HMA. The resultant Green Belt boundary arising from this strategy 
is shown at Appendix 4.
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Policy D1 - 1.5
1.5.1 In order to help secure the delivery of the Plan’s strategy and the sustainability benefits described above, a site specific policy is 
required, to be included within chapter 4 ‘Strategic Delivery’, as follows:
4 Strategic Delivery
Summary 4.1
4.1.1 BA supports the VALP’s policies on strategic delivery and in particular the delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town through policy D1 
and the supporting text in paragraphs 4.1 – 4.26.
4.1.2 The Aylesbury Woodlands proposals are integral to the delivery of the Garden Town and the next draft of the VALP should 
there include a specific policy for the site, as we set out in detail in chapter 1 above.
Aylesbury – Delivery of a Garden Town 4.2
4.2.1 The Government’s support for locally led garden towns is clear from paragraph 4.1 of the VALP. The Aylesbury Woodlands 
proposals complement the vision and objectives of the Aylesbury Garden Town as described in paragraphs 4.2 – 4.9 of the VALP.
4.2.2 The Aylesbury Woodlands proposals also comply with the housing and employment objectives set out in paragraphs 4.10 – 
4.16. Of particular support for the proposals are:
� The ‘emerging allocation’ of the site as confirmed by the reference in 4.12 to housing development “at linked and integrated 
sustainable urban extensions on greenfield sites around the town (see the Aylesbury Garden Town maps)”;
� The key challenge to deliver employment “in the most sustainable locations to support and complement housing growth and 
produce mixed use developments which reduce the need to travel (4.14)”; and
“the designation of an enterprise zone based around the existing Arla complex takes advantage of existing infrastructure and 
supports the growth of a sustainable employment location.”
4.2.3 In respect of the various infrastructure requirements (transport, community facilities and green infrastructure) for the Garden 
Town, described in paragraphs 4.18 – 4.26 of the VALP, we showed in chapter 3 above how these are met by the Aylesbury 
Woodlands proposals and that there are no infrastructure barriers to delivery – indeed substantial infrastructure benefits are integral 
to the proposals.
Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town 4.3
4.3.1 The Aylesbury Woodlands planning application proposals are in full compliance with policy D1 and the policy is supported by 
BA.
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4.3.2 The Aylesbury Woodlands proposals are also summarised in our suggested new policy in chapter 1 above. This suggested 
policy is required because Aylesbury Woodlands is critical to delivering the objectives and vision for Aylesbury Garden Town, 
especially parts a, c, d and e of policy D1.

“Land adjacent to and to the north of the A41 and west of the Arla Dairy site, as identified on the plan and known as ‘Aylesbury 
Woodlands’, is identified as a strategic growth area as part of Aylesbury Garden Town.Subject to satisfactory detailed mitigation 
measures being incorporated, including for the flood plain and residual off-site highway impacts, the area is allocated for mixed-use 
development to bring forward:
� Business development (B1, B2, B8) pursuant to the agreement between the government and local authorities/ the Local Enterprise 
Partnership for an Aylesbury Enterprise Zone
� A new ‘Eastern Link Road (South)’ to connect, via a bridge, the approved link road to the north of the Grand Union Canal (part of 
the Kingsbrook development) and the A41 at its junction with the Aston Clinton Road/ Aylesbury Road
� A new Garden Town residential community with supporting facilities including a primary school
� a new mixed use local centre
� Commercial leisure uses and supporting retail uses
� Land for a sports village to serve wider recreational needs
� Landscape/ open space corridors connecting to the surrounding area
� Incidental development associated with the above.”
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4
J:32113 - Aylesbury EastPlanningVale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation final.docx
Subject to satisfactory detailed mitigation measures being incorporated, including for the flood plain and residual off-site highway 
impacts, the area is allocated for mixed-use development to bring forward:
� Business development (B1, B2, B8) pursuant to the agreement between the government and local authorities/ the Local Enterprise 
Partnership for an Aylesbury Enterprise Zone
� A new ‘Eastern Link Road (South)’ to connect, via a bridge, the approved link road to the north of the Grand Union Canal (part of 
the Kingsbrook development) and the A41 at its junction with the Aston Clinton Road/ Aylesbury Road
� A new Garden Town residential community with supporting facilities including a primary school
� a new mixed use local centre
� Commercial leisure uses and supporting retail uses
� Land for a sports village to serve wider recreational needs
� Landscape/ open space corridors connecting to the surrounding area
� Incidental development associated with the above.”
Note that this plan reflects the planning application site and land that is currently being promoted in application ref: 16/01040/AOP. 
Also note that the proposed allocation is compatible with the potential future development of land adjoining the north east of the site, 
at College Farm, College Road North.
2.1
2.1.1 BA supports the Vision and Strategic Objectives of the VALP and we demonstrate below how the Aylesbury Woodlands 
proposals are in accordance with that vision and those objectives.
Vision 2.2

VALP16-09-08-01209 Tim Coleby (Peter Brett 
Associates LLP on 
behalf of 
Buckinghamshire 
Advantage)

2.2.1 The vision statement for the Aylesbury Woodlands planning application proposals is set out below. It complements VALP’s 
spatial vision (at 2.3 and 2.4 of the Plan) for “sustainable growth, which will contribute to creating a thriving, diverse, safe, vibrant 
place to live, work and visit, and where all residents enjoy a high quality of life.
Aylesbury Woodlands Vision Statement
“Aylesbury Woodlands will become a new Gateway in Buckinghamshire. The development will bring much needed infrastructure and 
a transformational employment offer for the region.
“Aylesbury Woodlands will complete the Eastern Link Road, part of the emerging strategic highway network to create better 
connectivity around Aylesbury. The mix of new businesses within a designated ‘Enterprise Zone’ will be ideally situated alongside the 
A41 and just twenty minutes from London’s M25.
“The development will also provide high-quality homes to diversify Aylesbury’s housing offer, organised around a strong local centre 
and set within an unprecedented quantum of recreational space, sports facilities and Green Infrastructure networks which make up 
more than half of the development’s total site area.
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VALP16-09-08-01209 Tim Coleby (Peter Brett 

Associates LLP on 
behalf of 
Buckinghamshire 
Advantage)

The net result will be a self-contained, 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.”
Objectives 2.3
2.3.1 The objectives of the Aylesbury Woodlands application proposal are summarised below. They complement and are 
fundamental to delivery of the VALP’s strategic objectives at 2.6 of the Plan.
2.3.2 The Aylesbury Woodlands development will be a twenty-first century sustainable community forming an integral part of the 
Aylesbury Garden Town. Located to the east of the town on the key arterial route of the A41, Aylesbury Woodlands is set to deliver 
over 100,000sqm of high quality commercial development, a new sports village and an innovative mix of up to 1100 private and 
affordable dwellings and associated physical and social infrastructure. It will:
� Deliver the Eastern Link Road South (ELR(S), a key link for orbital transport movements, to reduce congestion and improve the 
quality of the town centre environment, whilst improving strategic connectivity, including with Milton Keynes and the M25;
� Create a new employment-led mixed use neighbourhood at the more strategically located eastern edge of Aylesbury and within the 
Government approved Arla/Woodlands
Enterprise Zone. This development will leverage the industry-leading, high-tech food manufacturing capability at Arla, attract 
companies from priority sectors and play a key role, over time, in restructuring the economy of Aylesbury Vale and Buckinghamshire 
as a whole;
� Build upon the Paralympic sporting heritage of Aylesbury by developing landmark sporting facilities with associated athletes’ 
accommodation;
� Provide a high quality residential development, part of which will be custom build, on the eastern edge of Aylesbury, which will offer 
something quite different to the existing and proposed housing developments in and around Aylesbury town;
� Locate Green Infrastructure (GI) to link or extend the network of existing sites, providing green corridors for wildlife and people 
from urban through suburban to the rural environment. This network of multi-functional green spaces will form a key component of 
the Aylesbury Linear Park; and
� Optimise the value of the Grand Union Canal, by creating a new canal-side destination and bring water into the design.
2.3.3 More specific details in relation to all the above objectives are provided within the chapters which follow.
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VALP16-09-08-01210 Chris Barrow Policy D1 - These are my views on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan which should be considered.

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01211 Trevor and Sara 

Hopwood
Policy D2 - Having read the proposed plans for the proposed 7000 home development around Haddenham we feel compelled to 
express our views against the scheme.
They are as follows -
1. Small roads are unable to cope with an additional 14,000 cars and service vehicles associated with a 7,000 household 
development.
2. Visual impact on Chiltern environment is massive compared with the (rejected) wind turbine project.
3. Loss on the intensely farmed productive and essential agricultural land in an area which will also have HS2 to contend with.
4, The buffer zones supposedly allowed between the sections of development will quietly be absorbed so that former villages will be 
joined up.
5. Schools, medical facilities, dentists and policing along with additional public transport will only be delivered under protest.
6. No infrastructure in place to accommodate the increase in population.
7. As a disabled person with my wife as a registered carer for myself we already have great difficulty trying to find a blue badge 
parking bay in Thame. This would only get worse.
8. Furthermore, we are also extremely restricted on getting doctors appointments at our local GP practice in Haddenham often being 
told we can have a "phone call" in 2 weeks or a face to face in 4 weeks if we are lucky. What would this be like with another 14,000 + 
more residents. The NHS will just be pushed to the limit along with the local hospitals.
9. Possibly some additional housing could be introduced in a very considered manner but certainly we do not have the infrastructure 
for anywhere near 7,000. High Wycombe is a much more obvious choice for additional housing as it already has all the shops and 
amenities in place and an adequate road structure, so why has this option not been considered ?
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VALP16-09-08-01213 Jen Houghton Policy D6 - I live in Grendon underwood and have some concerns about the local planned development that I would like to share 

with the relevant department. If I have included anyone that is not involved I apologise but please could this email be directed 
towards the relevant persons?

I understand that as a village we need to grow and we have no choice but to find the space for 80 new houses, of which we only 
need to confirm the final 29 houses. However I am very concerned that proposals are being taken into consideration that previously 
the local council would have never considered and have been actively against. My main concern is the proposal in the South West of 
the village behind Rumptons Paddock. Having lived in the village for a number of years I am fully aware of proposals for 
developments in the past where developers or individuals have tried to build behind other properties. Many of these proposals have 
been dismissed on the grounds that the village is a linear village (or ribbon village) and therefore development is to be carried out 
along the length of the village and not back filling development. By keeping a tight control on this type of development within the 
village, the council and the villages have managed to keep the attractive single street style village which is a reason why the village is 
so attractive to many people settling here. This proposed development therefore turns the whole idea on its head and goes against 
everything that the council and village have fought for in the past. By allowing this type of development it creates a whole new shape 
to the village and leave the village exposed to further back fill developments, ruining the traditional Linear village that the community 
is shape around. 

Having read the proposal on "newhomesforgrendonunderwood" I immediately spotted an error in their surveying of the land by the 
comment that the field doesn't flood. Anyone with any local knowledge knows that this field floods every year, and by just looking at 
the land surrounding this area it's clear to see that the fields all slope towards this area, making it quite obvious that water will run to 
and gather in this area (which it does do, all winter). 

This land is grazing land. It is currently being used for grazing and has always been used for grazing, so a development of this scale 
in such an area has a huge effect on green belt land, again going against everything the local council has spent years trying to 
protect. The suggestion that the development would help towards traffic calming down the Broadway is a cheap shot. The entrance to 
the development will lead out onto a dangerous part of this stretch of road, way before any "traffic calming" is put in place. Someone 
just needs to spend one evening in that location to realise the risk that pulling out of the proposed road is to the safety of any driver. 
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VALP16-09-08-01213 Jen Houghton I have read AVDC comments on the Grendon Facebook page suggesting that a plan needs to be put in place by the village that 

would best suit the community. Having heard many people's opinions on the proposals everyone seems to be in agreement that 
developments along the linear village would be the preferred option. There is more than enough land heading out of the village to the 
East towards Kingswood and this is in keeping with the current style of development, as well as not encroaching on other villagers 
space. However this area seems to have been dismissed or not being considered as an option even though it is many people 
preference. 

My final question is regarding the latest application for development at the bottom of Spring Hill on the old playing field. Here they are 
proposing the development of 75 houses, so if this planning permission is granted would this mean that there would be no 
requirement for the development behind Rumptons Paddock? 75 houses is already 46 more houses than the village is required to 
take so surely if the government feels that the village has the capacity to take in 80 new families in total, then accepting both of these 
proposed developments would more than double the number of new families within the village, therefore creating unnecessary 
pressure on such areas as the local Primary School. 

I hope you take the time to consider some of my points and I look forward to hearing yours and other members of the communities 
opinions.

VALP16-09-08-01214 Rachel and John 
McLoughlin

Policy D2 - I am writing with regard to the proposed Garden Village of 7000 houses near Ford village. I feel we must object to such a 
proposal. The reasons are as follows.
There is plenty of pressure on local schools and medical centres to accommodate the existing amount of people in the 
vicinity.Schools are over subscribed and its very difficult to even get a Drs appt.
The roads are already busy and crowded, I cant see how the development will be accessed without causing even more traffic than 
we have to put up with.
We have just managed to prevent the wind turbine going ahead in part because of the effect on our agricultural land and wildlife. This 
development would be even worse than that.
The visual impact of the turbine was also mentioned by AVDC as being negative. How would this be better?
Thame is approximately 1 sq mile with 4500 houses. This proposition is for 7000 houses in 0.8sq miles. Surely it would need to be 
even bigger than this to accommodate everyone.
There are so many listed buildings, archaeological sites and conservation areas that this would negatively impact upon.
In short I would like to raise an objection to this proposal
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VALP16-09-08-01215 Terry Slade Policy D1 - I am most concerned about the large development to the South of Aylesbury and Aylesbury Vale District Council’s choice 

to ignore the explicitly expressed views of many people, who are very likely to be affected by this enormous development.

I am very concerned that the traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors with even your own 
traffic consultants acknowledging that it is “unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues”. 

I am shocked that there is no proper transport strategy at all and just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic 
model and these state there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. Our roads are already very congested.

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft plan and if those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will without doubt, seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the “orbital road” 
round the south of the town.

The number of houses planned is too excessive, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more that 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

VALP16-09-08-01215 Terry Slade There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospital and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here 
and cannot and should not simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the already and continuing cash strapped NHS.

The policies set out in the draft plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer and as a chronic asthmatic, this is a great concern for me and many like me. Major impacts to public footpaths.

Highly valued and irreplaceable landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden 
Fields’ the West End Ditch and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Without doubt, the ‘VALP’ is completely meaningless. It puts the “cart before the horse” in key areas such as traffic planning, health 
and education provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by ADVC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be halted until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, paying particular 
attention to fundamental infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01216 Kevin Bottomley Policy D1 - I wish to register my objection to the planned development called Hampden Fields for the following reasons:

•�AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
•�The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•�There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•�The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•�The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•�There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•�The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•�Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•�Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•�The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01217 Monica Gilbey Policy D2 - Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.

I am writing to state my strong objection to the planned development of the airfield site between Winslow, Little and Great Horwood 
for the following reasons :-

 1.It ignores the “made” Neighbourhood Plans for Winslow and Great Horwood.
 2.It ignores the often stated necessity for “coalescence”
 3.It ignores the narrowness of the rural roads around the site and in fact suggests a roundabout on Great Horwood Village Green. I 

wonder why the plan calls the Green a “carpark”, as in fact it is registered to the Parish Council as a “Village Green”.
 4.It ignores the fact that Winslow and Great Horwood Neighbourhood Plans are for 30 plus dwellings per hectare when High 

Wycombe is planning for 11 dwellings per hectare. This disparity is concerning and if addressed the stated shortfall would be 
mitigated.

In summary Winslow, Great Horwood and Little Horwood are rural areas whose residents have worked tirelessly to achieve 
Neighbourhood Plans which more than meet their fair share of the housing need. The airfield site is situated too far from the South 
Bucks area to be of positive use for employment and its lack of transport links would be difficult for the residents. In fact it would lead 
to even more congestion on the narrow village roads many of which pass through conservation areas and therefore could not be 
widened. 
Therefore I must conclude that the site at Haddenham is the more sensible option due to its proximity to a fast rail link, good bus 
transport, good road links , a large expanding employment site  and far closer positioning to the South Bucks area.
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VALP16-09-08-01218 JIll Aitken Policy D3 - I would like to comment on the local plan and how I feel it affects us as residents of Whaddon village.

1. It is unfair and immoral to have such large scale development in the north of Buckinghamshire with very little taking place in the 
south, particularly in and around our historic pretty village. We are already experiencing significant traffic problems (up to 2000) cars 
daily. Our village is already used as a rat run with speeding traffic at particularly busy times of the day together with HGVs using it to 
cut through to the bigger roads. This is very dangerous for all residents, but particularly the children of both Whaddon School and the 
Playschool which is held in the Jubilee Hall. Often there are cars parked all along the main route through Whaddon as many children 
come from outside of the village as both school and playschool have such good reputations, and at times even now it is barely 
passable.
2. There is not enough infrastructure at the moment to cope with this and the surrounding area of Milton Keynes, with the hospital 
struggling and under threat of having its A & E/ midwifery department combined with Bedford hospital although there are vast 
numbers of people living in this area now - a frightening prospect.
3. It would be more appropriate for large scale development to take place near an existing artery eg. the M1.
4. I understand that this large scale development is to attract workers from the south of Buckinghamshire who will then have an 
impossible journey to work. This needs to be addressed.
5. The environmental impact is too great when massive areas of countryside are lost.
6. There are already many houses being built close to Whaddon. This should be taken into account when deciding the total amount 
of new houses to be built.
Our beautiful village is under threat from the encroachment of Milton Keynes. It should have a significant green boundary around it to 
protect it for future generations. This should include wildlife corridors and tree plantations providing a barrier to the surrounding 
development which should be kept to a minimum. 

This is a chance in a lifetime to get this right. Please consider siting such large developments in more appropriate areas, particularly 
where there are major roads better able to cope with the vast amount of traffic that this will generate.
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VALP16-09-08-01219 Carl Edwards Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES.  I am writing with 

regards site WHA001, proposed for the development of 2,000 houses.  Having moved into Kingsmead in October 2015, we are very 
concerned by the proposal and its potential damaging impact.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-08-01219 Carl Edwards 3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 

roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

VALP16-09-08-01219 Carl Edwards  8.Should a proposal proceed, any impact upon the value of my property, whether caused directly or indirectly as a result of the 
proposal, at any stage of the development process, is fully compensated for at the time.
I fully support Edith Bald, Ward Cllr Tattenhoe, and expect that you will address all matters arising to both Edith’s and my own 
complete satisfaction.
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VALP16-09-08-01221 Paul Ainger Policy D3 - VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN COMMENTS ON SITES ADJACENT TO MILTON KEYNES

I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the development of 
2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and need to be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-08-01221 Paul Ainger 3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point.  Grid 

roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference.  We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down.  In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road.  
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads.  The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans.  
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK.  Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need.  This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments.  Hospital provision 
is also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools.  The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park.  

VALP16-09-08-01221 Paul Ainger
In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016.  One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes.  No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue.  I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 
 
I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals.  I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident.  Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.

Please contact me about a residents meeting.  I will be happy to facilitate a venue etc.
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VALP16-09-08-01223 Glyn Wood Policy D3 - I have recently received a copy of the letter sent to you by Cllr Ann Clancy regarding the above proposed development, 

and I also wanted to write to you to say that I fully endorse the comments that she has made, and wish to make known my opposition 
to the proposal.

The campaign against this development has picked up supporters from across Bletchley and further afield. There appears to be a 
consensus that this is the wrong development in the wrong place.
MKC will receive little or none of the associated revenue from Salden Chase, but would bear the brunt of the cost of (potentially) 3-
5,000 additional road, doctor, dentist, school and hospital users. This would put an unbearable strain on many of the public services 
within MK particulary the hospital, at a time when it's reported that MKC are required to save £90m over the next 5 years.

The A421 into MK is already congested at 'rush hour' and would only become worse with the extra volume of traffic this development 
would bring.
Everyone also seems to overlook the fact that the land proposed for this development is productive greenbelt, having been farmed for 
as long as I can remember. For this reason alone, the area should be left untouched, consideration being given instead to brownfield 
sites or inner city redevelopment. 
This proposed development simply appears to be a cynical 'box-ticking' exercise for AVDC to meet house building quotas, with no 
regards for the areas directly impacted by it.
I've already exchanged correspondence with local councillors (from all parties), Iain Stewart MP (Milton Keynes South) and Caroline 
Spelman (formerly Shadow Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government) in the past about this issue, and have 
received support from all parties.
I would very much appreciate it if you would be kind enough to acknowledge receipt of this email.
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VALP16-09-08-01224 Chris Rattue Policy D7 -  In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. 

Firstly, to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small 
village. Secondly to review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are 
significantly more suitable for development.  My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
• There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment. Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to 
being, as it always has been, a small village.
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VALP16-09-08-01224 Chris Rattue The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 

asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
• It is essential to a village to have farmed land and it will significantly and adversely impact the whole character of Marsworth if this is 
developed with housing. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be used if there are 
alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
• There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 
the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
• The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.
• The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 
Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
• The area in the farmland beyond the end of Stepnells is a home for skylarks. These birds are a real joy to see and hear each year. 
Skylarks and skylark nest sites are protected in UK law. Any development in this field area must as a minimum include this in the 
environmental impact assessment
• The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 
be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them. I personally do battle with this traffic  congestion most mornings, and it is both time-
consuming to me and other motorists attempting  to get in and out of Marsworth, and downright dangerous for motorists, 
schoolchildren, and other pedestrians alike. Near misses are frequent .Please do not exacerbate the problem....someone will get 
hurt!

VALP16-09-08-01224 Chris Rattue  •The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
 •The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 

centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.
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VALP16-09-08-01225 Frazer Hickling (Phillips 

Planning Services 
Limited)

Policy D1 - 2.19. The Garden Town Vision masterplan, however, indicates that part of the land at Brook Farm is designated as green 
infrastructure open space. As a significant amount of land in the area is earmarked for development, we wish to bring the land at 
Brook farm to the Council’s attention, as we consider it is an ideal site for further expansion of the MDA which can include provision 
of a green buffer to the Bear Brook, that is identified as flood plain, while preserving the public access across the western side of the 
fields.

2.20. As set out above, it is considered that the strategic policy to substantial grow the town of Aylesbury and to facilitate the 
formation of a ‘Garden Town’ through the eastern expansion is a logical approach to accommodating a large proportion of the 
district’s development needs.
2.21. It is noted under policy D1 that it is identified that the housing requirement for Aylesbury is 15,845 (including the requirements of 
Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville due to their association with the urban expansion to the east and south of the town). 
The residual housing requirement is identified as 8,221 homes.
2.22. The policy identifies that the housing development will be delivered through previously developed sites and sustainable urban 
extensions, with a list of potential housing allocations listed at Appendix A.

The potential housing allocations includes both previously developed sites within the existing town as well as urban expansion sites 
to the south east of the town. These sites have a total capacity of 6,829 dwellings.

There is therefore clearly a substantial shortfall between the residual requirement and the capacity of the potential allocations.
2.25. Further to this, it is noted at paragraph 4.78 that due to Bierton and Weston Turville forming part of the proposed expansion of 
Aylesbury, specific allocations for those settlements would not be made (e.g. the allocations made are as part of the expansion), and 
that “Any other proposals for development at Bierton or Weston Turville will therefore not be permitted except in exceptional 
circumstances”

Given the above situation, it is considered that in order to achieve the housing requirement for Aylesbury, the council should be 
allocating a greater number of sites and ensure the flexibility of policy to allow additional growth in Bierton and Weston Turville which 
accords with the strategic expansion of Aylesbury on unallocated sites.
2.27. In regards to the allocation of more sites, it is considered that ‘Land at Brook Farm, Broughton’ clearly represents a site which 
could contribute towards achieving the residual housing requirement and is extremely well located in the context of the eastern 
expansion of Aylesbury.
2.28. The site will therefore have access to and support the services and facilities provided in the Kingsbrook MDA.
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VALP16-09-08-01227 Ron Spurrell Policy D2 - I am writing to express my concerns and objections to the local plan and specifically:

 a)A considerable amount of the development proposed particularly around Haddenham (1,000 new homes and 50% increase 
already agreed) and the “new settlement” up to 7,000 homes is to meet the demand which Wycombe says it is unable to, i.e. 12,000 
homes.  Wycombe DC has not demonstrated that it has fully explored all its options in particular to the release of green belt, and is 
applying very low densities e.g. 25% for tree cover.

 b)The combined growth in our area by different authorities will have considerable impact on transport infrastructure and particularly 
rail and highway and the fragmentation of County Councils means no one is considering the combined impact of the developments 
i.e.

 •Cherwell District Council proposes 10,000 new homes at Bicester and 7,300 at Banbury
 •Wycombe DC 2,500 new homes at Princes Risborough
 •South Oxfordshire DC 600 new homes at Thame in addition 775 already agreed, plus a proposed new settlement of 3,500 homes, 

with reference to easy accessibility to Haddenham station
 •Thames water site for major new reservoir north of Chinnor
 •Chiltern railways shortly to extend to central Oxford
 •HS2 construction impact on the A418 to Aylesbury

The A418 is already operating to capacity and the above will impact dramatically. Haddenham’s proposed growth will also impact on 
Thame along with other new settlements; Thame have stated they are unable to absorb this additional capacity.

 c) The proposals will greatly impact on our heritage and community.  Haddenham is essentially still a village in its form and function 
and it lacks the service core for major extension.  Haddenham has an acclaimed conservation area with unique buildings, wildlife and 
is one of only 2 Wychart villages.  It features in film and TV productions, is frequently listed in the best places to live survey and 
dominates the Bucks open studio events.

 d) The proposals will adversely impact on high grade agricultural land and could not lower grade land be found elsewhere?
 e)Is there the capacity within the house building industry to deliver the proposals?  Reference has been made to reinvestment by 

new style development corporations into the community, however development by housebuilders sees  half of the increased value 
retained by builders and is the Government likely to legislate on this point.

I hope these concerns will be considered seriously.
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VALP16-09-08-01228 Janet Baker Policy D2 - I am writing to express my concerns and objections to the local plan and specifically:

a) A considerable amount of the development proposed particularly around Haddenham (1,000 new homes and 50% increase 
already agreed) and the “new settlement” up to 7,000 homes is to meet the demand which Wycombe says it is unable to, ie 12,000 
homes.  Wycombe DC has not demonstrated that it has fully explored all its options in particular to the release  of green belt, and is 
applying very low densities e.g. 25% for tree cover.
b) The combined growth in our area by different authorities will have considerable impact on transport infrastructure and particularly 
rail and highway and the fragmentation of County Councils means no one is considering the combined impact of the developments 
i.e.

• Cherwell District Council proposes 10,000 new homes at Bicester and 7,300 at Banbury
• Wycombe DC 2,500 new homes at PR
• South Oxfordshire DC 600 new homes at Thame in addition 775 already agreed, plus a proposed new settlement of 3,500 homes, 
with reference to easy accessibility to Haddenham station
• Thames water site for major new reservoir north of Chinnor
• Chiltern railways shortly to extend to central Oxford
• HS2 construction impact on the A418 to Aylesbury

VALP16-09-08-01228 Janet Baker The A418 is already operating to capacity and the above will impact dramatically. Hadenham’s proposed growth will also impact on 
Thame along with other new settlements; Thame have stated they are unable to absorb this additional capacity.

 c) The proposals will greatly impact on our heritage and community.  Hadenham is essentially still a village in its form and function 
and it lacks the service core for major extension.  Haddenham has an acclaimed conservation area with unique buildings, wildlife and 
is one of only 2 Wychart villages.  It features in film and TV productions, is frequently listed in the best places to live survey and 
dominates the Bucks open studio events.

 d) The proposals will adversely impact on high grade agricultural land and could not lower grade land be found elsewhere?
 e)Is there the capacity within the house building industry to deliver the proposals?  Reference has been made to reinvestment by 

new style development corporations into the community, however development by housebuilders sees  half of the increased value 
retained by builders and is the Government likely to legislate on this point.

I hope these concerns will be considered seriously.

I would also like to add that having walked through the village this morining at 8.30 am the traffic was extremely heavy making it very 
difficult to cross the road ice before the addition of the 1,000 new homes already agreed and to add more homes and traffic would be 
extremely dangerous.
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VALP16-09-08-01229 Stuart Anderson Policy D2 - The new proposed settlement between Haddenham and Thame is effectively creating a town the size of Thame in 

between them and this will inevitably result in coalescence and a wholly different character to the area. It will also be on Grade 1 land 
which is contrary to National policy. One of the significant reasons it is being proposed is because of accessibility to Haddenham and 
Thame Parkway but there is insufficient capacity for traveller numbers now and this should not be considered as a reason to locate 
the settlement there.

VALP16-09-08-01231 Charles and Angela 
Sanderson

Policy D7 -  We write with regard to the above, particularly as it affects Cuddington. We appreciate more housing has to be found 
within the Vale, and believe that Cuddington could take up to 20 more houses during the coming years.  However, we have learned 
that our village has been “upgraded” from small to medium, although the population is lower than other small villages in our area: this 
will mean that we would need to accommodate 50 new houses by 2033.

We are strongly of the opinion that Cuddington does not satisfactorily meet the AVDC criteria for a medium village because:
•         There is no public transport to Haddenham, and therefore the railway station, and only very limited transport to Aylesbury.

•         There is no footway to Haddenham, and it is necessary to cross the dangerous A418 at a known accident blackspot.
These two factors do not represent good connectivity as required by the criteria for a medium village.
In addition:
•         New housing is likely to attract younger famiies with children.  Our school is already heavily oversubscribed with limited space 
in which to expand. 

•         The school not a full primary school being located in two sites – Cuddington and Dinton.  The school already serves Dinton, 
Chearsley and Lower Winchendon as well as Cuddington.

•         We understand that most of the villages that have been classed as medium have some form of employment.  Apart from an 
assistant hairdresser there is no employment in Cuddington.

•         With regard to facilities, your system gives one point for each key service available in any one village, regardless of how many 
of each service there are in that village.  Many of the medium villages have a greater number of these services than Cuddington, but 
this is not reflected in your points system.

For all the reasons stated above we would urge you to regrade Cuddington as a Small Village, but at the same time bear in mind that 
we would be happy for our village to accommodate rather more than 12 houses – but certainly not as many as 50.
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VALP16-09-08-01232 Ruth Millard Policy D6 - The plan requires an increase of 19% in Medium Villages (this would be reduced to 12% if only 21,000

homes were sought and a 36% reduction applied across the board) and identifies potential sites to fulfil any unmet need, which in GU 
is some 31 homes. This unmet need would be eliminated fully if only a 12% increase was required. It thus can be argued that our 
unmet need is entirely due to the failure of other councils to meet their needs.
The plan does not consider in any detail the possible impact on communities of adjacent or nearby
requirements. Communities cannot be considered in isolation and infrastructure, especially roads and
traffic, services (doctors, schools, emergency services etc.) should be considered and planned in an
holistic manner.
As an aid to the formulation of this response, GUPC held a public meeting on August 9 at which
implications for GU of the VALP and developer plans were discussed. Over 100 people attended and on an informal show of hands 
there was overwhelming support for maintaining the linear nature of the
village. Great concern also was shown about traffic and infrastructure issues. Following this, an open day was held on August 30 
when the public was invited to leave written comments. These have been
analysed to produce the following. GUPC is especially grateful to Cllr Cameron Branston who spent
several hours at these events to offer important advice.
Flooding. GU is notoriously prone to flooding and detailed consideration must be given to flood control
at any GU site. This is particularly true at a site off Broadway which is being considered by developers
(call for sites reference GUW014).
Roads. Main Street GU is an extremely busy road with many speeding vehicles. Traffic concerns must be uppermost in deliberations 
of any site and because Main Street is a "rat run" to the A41 this also must be considered in any deliberation of sites in adjacent or 
nearby villages. (One resident even suggested a village by-pass). Of special concern are the junctions of Main Street and Broadway 
and the two junctions with the A41.
Schools. Although GU school has the infrastructure to allow an increase, serious concerns exist as to
secondary school placements. This must be considered in any deliberation of sites.
Back Building'. This is a major concern for the village. GU has long been considered a linear development with no building taking 
place beyond established "building lines". The residents overwhelmingly desired that this constraint continues which is fully 
supported by the PC.
This would specifically be relevant to GUW014, GUWOlO and GUW008.
Doctors. Many residents use Waddesdon Surgery which cannot be extended due to buildingparking
restraints. Deliberation of any site must take the provision of GP cover as a serious matter.
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VALP16-09-08-01233 Mark Hyde MRTPI 

AIEMA (South West 
Milton Keynes 
Consortium)

Policy D2 - Pg.232 of the HELAA contains the assessment of the SWMK Consortium’s site (Ref. NLV001) in terms of suitability, 
achievability and availability for development. We agree with the assessment in the HELAA that the site is suitable for residential 
development, and that it acknowledges the relationship with the existing urban area and the strategic transport network as benefits of 
this location.
42. There are items in the assessment that should be corrected. The proposed development at the SWMK Consortium’s site is for 
1,855 dwellings, and not 1,885 dwellings. In Table 7.1 of the Planning Statement for the SWMK Consortium’s planning application set 
out an indicative timetable for the completion of the proposed development. The start date for the development will need to be 
adjusted to take into account the determination of the application, but the assumptions contained in the table are correct. The 
proposed development could be completed within seven years from the start of construction, and both developers and housebuilders, 
all of whom are experienced at delivering large scale mixed use developments of the type proposed in the planning application. We 
request that the delivery assumptions for the site in the HELAA are corrected.
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VALP16-09-08-01233 Mark Hyde MRTPI 

AIEMA (South West 
Milton Keynes 
Consortium)

Policy D3 - These Representations have been prepared by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of the South West Milton Keynes Consortium 
(SWMK Consortium) as a response to the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (Draft VALP) consultation. The SWMK Consortium 
comprises Hallam Land Management, William Davis Ltd, Taylor Wimpey, Connolly Homes and Bellcross Homes. The. SWMK 
Consortium control land to the south west of Milton Keynes, south of the A421 and north of the disused former Oxford to Bletchley 
railway line (due to be reopened as part of  the East West Rail project). The SWMK Consortium land is located within the 
administrative area of Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), but it is immediately adjacent to the urban area of Milton Keynes and 
the main access points will be within the area of Milton Keynes Council (MKC).

In April 2014 we responded to the Scoping Consultation document and completed a Call for Sites form in respect of the SWMK 
Consortium land. In December 2015 we responded to the Issues & Options Consultation document on the Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment, the Housing Land Availability Assessment, and the Spatial Options for Meeting 
HEDNA Conclusions.
3. In January 2015 a planning application for a mixed use development at SWMK was submitted to Aylesbury Vale District Council 
(Ref. 15/00314/AOP). The Proposed
Development is wholly located within the area of Aylesbury Vale District Council, but the principal access points to the A421 will be 
within the area of Milton Keynes Council. An identical application was submitted to Milton Keynes Council (Ref. 15/00619/AOP). An 
Illustrative Masterplan and a range of technical reports were submitted in support of the planning application.
4.In our previous representations we have requested that the SWMK Consortium land should be allocated as an urban extension to 
Milton Keynes. We provided detailed information with our previous representations to demonstrate the suitability of this site for 
development. An urban extension at land to the south west of Milton Keynes has long been recognised as a suitable and sustainable 
location to accommodate the growth of Milton Keynes.
5. In summary, we support the proposed spatial strategy and the housing requirement. We support the proposed allocation of the 
SWMK Consortium land (Site Ref NLV001) and the associated Policy D3: Delivering Sites Adjacent to Milton Keynes, but have 
suggested some amendments to it. We also comment on the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal and Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment for the SWMK Consortium site, and suggest amendments to those findings where necessary based on 
the conclusions and recommendations of the technical reports prepared for the planning application.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 387 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01233 Mark Hyde MRTPI 

AIEMA (South West 
Milton Keynes 
Consortium)

Policy D3 allocates land for 4,274 dwellings on the edge of Milton Keynes at four sites – Ref. WH001, NLV001 and NLV023 which 
are new allocations, and SHM012 which is an existing commitment. The SWMK Consortium site is Ref. NLV001 and is expected to 
deliver 1,885 dwellings; the dwelling capacity is incorrect and should be 1,855 dwellings. Paragraphs 4.49 and 4.50 set out some 
principles for the developments.

We support the proposed allocation of the SWMK Consortium site. The SWMK Consortium’s planning application proposes up to 
1,855 dwellings. We suggest that the dwelling capacity at the SWMK Consortium site is corrected. We explain our support for the 
proposed allocation with reference to the planning background to development at land to the south west of Milton Keynes and 
findings of the technical documents prepared for the SWMK Consortium’s planning application at the Site. However, the requirement 
for a Masterplan & Delivery SPD to be prepared for the allocation is unnecessary because an application has been submitted for the 
proposed development at the Site which is currently pending. The SWMK application has been developed following an extensive pre-
application process followed by cooperation with MK and AVDC planning officers via a Planning Performance Agreement. In these 
circumstances an additional development plan document or supplementary guidance would be contrary to national guidance, in that it 
would add to the burden on developers and would delay the commencement of development. We request some amendments to 
Policy D3 to remove the requirement for a Masterplan & Delivery SPD. In addition, we have requested some amendments to the 
place-shaping principles for  the development contained in Paragraphs 4.49 and 4.50, to ensure consistency with adopted Policy CS6 
of the Milton Keynes Core Strategy which also addresses urban extensions on the edge of the City.

The planning background to development at SWMK provides the context for these representations. The identification of an urban 
extension in the SWMK area emerged from a series of technical studies over the last twenty three years, which concluded that it 
represents a suitable location for the growth of Milton Keynes in conjunction with public
transport enhancement along the A421 corridor. 
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VALP16-09-08-01233 Mark Hyde MRTPI 

AIEMA (South West 
Milton Keynes 
Consortium)

Three studies were commissioned from Llewellyn Davies (1992, 1996 & 1998) by a consortium of public sector bodies comprising 
Buckinghamshire, Bedfordshire and
Northamptonshire County Councils, Milton Keynes Borough Council, Aylesbury Vale, Mid Bedfordshire and South Northamptonshire 
District Councils, the then Commission for New Towns and the Government Office for the South East. The studies consistently 
identified the SWMK Area as a development area without major problems. Llewellyn Davis concluded that no overriding constraints 
stood in the way of the site and that the juxtaposition of road and rail created opportunities for public transport options, constituting 
significant advantages in the site’s favour. The SWMK Area (described as Area 8 – West of Bletchley) is identified as a medium term 
growth opportunity.

A discussion paper was commissioned from David Lock Associates (1999) by Milton Keynes Chamber of Commerce that addressed 
the potential for development in and around the City. The report recommended that the City’s future growth should be concentrated 
on the A421 axis, reinforced by East-West Rail. The report concluded that an east-west axis of growth complemented the existing 
development form and created opportunities for public transport enhancement. 

In July 2001 Roger Tym & Partners were commissioned by the Government and Regional Assemblies and Regional Development 
Agencies for the South East, East of England and East Midlands to study the growth potential of the Milton Keynes & South Midlands 
area. The study report was published in September 2002 and recommended a preferred spatial strategy for Milton Keynes based on 
growth to the west and south west of the urban area (i.e. the SWMK area).

Subsequently a further study was commissioned from Roger Tym & Partners. The Milton Keynes Growth Area Assessment, 
published in 2003, was prepared to inform the
Examination in Public of the Draft Milton Keynes & South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy.  The final study report identified the 
SWMK area as one of only three locations to meet development requirements to 2016. Section 6 of the 2003 Report identifies the 
preferred directions for growth, and Figure MK4 shows the preferred spatial strategy.
16. The Faber Maunsell (2003) Milton Keynes Public Transport Long Term Vision further reinforced the importance of an east-west 
growth corridor embracing the A421, together with development of SWMK, involving public transport and the provision of a park and 
ride interchange. Section 11 of the 2003 Report provides a summary of the recommended public transport measures, including those 
measures to be delivered in the long term (post-2011).
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VALP16-09-08-01233 Mark Hyde MRTPI 

AIEMA (South West 
Milton Keynes 
Consortium)

In 2006 Colin Buchanan was asked by Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) and AVDC to review the expansion proposals put 
forward by the Milton Keynes Partnership in the draft Milton Keynes 2031 Strategy. Colin Buchanan’s Milton Keynes Long Term 
Growth Strategy Review (2007) suggested alternative strategies for the growth of Milton Keynes, including an allocation for 2,700 
dwellings in the SWMK area. The study noted that there is capacity in landscape terms to absorb development in this location. 
Section 4 of the 2007 Report shows the location of the expansion areas promoted in the alternative strategies. The Milton Keynes 
Long Term Growth Strategy Review 2007 was submitted to the South East Plan examination on behalf of Buckinghamshire County 
Council and AVDC, which demonstrated that SWMK was supported by the authorities and represented a suitable location for long 
term development.

In conclusion, all of the technical studies which have considered the growth of Milton Keynes conclude that the SWMK area 
represents a suitable location for development,
including those studies undertaken for AVDC. As a result of those technical studies, land in the SWMK area was identified and 
assessed for development in regional and local
development plan documents.  The Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy published in 2005 identified land to the 
south west of Milton Keynes, between the A421 and the railway line to Oxford as a growth location. The Spatial Diagram identified 
land to the south west of Milton Keynes as a direction for growth. The SWMK area was assessed through the South East Plan 
process. The SWMK area successfully passed through the sustainability appraisal process for the South East Plan.  Diagram MKAV1 
of the South East Plan specifically identified a Strategic Development Area at SWMK, and Policy MKAV1 included a requirement for 
an urban extension to the southwest
of Milton Keynes.

AVDC intended to carry the South East Plan strategy forward. The draft Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy and the draft Salden Chase 
Masterplan & Delivery SPD sought to deliver strategic growth to the south west of Milton Keynes, and proposed an allocation in the 
SWMK area for 5,390 dwellings. The SWMK area successfully passed through the  preliminary sustainability appraisal processes for 
the draft Core Strategy and draft Strategic Development Area SPD, and was selected as the preferred location for the SDA at SWMK 
based on its sustainability credentials.

It is clear that Aylesbury Vale District Council has previously endorsed strategic development  to the south west of Milton Keynes, 
within Aylesbury Vale.
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In addition, Policy RA34 and RA35 of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (January 2004) and Policy KS1 of the Milton Keynes 
Local Plan (December 2005) safeguard a route for a link road between the A4146 and the A421. We understand that both AVDC and 
MKC still have an aspiration for the link road to be delivered. The link road would remove through traffic from the surrounding 
villages, which would be a benefit for the residents of those villages.  The logical route of the link road is through the SWMK Area and 
land is reserved within the proposed development for a grid road to accommodate that link. If the requirement for a link road between 
the A4146 and the A421 is to be carried forward in the VALP (and Plan:MK) then development in the SWMK area should be 
supported.The planning background to development to the south west of Milton Keynes provides support for the proposed allocation 
of the SWMK Consortium site (Ref. NLV001).

The full description of the current planning application (Ref. 15/00314/AOP) on the SWMK Consortium land is as follows:
Outline planning application with all matters reserved except for access for a mixed-use sustainable urban extension on 144.77 Ha of 
land to the south west of Milton Keynes, to provide for the following:
• up to 1,855 mixed tenure dwellings (C3) on 54.16 Ha of land;
• an employment area (B1) on 2.07 Ha of land;
• a neighbourhood centre on 0.67 Ha of land accommodating retail (A1/A2/A3/A4/A5),
community (D1/D2) and residential (C3) uses;
• provision of a primary school on 3.0 Ha of land;
• provision of a secondary school on 5.2 Ha of land;
• allotment space on 1.22 Ha of land;
• ground remodelling;
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55.75 Ha of multi-functional green open space including: parkland, sports and
recreational facilities with pavilion/changing facilities, play areas, wildlife areas, a range
of strategic open spaces including a community orchard and new landscaping;
• a Sustainable Drainage Scheme including 5.05 Ha of land for surface water attenuation
measures;
• associated infrastructure including new junctions to the A421, Whaddon Road and
Buckingham Road, primary streets, residential streets, pedestrian footpaths and cycle
routes, foul water pumping stations and statutory undertakers equipment;
• A Grid Road Reserve of 7.24 Ha;
• Highway improvements on 5.56 Ha;
• public transport infrastructure, car and cycle parking for all uses; and
• undergrounding of 132Kv overhead power lines.

The planning application was supported by a range of technical documents, including the following:
• Illustrative Masterplan
• Environmental Statement
• Design & Access Statement
• Sustainability Strategy
• Flood Risk Assessment
• Retail Assessment
• Employment Assessment
• Arboricultural Assessment
• Transport Assessment & Framework Travel Plans
• Energy Strategy
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Detailed site specific assessments of the Site have been undertaken to inform the scope and content of the proposed development, 
and any mitigation measures required to address any significant adverse impacts. The key benefits of the Proposed Development are 
identified as follows:

Social Benefits
• Boost the supply of land for housing and provide high quality market and affordable
housing;
• Deliver up to 557 affordable dwellings, which equates to up to 30% of the total housing
provision;
• Generate additional funding from the New Homes Bonus;
• Generate additional Council Tax and Business Rates which would directly enhance the
future finances of the local authority;
• Provide a wide range of community and recreation facilities, including a local park and
district park, formal sports pitches, tennis courts, games area, a skateboard park,
children’s play areas, and allotments;
Provide a neighbourhood centre with health, retail and community facilities; and
• Provide land for a new primary school and secondary school.

As a result of the current planning application on the SWMK Consortium land, and the detailed site specific technical studies 
prepared in support of the application which includes an Illustrative Masterplan, it is not necessary for a Masterplan & Delivery SPD 
to be prepared, or at least is unnecessary for the delivery of that Site. As set out above, the SWMK application has been developed 
following an extensive pre-application process followed by cooperation with MK and AVDC planning officers via a Planning 
Performance Agreement.
Paragraphs 153 and 174 of the NPPF provide guidance on whether additional supplementary guidance should be prepared. They 
state: “153. Each local planning authority should produce a Local Plan for its area. This can be reviewed in whole or in part to 
respond flexibly to changing circumstances. Any additional development plan documents should only be used where clearly justified. 
Supplementary planning documents should be used where they can help applicants make successful applications or aid 
infrastructure delivery, and should not be used to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development.”
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“174. Local planning authorities should set out their policy on local standards in the Local Plan, including requirements for affordable 
housing. They should assess the likely cumulative impacts on development in their area of all existing and proposed local standards, 
supplementary planning documents and policies that support the development plan, when added to nationally required standards. In 
order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and policies should not put implementation of the plan at serious 
risk, and should facilitate development throughout the economic cycle. Evidence supporting the assessment should be proportionate, 
using only appropriate available evidence.” [Our emphasis]

It is clear from national guidance that the use of supplementary documents should be justified and used to assist the delivery of 
development. We are concerned that the
proposed Masterplan & Delivery SPD for development adjacent to Milton Keynes could delay the delivery of development because of 
the additional time it would take to prepare the document and undertake consultation. There are alternatives to an SPD, and one 
potential option is to prepare a more detailed Local Plan policy to guide development. Policy D3 contains some guidance for the 
Masterplan & Delivery SPD, Paragraphs 4.49 and 4.50 identify some place-shaping principles for development on the edge of Milton 
Keynes, and adopted Policy CS6 of the Milton Keynes Core Strategy also identifies place-shaping principles for urban extensions on 
the edge of the City within adjoining areas. We suggest that a revised Policy D3 could include the place-shaping principles that have 
already been identified in Draft VALP and the Milton Keynes Core Strategy; we comment below on the land requirements for a park 
and ride site and a rail station. The SWMK Consortium’s based on the place-shaping principles of Policy CS6.

Policy D3 includes an allocation at Shenley Road, Whaddon for 2,000 dwellings. The site area is 90.1 Ha in size and is located on 
the western edge of Milton Keynes. We do not object to this site allocation, but we do question whether 2,000 dwellings could actually 
be delivered on the site in conjunction with the green infrastructure and strategic landscaping that would be required for this edge of 
City location. As set out about, the SWMK Consortium’s planning application includes approximately 55 Ha of green infrastructure on 
a total site area of 143 Ha which would deliver 1,855 dwellings. We request that the dwelling capacity at the Shenley Road, Whaddon 
site is checked, to ensure that any site allocation could also deliver policy compliant levels of open space, provides sufficient 
landscape mitigation measures, and satisfies the place-shaping principles of Policy CS6 of the Milton Keynes Core Strategy; the 
proposed development at the SWMK Consortium land includes substantial areas of green infrastructure for these reasons
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The SWMK Consortium’s planning application does not include land for a park and ride site or a railway station. There are factors 
that are relevant to decisions about the most suitable locations for a park and ride and a railway station. The ideal location for park 
and ride sites is typically on the in-bound side of main routes, in order to capture users travelling in to the urban area and to avoid the 
need for additional highway junction infrastructure to enable access across main routes. As such, the preferred option for a park and 
ride site in the vicinity of land to the south west of Milton Keynes should be to the north of the A421 Corridor rather than the south. In 
terms of the location of a new railway station, this would need to be located within the existing rail corridor i.e. on the route of East-
West Rail. At this stage, it is not clear where stations for East-West Rail would be located, how many stations should be provided, 
and what funding is available to deliver new stations; we understand that stations would be provided at Bletchley and Winslow, and 
that Network Rail do not support additional stations on this route or the associated cost of providing them.  Furthermore, a new 
railway station needs to be deliverable and sufficient funding including from developer contributions would be required. We note that 
the 2010 Salden Chase scheme, for approximately 5,300 dwellings to the south west of Milton Keynes, reserved land for a railway 
station and park and ride site, which indicates the scale of development that is necessary to justify setting aside land for such uses. 
The SWMK Consortium’s current application, for 1,855 dwellings, does not justify land to be reserved for a park and ride site or a 
railway station.

We request that the following amendments are made to Policy D3:
• Correct the dwelling capacity of land within the SWMK Consortium site (Ref. NLV001) to
1,855 dwellings;
• Delete requirement for a Masterplan & Delivery SPD to be prepared;
• Insert additional text to identify place-shaping principles for development, which
includes the relevant requirements of Policy CS6 of the Milton Keynes Core Strategy and
Paragraph 4.50 of Draft VALP. The following principles from Policy CS6 have informed
the SWMK Consortium’s Planning Application:
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o a co-ordinated and well-designed development;
o a high quality urban extension based on the principles that have shaped the
existing City, including grid roads, redways and linear parks;
o a strategic, integrated and sustainable approach to water resource
management  to respect the character of the adjoining areas of the City; to extend linear parks in to the development; to assess traffic 
impact of development on road network within the City and the
rural area;  to protect a route for future construction of strategic link road where necessary;  to provide new social and commercial 
services and facilities or improve existing facilities; and o to secure appropriate developer contributions towards infrastructure that will 
support the development, including within the City.

Check the dwelling capacity of land at Shenley Road, Whaddon (Ref. WHA001) to ensure that the development can also delivery 
policy compliant levels of open space, sufficient landscape mitigation measures, and comply with other place-shaping principles;
• Remove any requirement for a park and ride site on SWMK Consortium site; and,
• Remove any requirement for a railway station on SWMK Consortium site.

Sustainability Appraisal
38. The Sustainability Appraisal Reasonable Alternatives Sites Report assesses the SWMK Consortium site (Ref. NLV001) against 
sustainability objectives and alternative sites. We support the overall conclusions of the SA Report, which identifies the SWMK 
Consortium site as ‘green’ and ‘suitable for housing or economic development’.
39. Section 3.23 of the SA Report provides the assessment of sites in the vicinity of Newton Longville, including Site Ref. NLV001. 
We note that the SA includes some negative comments about the SWMK Consortium site e.g. on landscape impact, access to health 
facilities, access by public transport, flood risk and loss of agricultural land. As set out above, the SWMK Consortium’s planning 
application was supported by a number of technical reports, which assessed the impact of the proposed development, and an 
Illustrative Masterplan. The proposed development has been designed as a standalone, yet integrated, new neighbourhood on the 
edge of Milton Keynes, providing residential, employment, education, retail, health and community uses. The assessment in the SA 
Report takes no account of the findings of the application technical reports, or the form and content of the proposed development. 
We have the following comments:
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Archaeology: The impact of the Proposed Development on the historic environment and archaeology was assessed in the 
Archaeology & Cultural Heritage Chapter of the
Environmental Statement for the SWMK Consortium’s planning application. The SWMK Consortium site contains four areas of late 
prehistoric/Roman settlement, but the proposed development has been designed to enable all four settlement areas to be preserved 
within the open space or school playing fields.

Landscape: The impact of the development on the landscape features is explained in the Landscape & Visual Chapter in the 
Environmental Statement. The landscape
features and the existing trees and hedgerows have been incorporated into theproposed development. The site is within a low 
sensitivity landscape character area
which generally lacks intrinsic features of landscape merit. Detailed consideration has been given to the green infrastructure and 
strategic landscaping on the western
and southern boundaries of the site to allow the development to be contained within a robust green infrastructure framework. 
Furthermore, the development proposals avoid locating built development on the elevated parts of the site, such as along Weasel 
Lane.

Milton Keynes Boundary Walk: The byway and cycle route and other public rights of way across the site, including the Milton Keynes 
Boundary Walk, will be retained and incorporated into the proposed development.
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Solutions (on behalf of 
Nick Moore, Brian and 
Harrison, Malcolm 
Cotton, Pauline and 
Jane Allum))

Policy D1 - Page 57 Aylesbury Garden Town – delivery of urban extensions and D1 and delivery of S2

Appendix A - Objection 
The reader is referred to representations above at the section referring to page 33, para 3.17 and 3.18 of the draft Local Plan for 
commentary on the delivery of larger sites. 
Policy D1 – provides for the delivery of 8,221 homes and refers to Appendix 1 for a list of ALL potential housing allocations. Policy D1 
does not provide for any phasing of the housing allocations across the Plan period. 

Appeal Decision - Hampden Fields
On 26th January 2015 the Secretary of State confirmed the decision of Inspector Rose on the Hampden Fields (up to 3,000 
dwellings) appeal. The key issue on the Hampden Fields appeal was the single and substantial infrastructure issue of highways and 
transportation needs. It understood there is an undetermined application with the Council seeking to address this key issue. There 
are clear and substantial issues with the delivery of the site still to be addressed and even if approved or allowed at appeal this site 
will not start to deliver until atleast 3 to 5 years from now. This former appeal/current application site lies close to Aston Clinton and  

Appendix A and identifying more sites to meet the five year housing supply 
Appendix A details the potential sites to be allocated. For Aylesbury this qualifies a range of very large sites, with Hampden Fields 
being the largest at 3,060 units. This appeal/current application site lies close to Aston Clinton. In terms of allocating development 
which will meet the required five year housing land supply in the first years of the Plan it is therefore logical to redirect a portion of the 
identified growth (which will meet that requirement) close to the larger sites which will also bring employment land.

See below for the representations on Larger Villages and Aston Clinton and on the inclusion of the suitable site reference AST005 
(see amended site area at document reference AST/NW 05/09/2016) at Appendix A.

VALP16-09-08-01235 Duncan Hartley (Rural 
Solutions (on behalf of 
Nick Moore, Brian and 
Harrison, Malcolm 
Cotton, Pauline and 
Jane Allum))

Policy D2 - Page 65 New settlement and D2
Comment : See above (page 35 and 37 references) for commentary on delivery of new settlement and 6,000 dwellings.
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Solutions (on behalf of 
Nick Moore, Brian and 
Harrison, Malcolm 
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Policy D5 - Objection 
Paragraph 4.65 qualifies a growth of 22% on the existing housing stock for Larger Villages in the plan period.We object to the 
approach that “no village will be allocated more than their housing requirement in the Local Plan if there is unused capacity.  The 
rationale for this objection is the need to meet the required five year housing land supply for the larger villages to enable certainty of 
delivery on the housing requirement in the early stage of the VALP.
Paragraph 4.67 qualifies that additional development will be permitted in exceptional circumstances in larger villages where it can be 
demonstrated that allocated sites are not coming forward at the anticipated rate.
Objection: it is not clear what the anticipated rates of delivery are for the housing requirements across the plan period.
A holding objection has to be made therefore until we have sight of the delivery rates. This comment is also set in the context of the 
proposed increase to the % allocation to Larger Villages to meet the five year housing land supply position.
Paragraph 4.70 states that the larger villages have an oversupply of suitable sites either as committed development or though sites 
being identified as suitable for housing in the HELAA.  
Comment: the oversupply applies only to a handful of larger villages, one of which is Aston Clinton. The actual picture is that a 
significant number (8 of the 12) of the larger villages fall short of their housing requirement.
Object to no allocations in Aston Clinton due to consideration that housing requirement is met.    Representation agrues that 
sustainable development is possible in Ashton Clinton.
Policy D5 provides for a housing requirements for larger villages of 2,174.
Objection – ‘Minimum’ and the Figure
The allocated housing figure for Larger Villages at Policy D5 is expressed as a maximum. Rural Solutions object to this policy 
wording and request the following revision:
“D5 Housing development at larger villages The housing requirement for larger villages is a minimum of x,xxx homes…..”
See the representations above on reference page 30, Policy S2, on maximum and minimum figures.
Further to the representations above concerning the need for delivery of a 5 year housing land supply and the ability of the Larger 
Villages to assist in meeting that requirement (where there will be shortfall from the larger sites at Aylesbury, the new settlement etc) 
it is recommended that the requirement be significantly higher for the larger villages. Rural Solutions propose to work with the Council 
in defining the final figure; we (collectively) do not currently have the evidence base with which to suggest a final figure. What Rural 
Solutions can state, which we have already done so above, is that Aston Clinton should receive a minimum additional allocation of 
200 units to enable delivery of the shortfall.

VALP16-09-08-01236 J.R. Stevens Policy D6 - I refer to the draft Local Plan currently open for consultation. As a long term resident of Bierton village I have been 
appalled at the heavy handed decisions by AVDC to sanction a grotesque major development (Kingswood) trebling the size of the 
village and totally destroying its character. An undertaking was given by AVDC at the time of approval that no further development 
would be permitted in the village.
I am pleased to see that within the draft plan (para 4.78) that no further developments will be allowed in the Parish of Bierton with 
Broughton. This aspect of the draft plan I fully support. I also note the comments in paras 9.15-9.20 concerning the land North of 
Bierton having a "high landscape value#" This area should be designated as an "Area of Attractive Landscape".
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VALP16-09-08-01238 Bob and Clare Holland Policy D7 - I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 

being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. 
In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field areas, which are significantly 
more suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.�
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.�
• There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts. �
• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.�
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.�
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 
asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
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VALP16-09-08-01238 Bob and Clare Holland • It is essential to a village to have farmed land. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be 

used if there are alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference. �
• Development of the land at the end of Stepnells would be intrusive in the countryside and would result in the loss of open land that 
forms part of the rural setting of Marsworth.�
• There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 
the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
• The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 
Marsworth’s building allocation.�
• The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 
Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.�
• The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 
be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them.�
• The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings. �
• The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 
centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.

VALP16-09-08-01239 Helen Hupton (West 
Bletchley Council)

Policy D3 - Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP): Draft Plan Consultation
I am writing on behalf of West Bletchley Council in response to the current
consultation on the Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
We note that 52 Spatial strategy for growth allocates growth at sites adjacent to
Milton Keynes with the provision for 4,27 4 homes and that Policy 03 makes
provision for a strategic allocation for 3,924 dwellings on land adjacent to the parish
of West Bletchley in Milton Keynes.
We further note that Policy 03 refers to consideration of how the rural settlements
within Aylesbury Vale will be protected from the negative impacts of development but
affords no protection to the neighbouring parishes, including West Bletchley.
We consider that this proposed housing growth would place an unacceptable burden
on both our transport infrastructure and local services.
We reiterate, therefore, our opposition to the proposed allocation of land, to the west
of our parish and within Aylesbury Vale, for housing growth.
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VALP16-09-08-01240 Ray & Lesley Cooper Policy D2 - We have grave concerns over plans to site a massive amount of housing in/around Haddenham. We understand that 

additional housing has to be provided and realise that Haddenham will inevitably grow considerably. However the idea that a New 
Settlement could be sited alongside Haddenham seems ludicrous.

he infrastructure that is being suggested is one reason that Haddenham is favourite to become the area of new settlement is already 
at bursting point. The station is constantly busy and during commuter times the trains are standing room only. Parking around the 
station is atrocious, even with a purpose built station car-park, and will only get worse. Although the station is called a Parkway, it is 
right on the edge of the village and directly affects villagers both immediately around and those trying to use thevillage roads. 
The roads that link Haddenham with Thame and Aylesbury are at a standstill in the mornings and the minor changes suggested will 
not allow for the increased traffic that a new settlement will bring.

Thame, with its own additional developments is going to struggle to cope with a new settlement, shops, schools and roads.

Is a new settlement really justified?  
With Brexit the numbers of houses required may change and this cannot now be accurately predicted.
Development in surrounding councils MUST be to the same density as AVDC (WDC being 12-15 as opposed to AVDC 30-35 dph). If 
they put forward plans that were of same density per hectare there would be no requirement for neighbouring councils to step in)
It seems to me that councils who have acted fastest are being able to shift unmet needs to other councils and those that are later in 
reviewing their plans are being penalised and having to soak up surrounding councils.

More specifically in response to the VALP documents available on the AVDC website, we would like to further raise the points below. 
The black text is text contained within VALP documents, red text are our comments and with txt highlighted in places.
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VALP16-09-08-01240 Ray & Lesley Cooper New Settlement Scoping Study Context

1.20
iii. Are capable of accommodating new development within the pattern of existing land uses and would not be detrimental to the 
character and setting of existing settlements;  
A new settlement would most definitely be detrimental to Haddenham as it currently exists,  a historic village with a number of listed 
buildings and a conservation area. Often listed in top places to live. Many of existing families in the village have been here for 
generations. A community spirit.

1.23 It is necessary for the Study to consider and take into account committed and planned infrastructure projects including:  
• The East-West Rail Line - due to open in 2019. This will connect Aylesbury to Milton Keynes and Oxford/Bicester with a new station 
at Winslow, in the north of Aylesbury Vale.  • The proposed Oxford to Cambridge Expressway -  which aims to provide a high quality 
road link between the two cities potentially on the route of the A421 via Bedford and Milton Keynes will traverse the District. The 
detailed route for this has yet to be confirmed.  • The High Speed 2 Rail Line - which is also set to run through the District with the 
route passing Wendover, Stoke Mandeville, Aylesbury, Waddesdon, Quainton and Calvert; and a planned maintenance depot 
expected to be delivered at Calvert. • Chiltern Evergreen Project – providing a direct rail link from the Chiltern Main Line at Bicester 
through to Oxford, with a new station at Oxford Parkway.  Winslow is seen as less favourable as it hasn’t got its station but here is 
says that the new station,which will be built in time for proposed settlement, is to be taken into consideration. Also the fact that the 
station is not yet built means it could be built to purpose, whereas Haddenhams existing provision will have to be adapted to cater for 
an increased commuter population which will inevitably lead to disruption to village and existing users of the station

Policy Context for New Settlements
2.7 We have taken forward this definition in this Study, which therefore considers the potential for a new freestanding settlement or 
one which would enlarge an existing settlement by more than 50% of the population/dwellings   
According to your statistics Haddenham had, in 2011, a population of 3700 (living in roughly 2500 houses), adding a new settlement 
of 4500 is likely to increase the population of Haddenham in the region of  300%  and is considerable more than 50% -  in what way 
is this not  detrimental to the character and setting of existing settlements (see point 1.2 above)

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 403 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01240 Ray & Lesley Cooper 2.8 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) refers to ‘new settlements’ with regard to boosting the supply of new homes as 

part of larger scale developments stating that these should conform to the principles of Garden Cities. Paragraph 52 in the 
Framework outlines that: “The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, 
such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities. Working with the 
support of their communities, local planning authorities should consider whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving 
sustainable development. In doing so, they should consider whether it is appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining any 
such new development”  As members of the Haddenham Community (and as was evident at recent meeting held) we don’t think you 
will get the support of the communities.

2.14 Instead the report urged the reform of the New Towns Act 1981 to give local authorities (rather than Central Government) the 
power to create new garden villages of 1,500 – 5,000 homes. Developments of this scale would not require the scale of infrastructure 
of a new garden city/ towns 
and could thus be brought forward more quickly and be less politically difficult; but could sustain everyday services. The report 
proposes that land could be acquired through a modernised new towns act, which allows land to be acquired with a compensation 
package at a flat rate of 150% of market value, and the value uplift ringfenced to provide infrastructure for the new community.
This seems to contradict the earlier statements and suggests that less infrastructure and services would be provided which is going 
to increase the strain on already overstretched infrastructure in locality.
1.26 The delivery of a new settlement is inevitably likely to result in a need for substantial investment in infrastructure – in highways 
improvements, public transport infrastructure, utilities infrastructure (in water, waste water, electricity and gas), in social/ community 
infrastructure (which includes health, education, sports facilities and other local services) and in green infrastructure (including open 
space). The focus of this initial feasibility study has been on seeking to identify showstoppers which preclude delivery of strategic 
development at specific locations. This is likely to relate in particular to physical infrastructure (transport/ utilities).  
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2.17 The prospectus was divided into two parts. The first part invites expressions of interest for new ‘garden villages’ of between 
1,500 to 10,000 homes; against a context whereby the Government has indicated its intention to support up to 12 new garden village 
proposals.8  The prospectus states that “the garden village must be a new discrete settlement, and not an extension of an existing 
town or village. This does not exclude proposals where there are already a few existing homes.” This must rule out Haddenham as 
being developed as a Garden Village which would have afforded some benefits not available if not developed as such.

2.27 Planning is also expected to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes, minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, and preventing soil, air, water 
and noise pollution or land instability (Para 109). Plans are expected to allocate land with the least environmental and amenity value 
for development, including through re-use of previously developed land which is not of high environmental value. Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty and European designated wildlife sites are given the highest degree of protection; with land within or 
likely to have an impact on Sites of Special Scientific Interest expected to be avoided. Development of Ancient Woodland is also to 
be avoided. 

3.11 ‘Best and most versatile agricultural land’ (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land Classification) is included as a Category 2 
constraint; taking account of the protection afforded to it by Paragraph 112 in the Framework. Other Category 2 constraints include 
wildlife and geodiversity designations and landscape character/ sensitivity; as supported by Paragraphs 109, 118 and 170 in the 
NPPF.   The suggested Haddenham site to the west of the railway is high quality agricultural land that is currently being farmed.
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VALP16-09-08-01240 Ray & Lesley Cooper 2.31 The form of any new settlement – i.e. whether it is a free standing settlement or urban extension, also poses different 

challenges. The benefits of urban extensions include linking into existing infrastructure networks such as transport, jobs and social 
infrastructure, and they can also be perceived as having fewer environmental impacts. Equally new standalone settlements provide 
the opportunity and the economies of scale to truly fulfill the ambitions of sustainable development by delivering multiple benefits 
including zero carbon design, sustainable transport and local food sourcing. They also avoid the impact of sequential development 
around existing communities.
Haddenham is currently a rural community not an urban community.

2.38 Evidently therefore a new settlement which is at some distance to these existing service centres would be required to 
accommodate a greater range of services than one based for instance on the growth of an existing large service centre or one which 
is geographically close to an existing town or service centre This suggestion that services for an addition 4500 houses over and 
above what is already provided for (and being currently stretched) seems to again contradict point above (1.26). Haddenhams 
services (schoolsmedicalshops) along with Thame and their own expected growth will not be able to deal with the increased demand.

Knitting in to the Existing Settlement Network  
2.51 The proposed location for any potential new settlement needs to appropriately correspond and connect with the existing network 
of settlements.   The key word in this statement is appropriately
2.52 There are two different pathways to achieving this. Firstly there may be opportunities to situate a new settlement close to an 
existing settlement(s) which would allow the new settlement to utilise infrastructure and services at the existing settlement. This could 
support deliverability through using (and where appropriate upgrading and supplementing) existing services, limiting high upfront 
costs associated with delivering new infrastructure which have a particular impact on borrowing costs and viability.  Again 
contradicting 1.26 

VALP16-09-08-01240 Ray & Lesley Cooper 2.55 It is considered appropriate that a new settlement knits into the pattern of existing settlements, being of an appropriate size and 
scale given the immediate context and relationship to surrounding settlements.  This is an important consideration in respect of both 
settlement size and function; as well as in delivery terms How can nearly 300% increase be classed as appropriate in size and scale.

After looking at the VALP documents and attenting recent roadshows and meetings, I want to question both the need for a new 
settlement (anywhere) and in particular in Haddenham.

In summary Haddenham is a village it is not a town, it currently has in the region of 2500 houses with around 5000 inhabitants – 
increasing numbers by adding the settlement will completely destroy the nature of the village which has historic roots, an excellent 
community spirit and a conservation area.   Surely the existing inhabitants of the village, many whose families have lived here for 
generations and others who have worked incredibly hard to be able to live in a “village” environment, should be protected.
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VALP16-09-08-01241 Mrs J.C Stevens Policy D6 - I refer to the draft Local Plan currently open for consultation. As a long term resident of Bierton village I have been 

appalled at the heavy handed decisions by AVDC to sanction a grotesque major development (Kingswood) trebling the size of the 
village and totally destroying its character. An undertaking was given by AVDC at the time of approval that no further development 
would be permitted in the village.
I am pleased to see that within the draft plan (para 4.78) that no further developments will be allowed in the Parish of Bierton with 
Broughton. This aspect of the draft plan I fully support. I also note the comments in paras 9.15-9.20 concerning the land North of 
Bierton having a "high landscape value". This area should be designated as an "Area of Attractive Landscape".
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Hosking
Policy D2 - We write in response to the draft plan consultation. Although we have a postal address of Longwick we are however in 
the Aston Sandford Parish and so are residents of AVDC. We have read the draft plan, along with the new settlement scoping study, 
and we have numerous comments we wish you to consider.
We do not agree that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan should include a new settlement as outlined in paragraphs 4.27 to 4.43. We 
understand that this is as a result of the unmet need from Wycombe, South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils. We understand the 
importance of the legal requirement for council’s to cooperate as outlined in paragraphs 1.10 to 1.13. This duty however works both 
ways and we strongly feel that the other district councils who are pushing their unmet need onto AVDC need to work harder to meet 
their unmet need themselves. We have replied to the draft Wycombe local plan consultation urging them to do more to meet its need 
of 15,000 homes by 2033 as AVDC has a need for 21,300 homes without the other councils unmet need. We are led to believe that 
Wycombe’s new housing density is 12 houses per hectare, whereas AVDC’s is substantially higher at 30 to 35 houses per hectare. 
AVDC are reviewing their greenbelt areas, something which Wycombe, and other neighbouring district councils also need to do and 
perhaps they could consider a new settlement in their areas to meet their unmet need rather than pushing it onto AVDC.
In connection with the new settlement scoping study, we understand that the consultants were given a free rein with no stipulations 
about where the development could or could not be located and that they have come up with two front runners – Haddenham and 
Winslow. There are two options in Haddenham – one to the western side of Haddenham in close proximity to Haddenham and 
Thame Parkway and the A418 to Thame and one to the south-east near the villages of Aston Sandford, Ford and Owlswick. There 
are also two options in Winslow but both options include development on the former airfield site to the north of Winslow – a 
landscape described in the new settlement scoping study as relatively poor in condition with a weak sense of place, due to a large 
part of the area being a disused airfield where the ground has been levelled and field pattern removed.
In paragraph 1.20 of the plan, AVDC state that they have already completed the land availability study and that this, along with other 
evidence will be presented to the inspector who undertakes the public inquiry into the new local plan will need to be convinced that 
the evidence which supports it is robust. When looking at the call for sites information on AVDC website, we could not see land at 
either of the two options for Haddenaham on the call for sites list. We have queried this with AVDC and Louise Anderson confirmed 
on 25 August that the landowners have not promoted the areas of land at Haddenham to AVDC and that they need to continue 
discussions to understand whether the land is available. Being local farmers, living in the Aston Sandford Parish and farming near 
Ford, we know (and are in fact related to) a number of the landowners who own the land to the south-east of Haddnenham near the 
village of Aston Sandford which is proposed as a site in the draft plan. We have it on good authority that the majority of the 
landowners are opposed to the proposed development. As such the proposal to the south-east of Haddenham would therefore not 
meet the tests of soundness set out in the NPPF and is not deliverable.
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Hosking
Furthermore, on reviewing the Housing and Economic Development Land Availability Assessment (2015) for Haddenham, it would 
appear that land between Station Road and Thame Road (HAD014), land west of Thame and Haddenham Parkway (HAD022), Land 
northwest of Snakemoor Nature Reserve (HAD023) and land South of Aylesbury Road (HAD024) are all deemed as unsuitable as 
the sites are poorly connected as they are located on the opposite side of the mainline railway, which currently forms a well-defined 
boundary to Haddenham. Site HAD014 is also in a sensitive landscape which is exposed to views from the north and panoramic long 
distance views to the south. Sites HAD022, HAD023 and HAD024 also have poor highway access. We are therefore confused as to 
why a new settlement in these locations, and extending beyond, would be acceptable and suitable.
Contained within paragraph 2.4 ‘a vision for Aylesbury Vale’ is a statement that ‘a new settlement (the first in Buckinghamshire since 
Milton Keynes in the 1960’s) will be under development, creating a new community which will be appropriately located and supported 
by a range of facilities. New infrastructure and employment opportunities will be in place to allow residents to live, work and recreate 
in and around the new settlement.’ If this is the case then the argument that the front runners of Haddenham and Winslow are front 
runners because of their train station / proposed train station is irrelevant as residents should be able to live and work in and around 
the new settlement not commute out of the communities effectively leaving them dormant in the day. It also talks of creating a new 
community which will be appropriately located. If the new settlement were to go ahead to the south-east of Haddenham near the 
village of Aston Sandford, you would be tearing a very close knit parish in two. We currently live in the Aston Sandford parish but not 
in Aston Sandford village itself. We are very much part of the community in Aston Sandford, as are other outlying residents of the 
parish and to insert a new community in between Aston Sandford village and its outlying parishioners would be irresponsible and not 
sustainably locating the new settlement.
Policy S1 ‘Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale’ talks of building integrated communities with existing populations. A new 
settlement would present massive challenges for this due to the large numbers of housing and people moving to the area.
Policy S1 also talks about minimising impacts on heritage assets, sensitive landscapes and biodiversity.
Policy BE1 Heritage assets states that ‘proposals for development will not be permitted if they cause harm to the character or 
appearance of conservation areas, their settings or any associated views of or from the conservation area.’
Policy NE3 Landscape character and locally important landscape state that ‘to ensure that the landscape character is maintained, 
development must have regard to the Aylesbury Vale Landscape
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Hosking
Character Assessment 2008 (as amended 2015) and recognise the individual character and distinctiveness of particular landscape 
character areas set out in the assessment. Development should consider the role of the landscape character area and be grouped 
where possible with existing buildings to minimise impact on visual amenity; be located to avoid the loss of important on-site views 
and off-site views towards important landscape features; reflect local character and distinctiveness in terms of settlement form and 
field pattern, spacing height, scale, plot share and size, elevations, roofline and pitch, overall colour, texture and boundary treatment; 
minimise the impact of lighting to avoid blurring the distinction between urban and rural areas, and in areas which are intrinsically 
dark and to avoid light pollution to the night sky, ensure that the buildings and any outdoor storage and parking areas are not visually 
prominent in the landscape, not generate an unacceptable level and / or frequency of noise in areas relatively undisturbed by noise 
and valued for their recreational or amenity value. Development that adversely affects this character will not be permitted unless 
appropriate mitigation can be secured.’
Paragraph 9.21 states ‘the most important landscape in the district is the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.’
Policy NE4 The Chilterns AONB and setting states ‘planning permission for any major development affecting the setting or 
application of the AONB will not be granted unless it can be demonstrated it conserves and enhances the Chiltern AONB’s special 
qualities, distinctive character, tranquillity and remoteness; is appropriate to the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of the 
area or is desirable for its understanding and enjoying.’
The Aston Sandford option for a new settlement would be within sight and close proximity of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB). It is also very near Conservation Areas in the villages of Aston Sandford, Ilmer and Owlswick. There is also 
a Scheduled Ancient Momument being the Medieval Settlement East of Waldridge Manor near Owlswick. It is also a very rural area 
which is intrinsically dark at night. For these reasons, it would not be a suitable location for a new settlement and would go against 
what is stated in policies BE1, NE3 and NE4.
Paragraph 3.27 states ‘the council will seek to preserve the character and identities of neighbouring settlements or communicates. 
The council will resist development that would compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements, especially 
where gaps between them are already small.’ This would be of major concern for any of the new settlement proposals. For example 
the Aston Sandford proposal shows buffer zones between the proposed new settlement and Aston Sandford, Ford and Owlswick. We 
have seen locally in Longwick that a buffer zone between Longwick and the proposed expansion of Princes Risborough is no more 
than 50 metres.
This sentiment is continued in policy S3 ‘Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development’. It states that ‘in considering applications 
for building in the countryside the council will have regard to maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to 
built-up areas that might lead to coalescence between settlements’.
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Hosking
Policy S5 ‘Infrastructure’ refers to avoiding placing additional burden on the existing community by providing appropriate on- and off 
site infrastructure. A new settlement as proposed in the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan would place an enormous burden on the existing 
communities. For example when we moved to our current address we were told that we could not register to be patients at the 
doctors surgery in Haddenham, despite living in the parish of Aston Sandford and it being our closest doctors surgery. The local 
roads to Haddenham and Thame Parkway are not suitable for the level of traffic that would be generated by the scale of the 
development to the south-east of Haddenham. The cost of upgrading the local road network would not be viable or feasible and the 
landscape and
environmental impact of such upgrades and traffic generation would not accord with the guidance in the NPPF to protect valued 
landscapes. Having commuted to Banbury from Haddenham and Thame Parkway from our current address, we feel that the 
proposed site to the south-east of Haddenham is a significant distance from the train station and as such there would be the 
dependence on the use of private cars to get to the station. This is contrary to the aims of the NPPF to encourage sustainable 
transport proposals. We have no gas supply to our house. Nor do we have mains drainage. This would surely cause an issue and 
large cost if the new development was to be sited in the Aston Sandford parish.
When specifically considering the contents of paragraphs 4.27 to 4.43 in the plan ‘Delivering a new settlement’ we have the following 
comments:
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Hosking
‘Sites at Haddenham are marginally preferable to the site at Winslow because it already has a railway station with a good service, 
including to London, whereas the station and railways service at Winslow are not in place yet’. Although the service to London and 
Birmingham, and stations in between, is generally good, the station itself at Haddenham is fairly poor. Having recently undergone a 
facelift, it still only has one ticket booth, two ticket issuing machines, limited toilets and the provision of shelter on the platforms is still 
inadequate. There are ongoing parking issues at the station due to the amount of spaces and cost of parking at the station. As a 
result the surrounding streets and residential areas are overwhelmed with commuters parking unsuitably in residential areas and 
neighbouring streets. The station at Winslow which has not yet been built could mitigate against all of these issues as it is a blank 
canvass. As paragraph 3.6 outlines, the East West rail project link between Reading, Didcot, Oxford, Bicester, Aylesbury, Milton 
Keynes, Bedford, Cambridge, Norwich and Ipswich. Phase 2 will extend the Chiltern Line northwards, beyond Aylesbury, to link up 
with the new station at Winslow, making Winslow a better proposal in the longer term as the station will give train users many more 
options than just London and Birmingham and the stations in between, which is what Haddenham has to offer. It is also important for 
AVDC to be aware of South Oxfordshire District Council’s local plan which proposes a new settlement also. The front runners are a 
site at Chalgrove and a site at Harrington, near J7 of M40. One of the justifications for each of these sites is their proximity to 
Haddenham and Thame Parkway – 19 minutes by car from Chalgrove and 12 minutes by car from Harrington, assuming, we 
presume, no traffic. This will place an additional burden on local roads and the train station itself. Where is the duty to cooperate with 
South Oxfordshire District Council? Where is the cross border joined up thinking?
The plan states that ‘Haddenham is close to the higher-order services provided by Thame, is closer to a range of employment 
location and to the motorway network than Winslow.’ This is true but the services provided by Thame are going to be immensely 
stretched even without a new settlement being built near Haddenham. This is because there is already a large expansion of both 
Haddenham and Thame proposed. As mentioned above, South Oxfordshire District Council also have two new settlement proposal 
front runners of Charlgrove and Harrington (near J7 of M40). Both of these are in close proximity to Thame and the Thame 
Councillors have a very big concern about two new settlements in two different counties and district councils both relying on its 
services. The roads to and from the motorways will also be stretched because of the lack of joined up thinking by the different 
counties and districts.
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Your plan states that ‘4,500 dwellings during the period up to 2033 due to long lead times typical of development at this scale but the 
new settlement could continue to grow after the end of the plan period but would be dependent on the capacity of the site selected.’ 
This, we feel, removes the justification for Haddenham being the marginally preferable option for a new settlement location when 
comparing it to Winslow. The train station at Winslow will be completed by the time the houses are built.
It concerns us greatly that AVDC are still awaiting critical transport evidence to inform the viability and deliverability of either site. 
Surely this should have been considered before sites were even included in the draft plan as it is such an important issue.
It also concerns us that work has not yet reached the stage of defining exact boundaries and the design of the new settlement. You 
are asking for people’s opinions about the draft new settlement by using fuzzy orange blobs. If Haddenham is currently 2,000 homes 
and the proposed new garden village to the south-east of Haddenham is perhaps 7,000 homes eventually, then why is the orange 
blob representing this potential development smaller than the size of Haddenham? It is very misleading to present this information in 
the way you have, especially when you have used maps without roads on.
Having chosen to live in a rural location with character and a good sense of community we cannot understand why people would 
want to live on a new settlement that would perhaps have the feel of Fairford Leys or Berryfields but not be near retail areas for 
example that they are in Fairford Leys or Berryfields. The Vale of Aylesbury plan mention that the ‘council and other stakeholders will 
create a new settlement which will be a great place to live, work and grow. It will provide a balanced mix of facilities to ensure that it 
meets the needs and aspirations of new and existing residents.’ We do not know how you think you can achieve this. Existing 
residents in the Aston Sandford parish have chosen to live in a rural location and would not want to live near somewhere that 
resembled Fairford Leys or Berryfields. Haddenham itself is already a community divided by the commuters’ vs locals. Such a large 
development is not going to bring Haddenham together.
You state that you will ‘ensure that high quality walking, cycling and public transport links to and from both the existing settlement and 
to the station are provided. With the aim to reduce the reliance on the car whilst creating a walkable environment with integration with 
public transport routes and key local facilities.’ There is no public transport that currently links Aston Sandford, Ford or Owlswick or 
anywhere in the middle to Haddenham and the new settlement proposal to the south-east of Haddenham, at least, is a substantial 
distance to the station and would result in the reliance on the car. Even if public transport was provided, the local road network would 
struggle to cope with buses regularly travelling along the winding country roads. This would probably mean that public transport 
would use the A roads and go via Thame, causing yet more congestion on already congested roads. There are no dedicated direct 
footpaths from Aston Sandford to Haddenham, although there are footpaths throughout the Aston Sandford parish. Policy C4 
Protection of public rights of way states that ‘there are no negative visual impacts on the setting and amenity of existing rights of way.’ 
This policy will not be achievable for those areas affected if a new settlement remains in the local plan.
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You state that the ‘form and layout should protect neighbouring communities from direct and indirect negative impacts.’ We do not 
see how a new settlement of 4,500 houses by 2033 could do this. It would have a massive negative impact on the neighbouring 
communities wherever it is sited.
Our final point in connection with the new settlement proposal to the south-east of Haddenham near the villages of Aston Sandford, 
Ford and Owlswick is a point that was raised to Tracey Aldworth, the director of planning at AVDC, at the Haddenham public 
meeting. Having applied for a rural workers dwelling at our farm near Ford and having had it recommended for refusal by the 
planning officers when it went to the planning committee because it was, and we quote ‘an intrusive and unjustified form of 
development in the countryside which would detract from the intrinsic character and beauty of the area’ we wanted to know how 
AVDC could then propose 7,000 houses, three to four fields away from that one dwelling that caused such an issue. Tracey Aldworth 
replied to tell us that this was a different matter. We strongly disagree. The only word AVDC could remove from the quote is 
‘unjustified’ (in their eyes anyhow). Such a development WOULD BE AN INTRUSIVE FORM OF
DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE WHICH WOULD DETRACT FROM THE INTRINSIC CHARACTER AND BEAUTY OF 
THE AREA. And this is why we have gone to great lengths to read your plan and supporting documents and why our reply is of such 
a long length. We therefore strongly urge you to remove the new settlement proposal from your local plan.

VALP16-09-08-01243 Jack Bedwell Policy D1 - I would like to register my thorough disagreement with your flawed proposals for the VALP, my disagreement is outlined 
below.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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Having to quote which paragraph the comments relate to. This I presume is to make it easier for planning to list objections. However, 
this is not user friendly for the general public.

My comments as a resident of Weston Turville would be:

1. This plan seeks to increase the number of new dwellings from 6000 to 30000 over a 25 year period. I f I may point out, that AVDC 
during the public inquiry stated on several occasions that 6000 was the correct number. Now I appreciate that during that Inquiry 
additional numbers were identified and added to the grand total due to differences in the Statistics being produced by the Office for 
National Statistics. 

These figure were accepted by AVDC and the Independent Inspector. Along with AVDC position that Hampden Fields application 
was premature and not needed. I see now that there is an application for the same number of houses however, slightly less cramped 
towards Hampden Hall. 

I have looked very carefully at the area around Weston Turville as this is where I live. I see that the proposal lists a possible 
development at the bottom of Worlds End Lane adjacent to the beginning of Weston Turville Village. Secondly, Hampden Fields is 
again on the agenda. Both of these developments would coalesce Weston Turville into the two towns: Wendover and Aylesbury, 
therefore the identity of Weston Turville would be lost. Might I remind AVDC that over 10000 people objected to the original Hampden 
Fields Planning application. Perhaps you should take those same objections forward against this local plan. 

2. Whilst this plan is in draft form I would have expected enough detail as to where planning permission was likely. I have read the 
document that analysis each area and gives a grade. The traffic analysis should have been detailed, so that the average person 
could understand the proposals. At the Public Inquiry much was made of the Gyratory System in Aylesbury and reading the outline 
application for Hampden Fields this is totally ignored. As it is in the local plan. Indeed Hampden Fields is actively listed as a site for 
3000 houses along with business units.
Aylesbury has over the last twenty five years missed out on producing decent roads of dual carriageway status that would have made 
the Vale appealing to new businesses. I would say that Forward Plans have been lacking in foresight for a long time and needs to 
have a major shakeup in both personnel and thinking.
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VALP16-09-08-01244 Hugh Gwilliams

3. AVDC is seeking to have Aylesbury designated a garden town, this will bring with it Government money to pay for infrastructure. 
Again detailed as money for roads etc. The NPPF states that planning should be sustainable therefore, infrastructure should be 
included within the planning application. A Garden Town also brings with it additional housing requirements that this area cannot 
possible accept unless to the detriment of the local vistas and views.
4. Employment: whilst it is to be commended that AVDC seeks to increase the number of jobs created to help reduce the number of 
out commuting that takes place. Of all the site given planning permission over the last say 10 years the number of jobs created has 
been woefully short to the point of lacking in any substance. This just adds to the traffic on the roads in and around Aylesbury.

AVDC has agreed planning to the North and East of Aylesbury, yet there is an area in-between that begs to be build on, yet 
Hampden Fields is the development of choice of AVDC as it reputedly delivers a East West link road. All this does is shift traffic from 
one road to another.

5. I have spent 11 years working with Weston Turville Parish Council and AVDC to support planning applications and where 
necessary raise objections. I have also worked within the forward plans SHLAA to identify additional building areas. This Draft Local 
Plan in my opinion is the poorest that I have see come out of AVDC, and only creates the image of a new town that will coalesce 
several areas into one big town of Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-08-01245 Deborah O’Brien 
(Padbury Parish 
Council)

Policy D1 - 4.17 As observed in our general comments, the promotion of Aylesbury as a ‘Garden Town’ smacks of solving ‘First 
World’ problems at the expense of the more rural areas, where shortfalls in infrastructure and facilities are both chronic and at a very 
basic level. Is it really ‘the
principal retail and service centre in the district’, when across County boundaries there are massive (and growing) retail outlets at 
both Bicester and Milton Keynes? These are equally accessible from the northern part of the Vale. See 4.119 where the Plan 
discusses this further. Should this really be seen to be such a major priority for the Plan? Similar comments apply to Policy D12.

As previously observed, the transport implications for Aylesbury and its immediate surroundings have been assessed, but not the 
impact on (for example) the A413.
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VALP16-09-08-01245 Deborah O’Brien 

(Padbury Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - The assessment of the New Settlement Scoping Study says that Winslow has ‘modest employment’. It also makes much 
of E-W rail and the A421 expressway, but is very optimistic about completion dates of both of these. It also mentions the school but 
does not recognise its state of development. Given that there would be a great deal of coalescence and encroachment into open 
countryside associated with this option, we find it difficult to understand how this can be a viable one, based on sustainability.

Why is the VALP apparently supporting the further development of Milton Keynes to the west, when the city has significant 
undeveloped areas of land to the east?
4.75 Our comments on the settlement hierarchy (above) hold good for this too. We also have little confidence that AVDC will stand by 
D6, which states ‘This will be delivered through the allocation of the most sustainable ‘suitable’ sites at the villages’, when an AOP 
was recently approved for an ‘unsuitable’ site (under HELAA) at the edge of this village.

VALP16-09-08-01245 Deborah O’Brien 
(Padbury Parish 
Council)

Policy D9 - D9, 4.95 and 4.96 We note the proposal to decrease employment land, in favour of more housing. This plan therefore 
seems to be encouraging increased commuting to Milton Keynes, Bicester and Aylesbury (and beyond them to Cambridge, Oxford 
and London), because that’s where the employment will be. House prices will be raised to dormitory town levels as these better paid 
jobs (required to cover the commuting costs) increase the lending multiples and crowd out local people. We question the 
sustainability credentials of that strategy.

VALP16-09-08-01246 Jayne Tree-Booker Policy D6 - I have been most concerned reading and finding out about AVDC proposed plan to build over 40 houses in the village of 
Marsworth. This village, where I have lived for 23 years, is very small with no amenities for current residents let alone adding more to 
the population.
There are no shops, there are very few opportunities for employment, with public transport service at an absolute minimum. Just this 
week the bus service has been reduced to Tring, which is the nearest town 3 miles away. 

Whilst I appreciate the need for more housing and particularly affordable housing for the most needy, why build in an area that cannot 
offer services, work, transport or schools, doctors and mobility? The land proposed is greenbelt, and currently working land overseen 
and operated by the local farmer, I have attached a picture taken yesterday, you can see the tractor working. This proposed plan 
makes no sense, there must be other suitable areas to construct the proposed volume of housing.

I urge the planning offices to seriously reconsider any proposal for this area. Houses need to be built where people need them. Not in 
small villages that have no services or amenities, unless you like walking two miles to the nearest shop.

The only school in the village has maximum a capacity of 30 places for only 5 to seven year olds. I would also urge a review of the 
strategy document that identifies Marsworth as a medium size village. I understand the points system used for this calculation is 
severely flawed with the allocation of the points for this village and no way does it reach the criteria for a medium size village and 
should be recategorised as small.
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VALP16-09-08-01248 Anthony Franks Policy D3 - This email is the corrected version of last night’s submission which was inadvertently submitted in draft format before 

final proof reading.  Please use this version.

I am writing to register my comments on the VALP, in the hope that localism is - in fact - a policy, not a soundbite.
I live in Newton Longville (NL).  
We are constantly under siege from developers who wish to surround the village.
I write strongly to suggest that the Salden Chase planned development - otherwise known as the SWMK proposal - and the Dagnall 
House development - are highly premature, as the proposals precede the publication of the VALP, and our village Local Plan.
As I see it, the developers urgently want to break soil before the VALP is in place - and of course our Village Plan might hamper 
developers’  profit margins.
Both proposed developments will mean we are surrounded, and run the risk of coalescence, with a consequent loss of identity of a 
village mentioned in the Domesday book.
We do not want to be absorbed into the concrete expansion of Milton Keynes (MK).  We are a village, and are adamant we want to 
stay a village.   
The draft VALP states that new housing will be accompanied by the delivery of appropriate infrastructure.  How will this be funded?  
How will this be rolled out?   

How can the current road system possibly cope with the concomitant uplift in vehicle traffic if developments that triple the 
conurbations are imposed?  

It cannot.

With the incremental incursion of MK towards NL, we need and want a defensive sward of green belt to stop our arable land, copses, 
and woods destroyed by the developers.  This is the land upon which SWMK wishes to build thousands of houses, increase pollution 
and traffic, and as a consequence, materially decrease our quality of life.
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VALP16-09-08-01248 Anthony Franks Traffic specifics

NL has installed accredited electronic traffic monitors which have recorded a flow of 36,000 vehicles per week from east to west, 
which means 144,000 per month transit our small village on their way to the M1: SATNAVs see us as a shortcut. 

We see the traffic flow as a pollution-heavy imposition that will only get worse if thousands of houses are built around us with 
thousands of extra vehicles on the road.

To add some extra flesh to these bones: we have also recorded a flow of 26,000 vehicles from north to south per week - equating to 
104,000 vehicles per month.

So … N to S, E to W - nearly a quarter of a million vehicles per month directly impact on our lives.  

Think about that for a minute, please, because the proposed SWMK development will create a huge increase in traffic flow through 
our village - a flow that will see the risks and threats increase: we routinely report vehicles speeding in excess of 80 mph through our 
village.  

Finally, I deplore the timing of the submission of SWMK’s revised proposal before the VALP is agreed.  It has clearly been cynically 
resubmitted to ensure the minimum time possible for responses on a proposal that can, and will, do nothing but destroy our quality of 
life.

If AVDC is serious about localism - and the VALP consultation is actually that; a consultation - not the shamefully normal box-ticking 
exercise that precedes an unnecessary and unwanted building programme - then please stop the SWMK proposal, listen to our 
objections, and allow us to submit our Local Plan without the SWMK sword of Damocles hanging over us.

If you are not serious about localism, then I suggest with respect, you are in reality not truly representing our interests.  You are 
representing developers’ vested interests; or invested interests.

VALP16-09-08-01248 Anthony Franks I trust this is not the case.

I am copying this email to our MP, John Bercow, who has, on numerous occasions, championed our village’s objections to naked 
profit-seeking expansionism, and will doubtless wish to express his eloquent opinion on this frankly appalling plan.

VALP16-09-08-01249 Andrea Ellis Policy D4 - We wish to lodge our views regarding  the above proposed plan to build new houses at Winslow. We feel that these 
houses would completely change Winslow, taking away its country town feel, and without sufficient infrastructure to support it ie. An 
already overcrowded doctors surgery with insufficient doctors.
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VALP16-09-08-01250 Simon Elcock Policy D2 - 2) New Settlement

The proposal to create what is in reality an urban extension to Winslow is not the creation of a “new settlement “ and therefore does 
not meet the strategy put forward by AVDC.

3) Winslow vs Haddenham
Haddenham is located in an area with excellent existing transport links both in terms of rail links to London (47mins) and road links to 
the M40 and roads providing ease of access to employment and retail areas of Aylesbury and Oxford.
Winslow, in contrast, lacks a rail link and has poor road connections to adjoining areas of employment and retail, indeed Winslow has 
very low levels of local employment.
Therefore, if areas to the south of Buckinghamshire do not take an appropriate level of housing and this need must be met by AVDC 
then Haddenham represents a more viable and sustainable location for development without a significant level of investment in 
infrastructure that is yet, and may never be, delivered.^ The proposal to create what is in reality an urban extension to Winslow is not 
the creation of a “new settlement “ and therefore does not meet the strategy put forward by AVDC.
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VALP16-09-08-01250 Simon Elcock

Winslow lacks the necessary employment to meet the needs of the proposed new settlement and is totally lacking in the strategic 
connectivity to enable ease of access to other areas of employment.  
The provision of East West Rail will be utilised by only a small proportion of people travelling into Milton Keynes or Oxford due to the 
paucity of links from theses stations to places of employment.
The route of the A421 Express Way has not yet been defined and so may not pass anywhere near to Winslow furthermore its 
business case and funding are yet to be approved making its consideration in any strategic assessment inappropriate and liable to 
challenge.

The lack of employment opportunities in Winslow have been identified above making the likely places of work the surrounding 
conurbations of Milton Keynes, Buckingham and Aylesbury.  To access these employment hubs, even if the new A421 Expressway 
were to be delivered, has not been adequately considered.  The junction analysis that has been included in the study is naïve and ill 
informed. It proposes that traffic will head north out of the new development and then either to the West, via a street lined with listed 
buildings and incapable of accommodating the level of traffic that would be generated, to a vast new roundabout that would decimate 
the character of Great Horwood.  Traffic heading North and to the East would be brought just to the North of Little Horwood the 
proposed modification of which would in noway meet the demands that would be placed upon it.  In reality vehicles are far more likely 
to exit the new development to the South and pass through the village of Little Horwood where again the historic buildings lining the 
narrow roadway would make any widening impossible and lead to significant negative impacts upon the community.  So whilst a 
“buffer” is proposed between Little Horwood and the new development it would not in anyway mitigate the vehicular impacts.   
A complete rethinking of the requirements of the local infrastructure must be undertaken and a credible solution identified before any 
consideration of the expansion of Winslow is progressed any further.

In conclusion the proposal for the expansion of Winslow is unsound and provision of new housing in the borough should be made in 
more appropriate locations.

VALP16-09-08-01250 Simon Elcock Haddenham is located in an area with excellent existing transport links both in terms of rail links to London (47mins) and road links to 
the M40 and roads providing ease of access to employment and retail areas of Aylesbury and Oxford.
Winslow, in contrast, lacks a rail link and has poor road connections to adjoining areas of employment and retail, indeed Winslow has 
very low levels of local employment.
Therefore, if areas to the south of Buckinghamshire do not take an appropriate level of housing and this need must be met by AVDC 
then Haddenham represents a more viable and sustainable location for development without a significant level of investment in 
infrastructure that is yet, and may never be, delivered.
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VALP16-09-08-01250 Simon Elcock Policy D3 - 4) Coalescence 

The expansion of Winslow to the East and the expansion of Milton Keynes to the West creates a very real prospect of an 
amalgamation of and enlarged Winslow into a greater Milton Keynes.
When housing numbers are viewed in the context of both boroughs the level of housing provision in the region is excessive when 
compared to boroughs to the south of the County.^ The expansion of Winslow to the East and the expansion of Milton Keynes to the 
West creates a very real prospect of an amalgamation of and enlarged Winslow into a greater Milton Keynes.
When housing numbers are viewed in the context of both boroughs the level of housing provision in the region is excessive when 
compared to boroughs to the south of the County.

VALP16-09-08-01251 John Ford Policy D2 - I have been made aware of the possibility of a garden village being constructed to the east of Haddenham.   I would 
request that this possible development is removed from the draft  Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, following are some of the reasons on 
which I base my objection.
Buckinghamshire is being decimated with ongoing and proposed building, locally Princes Risborough will no longer be a market town 
if the proposed 2,600 houses 
go ahead. Unknown numbers are being discussed for Longwick.  If the proposed 7000 garden village houses appear along with all 
the other known or mooted developments this area of Bucks will become a grid locked disaster area. The garden village traffic will 
exit onto the Princes Risborough/Thame road or the Aylesbury/Thame road. There is little or no work in the rural areas and residents 
will have to travel, 7,000 homes will equate to 14,000, or more cars. The increase in daily traffic through Longwick is very 
noticeable.
Local councils,and builders, appear to conveniently forget infra structure, it is a total waste of time cramming houses into areas only 
to create misery for sitting tenants and incomers. This attitude appears prevalent with government and councils and democracy, 
listening to local views, no longer takes place.  Councils should tell government that the insatiable drive for houses will not take place, 
The number of houses demanded by government is not for existing British needs but for immigrants which the country cannot 
sustain. More houses need more sewage plants,roads, schools, hospitals, doctors surgeries, supermarkets, bus services. Green 
space for leisure activities is required, the green space is under constant attack with the everlasting mantra houses, houses, houses. 
It is becoming more common to hear that councils are edging into green belt land to build on. Once this becomes more widespread 
nowhere will be safe. Builders are 100 % profit motivated in spite of promises (empty) best intentions (forgotten), they will ruin a 
green and pleasant area and move on to the next suitable area, for their destructive purposes.

VALP16-09-08-01258 Janice Vinall Policy D4 - Three years ago I moved to Haddenham from outside of Wycombe. After extensive visiting of different areas, 
Haddenham offered all I wanted. Beautiful landscapes, wildlife and nature, steeped in history, all aspects of living that I love. Plus, for 
work, the benefit of a train line directly into London. I have beautiful views - over the airfield and beyond. Perfect! Or so I thought.  I 
am absolutely devastated that a historic village which I now love and enjoy, is under threat of over development, at worst a new 
settlement.  Please do not destroy Haddenham and the surrounding areas. I have met lovely, friendly people whilst living here, sadly 
the majority of who now live in fear that their local community will be ruined.
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VALP16-09-08-01259 Anna Mashman Policy D4 - It is with extreme concern that I learn of further proposed houses in Haddenham.

Since I moved to this area in 1963 Haddenham has always been the “big village”, disproportionately large compared to the 
surrounding ones.  We used to have banks and two butchers but the banks went and then one butcher. For our size we are woefully 
lacking in amenities.  Talk to a Haddenham resident who needs to see a doctor and you will hear of a lengthy waiting time. We may 
have good transport links but Haddenham and Thame Parkway Station car park serves a wide area and appears full to capacity 
despite several enlargements including the unsightly raised area.  Haddenham is a farming village, as was obvious recently when the 
smell of muck spreading was in the air for several days. We have a Conservation Area and a village atmosphere which needs to be 
retained.
Above all, we completely lack the capacity to absorb another 6,500 houses with their occupants and cars. Every effort should be 
made to reject such an unreasonable proposal. Wycombe is seriously at fault for attempting to pass on to neighbouring villages what 
it, as a town, does not want to accept.
Where is the morality in that? AVDC has a duty to its villages to support them in keeping alive the village character. We understand 
the need for further housing stock and have accepted a significant increase in housing, but enough is enough and the figure of 6,500 
would be laughable were it not so serious.  I am most firmly opposed to such a proposal which would more than double an already 
very large village and call on AVDC to reject it once and for all.

VALP16-09-08-01260 Thelma and Richard 
Penrose

Policy D4 - My husband and I have lived in Haddenham for almost thirty years so feel we are in a position to comment on the 
proposed plans. We are sure you will have had many responses in a similar vein, however for us to do nothing to express our views 
is not an option.

We love our village and do not wish to see it spoiled even further with development on a massive scale, when with all the housing 
proposed already in the pipeline, we are fulfilling our future housing obligations. Haddenham has very little in the way of shopping 
facilities and hence prices in those few shops are way above those in local supermarkets, necessitating car journeys for those with 
transport. Roads are narrow and congested in parts, especially near the station where people's lives are made difficult by permanent 
having cars parked outside their houses, even to the extent where emergency vehicles could be seriously impeded if they needed to 
attend there. Even along the main Thame Road vehicles line the street between width restrictions and at junctions (Pegasus Way), 
right up to the station itself, causing frustrating delays and the tendency for vehicles to try and squeeze through. Our Parish Council 
is unable to do anything about these problems, which have been ongoing to a greater or lesser degree since the station re-opened. 
When a scheme was proposed, Bucks County Council withdrew funding and it was cancelled. It would be beneficial to hear your 
proposals to deal with this parking chaos.

Building thousands of houses on the edge of an existing village needs extremely careful planning to improve infrastructure for 
everyone. I assume it is an easy option for AVDC but we're sure the vast majority of people in Haddenham do not want it. We would 
become a dormitory village/town of commuters not contributing to the day to day fabric of village life. 

We could carry on but feel we are probably wasting our time and only reiterating what has already been said many times. It would be 
nice if we could be listened to on this occasion.
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VALP16-09-08-01261 Dr and Mrs M Scully Policy D4 - As recently arrived residents of Haddenham we would like to submit our opinion that the planned increase in the housing 

stock outlined in VALP is inappropriate since it would destroy the ambience of this unique village , much praised and valued for the 
community spirit and the unique beauty of the vernacular Wychert walling which will become subsumed into an enormous housing 
estate. We understand that this proposal arises from the wish to devolve the building of 5000 houses required by Wycombe District 
Council into Aylesbury Vale but we gather that Wycombe are planning for much lower densities for new housing developments in 
their district than are envisaged for Haddenham. 
High Wycombe with a population of 120, 000 has all the amenities and capacities to be able to cope with an increase in population of 
around 15% but in the case of Haddenham it will increase the population by 500%. A 100% increase in population is already on the 
cards and the effect of this increase should be assessed over several decades before planning an additional, gross increase in the 
size of this unique village. Once destroyed it will be gone forever and the Planning Authority should take into consideration that, if it 
goes ahead as planned , that they will be authorizing the loss of this unique example of English rural heritage. Clearly the Authority 
has a duty of care, in regard to future generations, to adopt a policy that will prevent the development of the entire Aylesbury Vale 
into a set of large, built up splodges surrounded by fields
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

Policy D1 - Aylesbury - delivery of a garden town
3.2 Aylesbury is to be the primary focus for strategic levels of growth and the DP proposal is to designate Aylesbury as a ‘garden 
town’  as shown on the key plans  with allocations set out  in Appendix A  with site boundaries .  The two largest urban extensions 
are Hampden Fields (WTV022) 3060 homes and land between Oxford Road and Wendover Road (STO016) 808 homes.
3.3 Hampden Fields is currently the subject of an undetermined planning application submitted in February 2016.  A previous 
planning application was the subject of an appeal  in 2013 which was dismissed in January 2015, the Inspector concluding:
9.655 Although the Consortium has worked collaboratively with the highway authority, and the joint approach has been to look for 
solutions, the overall position reached, albeit to the satisfaction of the District Council, the County Council and the appellant, was one 
where the severe residual cumulative impacts of the development on the Walton Street gyratory have not been shown to be capable 
of mitigation in a comprehensive manner and without adverse impacts on the wider highway network.
9.656 Moreover, notwithstanding the potential impacts on the wider network, the ability to implement the key element of the Walton 
Street gyratory would be subject to a separate consenting regime, the successful outcome of which could not be guaranteed. Without 
this crucial element, the benefits to be delivered through any planning permission could not be fulfilled.
9.657 These drawbacks are very considerable and in the final analysis provide a telling balance against what would be an otherwise 
acceptable scheme and the grant of planning permission.
3.4 Clearly, it is a substantial risk to rely on this site which may not receive planning permission either from AVDC or through another 
appeal.
3.5 The site between Oxford Road and Wendover Road (STO016) - 808 homes - has not been the subject of a planning application 
but is severely affected by HS2 which passes by the south-western area of Aylesbury.  The site was a proposal for the (later 
withdrawn) Core Strategy and examined in 2010.  The Inspector’s conclusion on the South Western site (now STO016) was as 
follows:
22. The announcement of the proposed HS2 rail link towards the end of the hearing sessions has significant implications for the 
assessment of the options.  At that time there was a substantial degree of certainty that the principle of building the link would be 
supported.  While the detailed route alignment has not been not determined I think it reasonable to give considerable weight to the 
likelihood that the preferred route could well go ahead, given the extensive research already undertaken into its alignment and the 
difficulty of suggesting alternatives.  This would have a major impact on the deliverability and potentially, the viability of the SGA, 
through significant land take in the SW site. 
3.6 AVDC produced a plan for the Examination  which showed the line of HS2 and 100m contours each side of the centre line which 
effectively rule out the suitability of what was Site F to deliver development.
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

3.7 The line of HS2 is now confirmed  and the centre line now seems to be the South-Western boundary of site STO016.  The site is 
wholly within the HS2 safeguarding area, and the line is on an embankment here - the foot of which is some 100m into the site.  
Noise contours of 45dB - 60dB also extend some 100m into the site.  The site width varies from some 100m - 500m so that a very 
large area affected by HS2 is undevelopable.  Even if free of the embankment and unacceptable noise, the other constraint is the 
visual outlook which is onto a railway embankment.  A pylon line runs along the South-Western boundary of Aylesbury and crosses 
the site from South-East to North-West.  As a key site, it seems wholly unsuitable for development and, in any event, very careful 
checking needs to be undertaken before the site could be taken forward in the LP.
3.8 A site owned by Hallam Land at NE Aylesbury (Watermead) for 1,500 homes has just been dismissed on appeal .  Fleet Marston 
(2,745 homes) to the NW of Aylesbury was dismissed on appeal in January 2015.
3.9 The ‘proposed garden communities’ shown on the Proposals Map are made up of committed sites (East, North-East and North-
West) with proposed additional urban extension sites SW (808), South of Stoke Mandeville (1891), and Hampden Fields (3,060).  
Urban allocations account for some 1,070 homes.  Of the many potential directions of growth for Aylesbury, as shown on the 
Proposals Map, only the South of Stoke Mandeville and South-East of Hampdon Fields look possible.  If the SW site is found 
unacceptable then there would be a shortfall in Aylesbury allocations of some 800 homes even without adding more to make up the 
District shortfall.
Berryfields East
3.10 The AWEL Berryfields East site (SHLAA ref BER002) to the NW of Aylesbury should be considered as part of the growth of 
Aylesbury as a ‘garden town’.  Proposals have been revised to take account of the Planning Inspector’s comments and the site was 
submitted in response to the ‘call for sites’ in April 2014.  It has a gross area of some 20ha and a net developable area of some 11ha, 
with a capacity for some 350 homes.
3.11 The SHLAA response was to raise concerns about landscape, impact on the setting of the Scheduled Ancient Monument and 
biodiversity.  These were broadly the reasons for rejecting an appeal on the site in 2012 .  However, the scheme has been radically 
revised since then to take account of the reasons for dismissal and has been considerably reduced in terms of site area and numbers 
of dwellings.  The appeal decision  related to some 1,380 dwellings on the larger site of some 33ha net.  Appendix 3 shows the 
revised illustrative masterplan, which has regard to the Inspector’s findings, and, for comparison, the rejected masterplan.
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

 3.12As well as a substantial reduction in site area and numbers of dwellings, the revised scheme demonstrates significant changes 
since the last scheme was dismissed almost 4 years ago:
 •a substantial gap between the eastern boundary of the development area and Weedon Hill Urban Extension further to the east
 •the Western Link Road is constructed and the Berryfields development has advanced which changes the appearance of the local 

countryside and the setting of the SAM
 •extensive open countryside in the new scheme would enhance the countryside setting
 •the need for housing growth around Aylesbury is much greater than in 2010/12
 •the site is unaffected by HS2 
 •the landscape objection falls away because of the LUC study  which now restricts the nearest landscape designation to the Quainton-

Wing Hills, some 2.76 km from the site to the nearest point just south of Weedon.

 3.13The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) seems to be assessing the 2010 scheme which is now 
superseded.  The new proposals are achievable, suitable and deliverable (the site is in single ownership), and all within 5 years.  

 3.14The proposal for the ‘Aylesbury Linear Park’  is supported.  The plan on p63 is somewhat difficult to read in the vicinity of 
Berryfields East but the plan showing the ‘proposed green infrastructure network’  shows this as the open land south of the Western 
Relief Road  partly on land in the same ownership as Berryfields East.  Development on Berryfields East would therefore facilitate 
this section of the Linear Park/green infrastructure network.  Such integration of development and green infrastructure is encouraged 
in Policy I1:
The council will work with partners to ensure that existing and new green infrastructure is planned, delivered, enhanced and 
managed as an integral part of supporting sustainable communities and sustainable growth. The council will implement the most up 
to date Green Infrastructure Strategy.

 3.15The current site of ‘land between Oxford Road and Wendover Road (STO016, 808 dwellings), identified in Appendix A for 
Aylesbury, should be deleted because it is unsound and not based on robust evidence.  Berryfield East (ref BER002), capacity 350 
dwellings, should therefore be added to the list of sites for Aylesbury in Appendix A.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 427 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

Policy D2 - Settlement Hierarchy
 2.31The DP states that the previous settlement hierarchy has been revised as a result of comments made on the I&O consultation.  

GPL drew attention to inaccuracies about the assessment of Waddesdon which only scored 9 out of 10 key criteria.  The 10th was 
lost because Waddesdon is apparently ‘let down’ by being “6.5 miles” to Aylesbury .  This is disputed; Waddesdon is 3 miles to the 
urban area of Aylesbury and its new ‘park and ride’ facility on the A41.  

 2.32This is not corrected in the revised assessment  where, again, Waddesdon still scores 9 out of 10, and the distance to 
Aylesbury is again wrong.  There has been no feedback on the GPL I&O consultation response.

 2.33Moreover, Waddesdon has additional facilities which are not counted but should be:
Police Station
Fire Station
Hotel
National Trust Stately Home
substantial new employment facilities at Westcott Business Park
proximity to East West Rail and the station at Quainton

 2.34Conclusion: this assessment affects the way Waddesdon is viewed in the hierarchy and its ability to accommodate growth.  
The Plan’s assessment is therefore ‘unsound’ in relation to Waddesdon by being based on inaccurate evidence.

ECTION 4 - STRATEGIC DELIVERY
 3.1Section 4 of the DP is concerned with the numbers/allocation/delivery of the DP’s housing to specific locations.  AWEL is 

concerned with two locations - Aylesbury and Waddesdon - so that this Report is focussed on these.  From the previous section of 
this Report it is to be noted that the allocations for the District in the DP represent a shortfall of at least 1,835 homes (even on the 
DP’s figures), 7,035 homes on the GLH assessment plus a potential 2,700 extra homes as now estimated in the CLG July 2016 
projections.
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

Policy D5 - Delivering the allocated sites - at larger villages
3.16 This Report has already made reference to the rather precise increase to larger villages at 22%, suggesting that a round number 
of 25% would be more in line with other percentages, with a corresponding decrease from 19% for medium villages to a rounded 
15%.  This would increase the number of new homes to some 2,500 homes between the 12 larger villages.
Waddesdon
3.17 The DP proposal for Waddesdon is 187 homes of which 106 are already committed and 1 completion - leaving a residual 
requirement for 80 additional homes.  
3.18 The HELAA identifies one suitable site which would have a net increase in capacity of 29 homes.  This site is already the 
subject of a planning application submitted in July 2015 but as yet undetermined.  Access is a major problem - Quainton Road is 
narrow with extensive on-street parking, and sight lines from the proposed site access are substandard.  The applicants have 
submitted revised plans to overcome the sight line issue by re-aligning Quainton Road but this has been strongly objected to by 
residents.  The site is not suitable and seems unlikely to obtain planning permission on the basis of planning and highway objections.
3.19 Even on the present figures, Waddesdon requires a further 80 dwellings to be allocated.  AWEL submitted planning applications 
for up to 16 dwellings on a site of redundant and unused farm buildings at Littleton Manor Farm on the western side of Waddesdon.  
Because of a refusal of planning permission on the first application (on narrow grounds), and non-determination of the second 
application, an appeal has been lodged.  This site is suitable (replacing redundant buildings) without the problems of the Quainton 
Road site and should be included for development (in the Table following para 4.69 on p79 of the DP).  
3.20 The DP appears to support such proposals:
Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances, such as 
where the development would re-use a redundant or disused building and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting. 
Often, the removal of disused agricultural buildings is preferable to retention as it can bring about an environmental improvement. 
3.21 AWEL has also submitted a larger site in response to the ‘call for sites’ at Littleton Manor Farm to include some 600 homes and 
to facilitate a relief road around Waddesdon taking the A41 traffic out of the centre.
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

3.22 The HELAA assessed the AWE development site (WAD012) at Waddesdon found it to be:
Unsuitable - The farm buildings on this site have permission to be converted to net 2 dwellings which is under the HELAA threshold.  
The rest of the site is out of scale with Waddesdon village almost the same size as the existing village.  A very prominent site from 
roads and footpaths.  Numerous historic (listed buildings, historic park and gardens, conservation area) and environmental 
constraints.  Notwithstanding the delivery of a potential bypass, there would still be a need to establish the need for a bypass to 
relieve the A41 and that this scale of housing and development site is needed. 
3.23 Note that there is no landscape objection to the site, because the nearest locally designated area is the Quainton-Wing Hills 
which, at its nearest point, is some 2.4 km to the north-east of the site.
3.24 The claim that the development site is ‘almost the same size as the existing village’ clearly refers to the gross area shown in the 
HELAA.  However, the actual development area given in the submission of the ‘call for sites’ is 21 ha with a capacity of 600 
dwellings.  
3.25 The comment about the lack of consideration of the impact of HS2 in para 2.33 above is particularly pertinent to AWEL’s 
development proposals for Waddesdon where a modest development would mitigate the impacts of HS2 on the existing settlement 
and facilitate the provision of a relief road around the settlement taking heavy traffic running through the middle of the settlement on 
the A41.
3.26 The illustrative masterplan is shown at Appendix 4.  The ‘listed buildings, historic park and gardens, conservation area’ would be 
well away from and unaffected by the development proposals.  The construction of HS2, just to the north of Waddesdon and the 
development site and mainly on an embankment, would significantly alter the landscape and create a barrier between Waddesdon 
and the countryside to the north.  The masterplan shows much open space within the development including a new ‘Green’ and 
allotments, strategic planting, and a new school site.
3.27 Waddesdon has been ‘under-scored’ in the hierarchy by one factor - distance to a main settlement - based on inaccurate 
measurement (see paras 2.28 - 2.30 above).  In fact, Waddesdon is a ‘large’ large village with extensive facilities (including a school, 
retailing, employment, good public transport, police and fire stations, hotel and stately home), but is fundamentally harmed by the 
passage of heavy traffic on the A41, which bisects the settlement.  
3.28 Not only would the housing substantially serve the needs of the District (and many points in this Report illustrate a severe 
shortage being currently provided by the Plan), but the relief road would facilitate would transform the character of the village.  Other 
benefits of the development are the creation of a village green, provision of an adjacent school site, and the creation of a village 
centre with the removal of traffic.
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VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 

(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

3.29 The Neighbourhood Plan consultation has passed the responsibility of considering the site to the AVDC Local Plan: it ‘is too 
large for our Plan to consider – this will be for the VALP to evaluate.’   There is also a suggestion that the local community do not 
want a bypass, but AWEL can fully demonstrate that this is based on a seriously flawed consultation exercise, in association with the 
HS2 project, which also made false suggestions about the scale of development.
3.30 AWE’s consultations and house to house surveys have consistently pointed to local support for a bypass.
3.31 The DP includes policy proposals which support this development:
the council has adopted a positive approach to development and the VALP provides a clear framework of policies to guide 
development that creates positive and sustainable growth.
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
c. Delivering strategic infrastructure and other community needs to both new and existing communities.(Policy S1)
Infrastructure should be delivered in a timely manner and integrated alongside new development, 
Avoid or mitigate adverse social, economic and environmental impacts and
Make good the loss or damage of social, economic and environmental assets
The provision of infrastructure should be linked directly to the phasing of development to ensure that infrastructure is provided in a 
comprehensive way in line with new development. (Policy S5)
3.32 The Local Plan proposes the concept of ‘reserve sites’:
where the Local Plan requires a higher level of growth, the Local Plan will identify reserve sites but will allow neighbourhood plans to 
decide which sites are allocated. 
Should a neighbourhood plan not progress to submission within a year of the adoption of the local plan, the council will implement the 
reserve sites set out in the plan. (Policy S9)
3.33 Conclusion on development at Waddesdon: the advantages of the large and smaller development proposals are fully set out 
above, e.g.
• provision of much needed housing as a Garden Village development
• facilitation of a relief road and improvements to the central area of the village
• provision of a village green
• improvement to the appearance of the site by removal of poor and redundant agriculture

VALP16-09-08-01262 Geoff Gardner 
(Gardener Planning Ltd 
on behalf of Arnold 
White Estates Ltd)

 3.34These are interesting times when much of planning orthodoxy is being overturned in order to meet society’s real needs 
(especially housing).  It is turning away from negative stances of protectionism against development towards positive action which 
benefits all parts of the community which it serves.  The first policy (S1) in the DP begins:
The council will work proactively with applicants to find solutions so that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.

 3.35AVDC has the opportunity to put this into practice at Waddesdon and include the AWEL development proposal as a strategic 
site in the Local Plan e.g. adding it to the Table after para 4.69 or in any way so that it becomes a feature of this ‘proactive’ Plan.
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VALP16-09-08-01263 Jane Newton Policy D2 - My objections to VALP/Haddenham -

1.  AVDC DUTY TO CO-OPERATE WITH NEIGHBOURING DISTRICT COUNCILS:  
a) Wycombe District Council is not maximising Wycombe's sites
b) Wycombe, its principal settlement, should be growing in the way that Aylesbury is   
     expanding  
c) Why is it not seriously reviewing the release of green belt sites?
d) Why is it applying very low densities including a 25% allowance for tree cover?

This is all at the expense of Haddenham Village and calls into question whether a new settlement is needed at all?

2.  THE COMBINED IMPACT OF GROWTH PROPOSALS BY DIFFERENT AUTHORITIES
a) South Oxfordshire District Council:  
    600 new homes in addition to 775 in Thame's Neighbourhood Plan - plus a new 
    settlement proposal   
    3,500 homes at Chalgrove Airfield (only 19 minutes by car to Haddenham & Thame  
    Parkway...or...
    land between Great Haseley and junction 7 of the M40 (12 minutes from Haddenham
b) Wycombe District Council:
    2,600 homes at Princes Risborough (the next station south)
c) Thame's Water - site for major new reservoir north of Chinnor
d) Chiltern Railways - shortly to extend through Central Oxford
e) HS2 - construction impact on the A418 to Aylesbury

The Chiltern rail line and M40 corridor includes the above growth proposals beyond AVDC's. This corridor is also covered by two 
County Councils - this fragmentation of authorities has resulted in the fact that no-one is considering the combined impact of the 
above proposals?  
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VALP16-09-08-01263 Jane Newton Simplistic junction 'improvements' in the Haddenham new settlement study will do nothing to increase highway capacity. 

This road and railway network is already operating at capacity!  
The study fails to mention the huge potential impact of Haddenham's growth proposals on Thame?
How will the infrastructure cope?  I see future gridlock!

LOSS OF HIGH GRADE AGRICULTURAL LAND
Around Haddenham - the fields proposed for development are all in the top 'best and most versatile' category of agricultural land
Post-Brexit uncertainties and future trading relationships/tariffs...also possible future world instability...it makes sense to retain this 
precious land for future self-sufficiency/growing crops
Lower grade fields elsewhere should take priority for building on

IMPACT ON HERITAGE AND COMMUNITY
Haddenham is still essentially a village (current population about 4,500 people in about 2,000 homes) -
120 listed Wychert buildings 
An acclaimed conservation area 
Features in countless film and TV productions
Won accolades for its diverse community, volunteer and charitable fund raising activities 
Dominates the annual Bucks Open Studios festival entries and Open Gardens

DELIVERABILITY OF A NEW SETTLEMENT
The consultants' new settlement study casts doubt on the capacity of the house building industry to deliver such major growth within 
the required timescale -completion by 2033?

VALP16-09-08-01263 Jane Newton
Haddenham is a village...not a Market Town such as Winslow...anything more than 1,250 new homes will rip the character and close 
knit community from its village core!  
The impact through the quintessentially picturesque Church End from substantially increased traffic will be catastrophic...
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VALP16-09-08-01264 Harry Giles Policy D4 - Responding to the planned developments in and around Haddenham

Thank-you for this opportunity to respond to the proposals recently cited in the draft VALP.
I would like to make the following five points:
1. The plan is out of step with the plans of the village of Haddenham and surrounding area.
a. Haddenham produced it’s own neighbourhood plan and this has been disregarded completely.
b. The neighbouring district councils are all falling short of their duty to accept more housing and so this needs to be addressed in a 
meaningful way.
2. The impact that this and other developments in the area will have on the infrastructure have not been fully evaluated and provision 
made.
a. The extensive building in the neighbouring county of Oxon around Thame means that there will be significant impact on all aspects 
of infrastructure-transport education and health and this has not been considered in the plan and will be very hard to pull together 
across the county boundary.
b. The railway has been cited as a key reason for siteing the developments in and around Haddenham however building an additional 
station or developing a small station could easily achieve a better spreading of the development along the Chiltern corridor.

VALP16-09-08-01264 Harry Giles 3. The impact on the community and the heritage of the village and surrounding area has not been fully evaluated and considered.
a. Haddenham has developed within it’s accepted boundaries and continues to have additional building development. The people of 
Haddenham accept the need for further building hence the Haddenham local plan however the significant proposal would make the 
village core drastically different and this has not been considered; needs further evaluation.
b. The various heritage and conservation areas although largely unaffected by the building outside would be changed by the inflow of 
regular visitors . This has not been fully considered.
4. Loss of high grade agricultural land for our expanding population.
a. The fields around the village are some of its best assets and the loss of them will have an impact on industry and livelihood; not 
fully evaluated.
5. The scale of the project is beyond the capability of one or several developers which will lead to a chaotic development resulting in 
poor final outcome.
a. The developments will require several developers that are unlikely to agree on a coherent ‘project(s)’ so we will have a piecemeal 
development that will result in an ugly outcome.
b. The scale of the development requires vision and buy-in from a substantial number of stakeholders. This has not been developed 
into a meaningful proposal.
I wish to object to the draft plan in its current form and seek it’s modification taking into account the points made above.
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VALP16-09-08-01265 Jane Giles Policy D4 - Re: Road infrastructure 

Having looked at the potential options for development around Haddenham in VALP I am extremely concerned about the 
insummountable strain that this will put on the road infrastructure going from Haddenham both into Thame and Aylesbury. As it 
stands it cannot take any more traffic in the morning without dead lock and significant delays. 

Already at peak traffic in the morning there is a long queue back logged from the roundabout in Thame beyond the Thame road, 
Haddenham / A414 Junction because of the traffic from Long Crendon blocking the roundabout for those coming in from 
Haddenham. 

And then, you try getting out of the Bugle Horn turning from Haddenham to Aylesbury ... near impossible with yet another tail back. 
With extra houses, If there is going to be any movement out of this junction there needs to be a traffic light system because you just 
can’t compete with the traffic going in and out of Aylesbury. Have you tried it? 

With the roads as they stand If you were to put any further pressure onto these junctions with extra housing the equivalent of Thame 
you will cause a deadlock 

This plan should not go ahead until these issues have been addressed .
VALP16-09-08-01266 Angela Atkinson Policy D2 - To whom it my concern

I think it is outrageous & disgusting . It will ruin the village & village life . Why don't they build a huge town in the middle of nowhere if 
farmers want to sell off land to developers . There's plenty of spare land on train routes elsewhere .

VALP16-09-08-01267 Chris Green (Kirkby 
Diamond (on behalf of 
Trustees of FJ Wallis))

Policy D5 - Policy D5 'Housing Provision at Larger Villages' identifies just two allocations in Pitstone and Wing amounting to just 170 
dwellings. The supporting text explains that there remains a significant shortfall in eight of the larger villages amounting to just less 
than 600 dwellings.

VALP16-09-08-01267 Chris Green (Kirkby 
Diamond (on behalf of 
Trustees of FJ Wallis))

Policy D6 - D6 'Housing Development in Medium Villages' allocates land in only three settlements providing a total of 169 dwellings: 
there remains a total shortfall of 518 dwellings amongst the medium villages. 

VALP16-09-08-01267 Chris Green (Kirkby 
Diamond (on behalf of 
Trustees of FJ Wallis))

Policy D7 - The position is repeated in relation to the small villages under Policy D7 'Housing Development at Smaller Villages', 
where there is again a shortfall in the order of 110 dwellings. This gives a combined shortfall in the order of 1,230 dwellings amongst 
the villages. This represents a considerable gap between the residual requirement for sites, and the allocated land.
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VALP16-09-08-01268 Lucy Dowson Policy D4 - Over recent months I have become increasingly aware of and saddened by the proposed plans for growth to 

Haddenham. I moved to what is a lovely village 12 years ago and have seen the steady building over of gardens and loss of green 
spaces on the edge of the village as more houses are built. It now seems we face a wholesale assault, over 1000 homes are 
earmarked to be built and I understand from reading the VALP that Haddenham is one of 2 potential sites for 4500+ homes in the 
Vale area. 

Not only do I object to the plans because I live here, but I also recognise various problems which seem to have been overlooked. 
These involve the issue of transport, the impact on our village community and the duty to cooperate with our neighbouring district 
councils. As far as I can understand it, the only reason for Haddenham to be earmarked as a new settlement is to meet the "Unmet 
Needs" of High Wycombe. I know they have areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt land around that town, but they 
propose to build at approximately 12 houses per hectare while in Aylesbury Vale our propsosals are for over 30. This is completely 
unfair and should be fought tooth and nail before we should accept houses from neighbouring councils. I find it completely 
outrageous!

As someone who uses the road and rail network, I am surprised that Haddenham is preferable to Winslow for the new settlement 
because of the "good train service to London and its proximity to the motorway network". Again, it seems to me that there is a lack of 
joined up thinking by not conferring with neighbouring councils, in this case South Oxfordshire, nor has there been enough discussion 
with Chiltern Railways. Thame is also earmarked for large growth, as is Bicester. Marylebone is already operating near capacity. The 
many thousands of new homes in the nearby area will mean many more people on the actual trains along with a massive increase of 
traffic to Haddenham to board the train. Traffic around Thame is at a standstill for hours morning and evening (just 12 years ago 
when we moved to Haddenham there were no such traffic jams and the trains were half as full). By building an new settlement at 
Haddenham traffic of all kinds will worsen dramatically. 

Haddenham is a village, used for years by TV programs for its beauty. It has no central retail area which towns generally have, it is 
made up of several "ends" as it has grown slowly over so many centuries. The VALP talks of integrated growth which benefits the 
built environment. I do not see that this could be possible within Haddenham, the only likely outcome is many disparate communities 
nominally living in the same village...or new town as Haddenham would inevitably become. 

VALP16-09-08-01268 Lucy Dowson Haddenham is surrounded by beautiful fields which is designated as high grade agricultural land. In law this designation may not hold 
the same rights as AONBs or Green Belt but compared to the brownfield site - the former airfield - near Winslow, it should surely be 
considered worth saving. Haddenham is already facing 50% growth with the planned 1000+ houses already earmarked. Surely the 
4500-6000 extra proposed is unfair to theis beautiful village and warm community, recognised over so many years in surveys as a 
"best place to live" in the whole country. Surely that is worth saving?

I urge you to consider these arguments and not destroy the village of Haddenham!
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VALP16-09-08-01269 Sarah Mccleary Policy D1 - Please stop!!!!

The vale can not take this amount of housing and disruptive building. 
There is already been excessive building in Aylesbury over the last couple of years and some of those houses are still empty. 
People are selling up and leaving Aylesbury because they have had enough!
The traffic is already horrendous and the towns infrastructure can not take it.
STOP!!!!!!!

VALP16-09-08-01270 John & Christine 
Raines

Policy D1 - We do not wish the above plan to go ahead for the reasons stated below:
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues”.
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional 
congestion on the roads.
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
• The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other 
statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
• Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between  
Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
• Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by 
AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
• The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.   

We realise the above is not in our own words but we are not great at articulating how we feel regarding said plan - having said that 
we are in total agreement with all of the above.  points and would like to believe that AVDC would take into consideration all of the 
above very seriously.
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VALP16-09-08-01271 Max Gordon Policy D1 - We wish to register our objection to the proposed application for the construction of the Hamden Fields housing 

development. We are opposed to the density of the proposed number of houses, the close proximity to Weston Turville and the 
massive increase in the volume of traffic. Also the increase will put extreme pressure on local health services and future educational 
needs of the area. 
The adjustments that the developers have made to the original application have done nothing to alter our opinion.

VALP16-09-08-01272 Nigel Farrow Policy D1 - I am writing to object to the plans submitted as for the  road infrastructure is really poorly thought out Aylesbury is at a 
standstill already and cannot take the volume of traffic 
We have plenty of developement in Aylesbury at the present 
Are hospital will not be able to cope with the increased demand 
Also this is prime farming land that once has been built on cannot be returned 
Also the recreational land between Bedgrove and Weston Turville

VALP16-09-08-01273 Adam Ross (Nexus 
Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Gleeson 
Developments Limited, 
the Ernest Cook Trust, 
the Trustees of Lord 
Carington’s 1963 
Settlement and the 
Pearce Family))

Policy D1 - We support the Council’s vision for strategic growth at Aylesbury town as part of a ‘garden town’ concept, with the town 
being the focus for the majority of the District’s development and investment. As by far the largest town in the district (and the county 
town for Buckinghamshire), and given its central location and lack of higher order environmental constraints, this is wholly 
appropriate and indeed necessary in order to ensure a sustainable distribution of development in the district (and the Housing Market 
Area more widely).
However, we make the following more specific comments on Policy D1.

Criterion a) – Levels of Growth
As referenced above, we agree that Aylesbury should be the focus for the majority of the district’s growth given its sustainability and 
the opportunities that exist. 
More specifically, and as addressed in further detail in our representations to Appendix A of the VALP (the list of proposed housing 
allocations and associated maps), we support the allocation of Site References STO016 and STD009 on the south western side of 
the town. These sites are available for development and are highly sustainable, as recognised in the Council’s HELAA and explained 
elsewhere in our representations.  
However, as set out in our representations to Policy S2, we object to the proposed level of housing at Aylesbury as referenced in 
Policy S2 (and repeated in Policy D1) which is too low, as the overall housing requirement for the district is too low and does not 
reflect full objectively assessed needs. Furthermore, additional housing should be allocated to the strategic settlements and less to 
the larger and particularly medium sized villages (which are inherently less sustainable).

Criterion c) – Sustainable Urban Extensions
We agree that in achieving the vision for Aylesbury town, it will need to grow sustainably and that this will necessitate the 
development of well-designed, well-connected, safe and integrated urban extensions on greenfield land. Again, we support the 
Council’s proposed allocation of Site References STO016 and SMD009 in this regard which could deliver a highly sustainable urban 
extension with an opportunity to deliver housing, employment, road and green infrastructure and, importantly, provide high levels of 
connectivity to the town which ensure that the benefits of development accrue to existing and new residents, and that new 
development assimilates well with the existing town.
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VALP16-09-08-01273 Adam Ross (Nexus 

Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Gleeson 
Developments Limited, 
the Ernest Cook Trust, 
the Trustees of Lord 
Carington’s 1963 
Settlement and the 
Pearce Family))

Criterion d) - Employment
We agree that employment provision should be made across the town to encourage economic growth and deliver employment in the 
most sustainable locations.
In this regard, and as set out in further detail in our representations to Policy D9, we consider that the potential for employment 
development as part of proposed greenfield residential allocations at Aylesbury, particularly on land that might not be suitable or 
preferable for housing (but which is suitable for employment provision) should be encouraged. This would ensure that employment 
potential is maximised but without reducing residential development capacity. This is an opportunity which potentially arises in 
relation to the proposed allocation of land to the south west of Aylesbury (Site Ref: STO016) – something we explore in further detail 
in our representations to the table and maps at Appendix A of the VALP. 

Criterion e) – Aylesbury Transport Strategy
As referenced at paragraph 4.18 of the VALP, the Transport Strategy for Aylesbury town is currently being worked up by the district 
and county councils. As such whilst the principle identified by Policy D1 criterion e), of development at Aylesbury contributing to 
meeting the Aylesbury Transport Strategy objectives, sounds reasonable, without knowing the content of this yet to be published 
Strategy it is impossible to confirm whether this is in fact reasonable or not. As such we must reserve our position in this regard 
pending publication of the Transport Strategy,

Changes Sought
Amend Policy D1 to:
 i.increase the housing figures for Aylesbury as identified in criterion a), having regard to our representations to Policy S2; and

 ii.add reference in criterion d) to the objective, consistent with Policy D9, for the delivery of employment land within proposed 
residential urban extensions at Aylesbury, where this could utilise land not suitable / preferable for housing and thereby deliver 
employment whilst not reducing residential capacity in this highly sustainable location.
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VALP16-09-08-01273 Adam Ross (Nexus 

Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Gleeson 
Developments Limited, 
the Ernest Cook Trust, 
the Trustees of Lord 
Carington’s 1963 
Settlement and the 
Pearce Family))

Policy D2 - The published VALP does not include policy wording at this point in time, pending the production of further evidence. 
Given the scale of housing required in Aylesbury District, and the Housing Market Area as a whole, we do not object, as a matter of 
principle, to the allocation of a new settlement as part of a solution in terms of accommodating development requirements to 2033 
(although as set out in our representations to Policy S2, we object to the assertion that a new settlement could deliver 4,500 homes in 
the Plan period).
However, this support is predicated upon the Council, prior to making such an allocation, and prior to determining the scale of any 
such new allocation, ensuring that it has first maximised all sustainable options to deliver housing at the existing five strategic 
settlements and particularly at Aylesbury - the most sustainable town in the District.
Whilst new settlements can of course deliver a range of benefits, urban extensions to existing settlements are generally preferable as 
they have much greater potential to ensure that the benefits, in terms of new infrastructure provision, accrue to both existing 
residents as well as new residents. New settlements, by their very nature, are self-contained and, therefore, generally provide 
infrastructure benefits to new residents only. 
As such before progressing with a new settlement option, it is essential that the Council first ensures that all development 
opportunities at the existing five strategic settlements are maximised before determining the need for, and scale of, any new 
settlement proposal. As set out in our representations to Appendix A of the VALP, we consider that there is significant additional 
development capacity within Site Reference STO016 which is immediately adjacent to Aylesbury town and already identified by the 
Council as suitable for development. 

Change Sought  
In considering the need for / content of Policy D2 in due course, the Council must first ensure that all opportunities for residential 
development at the five strategic settlements have been maximised, as urban extensions to these settlements have the prospect to 
deliver development and infrastructure improvements which benefit existing as well as new residents.

VALP16-09-08-01273 Adam Ross (Nexus 
Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Gleeson 
Developments Limited, 
the Ernest Cook Trust, 
the Trustees of Lord 
Carington’s 1963 
Settlement and the 
Pearce Family))

Policy D9 - As referenced elsewhere in our representations, we support the statement in this policy (referenced elsewhere in the 
VALP also) that employment development in sustainable locations will generally be supported. 
Criterion a) refers specifically to providing such support through ‘any allocations in the plan’. However, we consider that the potential 
for employment development within proposed greenfield residential allocations at Aylesbury, on land that might not be suitable / 
preferable for housing but which is suitable for employment provision (thereby ensuring that employment provision is made without 
reducing residential development capacity) should be acknowledged.
As an example Site Reference STO016, which is immediately adjacent to Aylesbury, includes approximately 13 hectares of land 
which is within flood zones 2 and 3a. This is not land that is preferable for housing development if it can be provided sustainably 
elsewhere (albeit that the NPPF does not preclude housing in such locations). However, in accordance with the NPPF, this land is 
wholly appropriate for employment provision (something specifically recognised for this site in the Council’s HELAA). 
This approach will ensure not only the most efficient use of land, and maximise the potential for employment development at 
Aylesbury, but also ensure the delivery of a sustainable mixed-use urban extension which could offer the greatest benefits to both 
existing and new residents.
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VALP16-09-08-01274 Iain Currie Policy D1 - Regarding the on-going planning application for Hampden Fields I strongly oppose this. Here outlined are my reasons for 

this.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01275 Mrs H Macknight Policy D1 - As a resident of Aylesbury, who lives on Foxhills, I wish to object to the housing plans for Hampden Fields. The roads 

around Aylesbury are totally congested now. The Tring Road and Wendover Road’s are nose to tail practically all day long. There is 
no infrastructure plan to show how the building of so many houses will not exacerbate the existing problem. I am fed up sitting in 
traffic everywhere in Aylesbury – we need a ring road/orbital road to move through traffic from going through the centre of Aylesbury. 

These new developments will be just like Fairford Leys, Buckingham Park and Berryfields (at least they have schools) whereby the 
developers, eager to cram in as many homes as possible, do not provide enough parking and build roads that are barely wide 
enough to drive two cars past each other. With cars now parking on pavements due to lack of provided parking now that houses are 
built up to the roadside with no frontage for a driveway – if a fire engine tried to get through to an emergency, they’d have to move 
cars from their way first. 

Where are the plans for extra schools and hospitals to cope with so many additional homes? Local schools and Stoke Mandeville 
Hospital are full to bursting already. What provision is there to improve this - none. 

I’m just an ordinary person but sometimes I am just amazed at what is allowed to be built by AVDC’s planning department. They are 
just after the developer’s money, which of course is good business but not to the detriment of us ‘ordinary’ people trying to travel and 
work and live in and around Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-08-01276 Graham Davies Policy D1 - 3000 houses means 4000 cars
No places in schools
Longer queues at doctors 
More demand for car parking spaces
Small rural roads cannot cope with large numbers of lorries
NO THANKS

VALP16-09-08-01277 Dr rabindranath 
Chanda

Policy D1 - I do fully agree with the concerns raised
Hampden field action
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VALP16-09-08-01278 Peter Cousins Policy D1 - I hope I am not too late to add my thoughts on your proposals for Hampden Fields.

a. AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
b. The traffic propsals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
c. There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
d. The "orbital road" strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
e. The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodation more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
f. There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility her: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
g. The policies set out in the draft Plan conclict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
h. Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by 'Hampden Fields', the West 
End Ditch, and the green butfers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
i. Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalisation attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
j. The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
k. Where are all the local jobs going to come from or will Aylesbury continue as a dormitory town only more so!
l. What is proposed is just too much. I came to Aylesbury in 1972 when it was a market town - it has expanded in a reasonable 
fashion but this latest Plan is just too much.
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VALP16-09-08-01279 Steve Bull Policy D1 - Having lived in Aylesbury all my life I'm amazed and concerned at the amount of building going on and now there are 

plans to develop the South of Aylesbury as well I find this unacceptable.
A builder told me the 'you can't stand in the way of progress' and unfortunately I feel this isn't progress. It's destruction of what was a 
lovely town and also destruction of the countryside 
that we are so lucky to have nearby. 
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-08-01280 Susan Reed Policy D1 - Once again I am writing to strongly protest against the proposed development at Hampden Fields on the grounds that:

1. Too many houses proposed
2. No infrastructure plan showing provision for roads, hospitals, schools etc
3. Traffic chaos around Stoke Mandeville,already at gridlock at peak times, will be unbearable, raising the safety issue of children 
getting to and from school.
4. The villages will loose their identity simply becoming an extension of the Aylesbury sprawl.
5. Lose of public amenities,public footpaths and fields for dog walking.
For someone who moved to this area relatively recently to enjoy the beautiful countryside, it would be devastating if these plans were 
allowed to go ahead.
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VALP16-09-08-01281 James, 

Hugh,Theo,Fitzroy. 
Maureen Schofield - 
O'Brien

Policy D1 - We live in Weston Turville. We are very concerned about the impact of the Hampden Fields development proposal, 
which we oppose. First, there is the problem of traffic. We live in a house set back from Main Street (number 49), but the steady 
stream of traffic is intense on weekday mornings from about 6 or 6.30 am onwards and we are seriously concerned about the impact 
on that traffic from the additional houses proposed in the Hampden Fields development. Perhaps because the road through the 
village is so straight, and there are no high walls immediately adjoining the main road (Main Street) cars race down this street as if it 
was a purpose-built 'rat run' between the A41 and the A418 leading to Aylesbury. Unlike other roads with squeeze points, for instance 
along the main village road in Haddenham, vehicles do not slow down as they approach the squeeze points, where they are 
supposed to give way to other traffic - but in Weston Turville, vehicles do not give way to other traffic, they simply speed up in order 
to beat the oncoming vehicle to the squeeze point (one of which is directly outside our home). This will become a much more serious 
problem if the Hampden Fields development goes ahead. We are worried about the danger on these roads. Some time ago, an 
elderly lady, who lives opposite our home, was actually walking across the road one day, very slowly, when a car raced around the 
squeeze point and accelerated on without slowing down, within inches of her body. We are concerned about the danger to the elderly 
people in this village, who live along this road (and there are many such) and also of course about the children.
Secondly, the Hampden Fields development worries us because Weston Turville is a village, and if the development is built this 
village will effectively become a part of greater Aylesbury. We don't agree with this, because villages are uniquely British and they 
have a character of their own, and in Weston Turville's case this village has a long history, going back to Norman times and beyond(a 
Roman road passed through here). It's about quality of life for all. We know that building new houses is extremely important too, but 
these can be built on greenfield and brownfield sites (as at Broughton and at Aylesbury Vale), which can develop their own identity in 
time. Broughton is a good example of a new site, which should develop its own character fairly quickly - next to the canal. But Weston 
Turville is an established village. Linking it up to Aylesbury will cause it to lose its distinctive identity, which will therefore no longer be 
available to the new residents at Hampden Fields nor to the people who currently live in Weston Turville - and therefore to nobody. If 
the history of development and architecture has taught us anything, it is that people do not like living in an amorphous, extended 
semi-urban environment. 
There will inevitably be significant traffic problems. Already, the A41 leading into Aylesbury (near the turn off to Broughton) is 
extremely congested in the morning; this will likely become far more significant; and there may well be an impact on Stoke Mandeville 
hospital and the Stoke Mandeville and Wendover railway stations.

VALP16-09-08-01281 James, 
Hugh,Theo,Fitzroy. 
Maureen Schofield - 
O'Brien

But it's the loss of identity that most worries us, the loss of our village's distinctive identity; and also, it is the impact on the traffic in 
Weston Turville and on the roads to Aylesbury. Once the 'village' of Weston Turville effectively disappears, the problems with traffic 
on Main Street will certainly increase and Main Street will lose its identity as a village road completely, and simply become the route 
through from the A41 to the A481 and the acknowledged way between these roads motorists who want to beat the queues that will 
inevitably form on the A41 and A481. Again, this is something that will be a negative for both the old residents and the new ones, 
causing an increase in exhaust fumes and a consequent impact on their health, as well as their safety.

VALP16-09-08-01283 Simon Proctor (Proctor 
Surveyors (Stoke 
Hammond 2))

Policy D4 - The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and /or manmade features on the 
ground.  For example there is scope for Stoke Hammond to extend west as the western extent of the village is clearly defined by the 
west coast mainline and A4146 that extends beyond the definition provided by the *.
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VALP16-09-08-01283 Simon Proctor (Proctor 

Surveyors (Stoke 
Hammond 2))

Policy D6   - 4.79The HELAA Assessment location appears to show (figure 1) that Stoke Hammond is a large village but subsequent 
references are as a medium village.

HELAA documentation should be kept up to date and reviewed throughout the plan period.  Development should not be restricted to 
those sites identified in ether the plan or Neighbourhood Plans rather should be encouraged in sustainable settings within or adjacent 
to the settlements.  Please see 3.17 above.  The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and 
/or manmade features on the ground.    For example there is scope for Stoke Hammond to extend west as the western extent of the 
village is clearly defined by the west coast mainline and A4146 that extends beyond the definition provided by the *.
Proximity of medium villages to strategic settlements within Aylesbury Vale and other large settlements in adjoining areas should be 
reflected in the level of services etc. theses villages enjoy.  Please see Table 3 above.
Below is a site that should be considered further for inclusion in the HELAA with appropriate commentary.

 4.81The quantum of housing need has not yet accurately assessed (paragraph 1.13) and it is acknowledged in the draft plan that 
capacity in the south of Aylesbury Vale does not meet need (paragraph 1.12).  The conclusion must be therefore that there should be 
greater provision of houses in the northern part of the district especially close to key strategic settlements.  Care must be taken in 
identifying commitments versus actual delivery.  Please see 3.17 above.

VALP16-09-08-01284 Patrica Dixon Policy D1 - Please re-think your plans for the Hampden Fields sight.

In the last few years Bedgrove has become more like a council estate with parking issues on Ambleside overgrown trees, footpaths in 
places only a foot wide and paths that are so dangerous with broken tarmack which my husband recently tripped on and ended up in 
A&E and the lovely grass areas looking like hay fields.
If this very special estate cannot be looked after on a regular basis what chance has the 'affordable houses' got
. 
Not many people like living in these places, houses are too small with little or no storage therfore more to the landfill, no off road 
parking and very narrow roads.

Please make this area a nice place to live with space for a family to grow and have a home to be proud of.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 446 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01286 Oliver Bell (Nexus 

Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Westonmead Farm 
Ltd))

Policy D1 - We support the Council’s vision to deliver a garden town concept in Aylesbury. Aylesbury is rightfully identified within the 
plan as one of five strategic locations where growth should be focused. Further, it is the largest town in the District and therefore the 
infrastructure and lack of environmental constraints makes it the most appropriate location for the Garden Town principles to be 
developed.
Additionally, it is supported that in order to achieve the housing requirement at Aylesbury, there will be a need for sustainable urban 
extensions on greenfield sites around the town. For this reason, we support the Council’s proposed allocation referenced in Appendix 
A of the VALP, in particular the inclusion of WTV017 “Westonmead Farm” which is available for development and would along with 
other sustainable sites surrounding Aylesbury provide the opportunity to deliver sustainable urban extensions in line with the 
Council’s emerging policy.
As set out in more detail later on in these representations, WTV017 has the potential to accommodate a considerably higher capacity 
than that currently identified within Appendix A of the draft VALP. Technical work undertaken on the Site demonstrates that at least 
230 dwellings could be delivered. Given the amount of housing the Council is required to deliver over the Plan period, it is imperative 
that the development potential of all sites is maximised.
In order to take a garden town approach to development at Aylesbury the Council has identified that a Transport Strategy should be 
developed which prioritises investment in multi-modal transport infrastructure. While this strategy has not yet been published and is 
currently being prepared by the Council, the principle of a transport strategy for Aylesbury is supported, however without a published 
document there is not currently the opportunity to provide further comment on what the strategy may include. Once published we will 
be able to provide further comments.

VALP16-09-08-01287 Ian McMillan Policy D1 - I object to the proposed housing development for the following brief reasons.

Neither I nor other local residents want thousands of houses built around south Aylesbury.
Existing roads are unable to cope with current flow of traffic and proposals to increase traffic volume are inadequate and in any rate 
should be built before the houses.

I live in a village which will become a suburb of Aylesbury and lose its character.
VALP16-09-08-01288 Peter Burden Policy D1 - I think these people don't give a damn about us. The traffic situation is terrible as it is at the moment never mind any 

more development. Both my wife and I have not been well with breathing problems most of this year and it is due to pollution from 
exhaust fumes of stationary vehicles in traffic jams and building material dirt. You only have to give a window on your house or car a 
wipe and just see the grey muck that comes off. Our quality of life has been deminished. You have to think twice about when to go 
anywhere, are we going to get caught up in another jam. We have to wait weeks to get an appointment with a doctor and when you 
do the symptoms have gone or changed. The doctors don't have the time to make proper assessments. We have lived in Aylesbury 
for nearly 20 years and have seen this once quiant town become a cespitt overrun with people who don't care where they throw their 
rubbish. The infrastructure is inadequate. I think there is an element of greed, building as many tiny box houses as possible to make 
as much money as possible. In time many of these new areas will become slums.
Enough is enough! Why should all this overcrowding be impossed on us? We considering moving away from Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-08-01289 Alan Platt Policy D1 - We are a family who will be affected in a big way by this planning proposal. We live local and exercise in the fields daily. 

Can I just simply add, please do what is right, not what makes money. I it is quite obvious that this is an I'll thought out scheme 
designed for a fast easy buck, which will just put the existing residents under severe pressure. If you care about your community who 
contribute to your council tax then please refuse permission. 

•  AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
•  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
•  There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
•  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
•  The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
•  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•  The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
•  Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
•  Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
•  The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01290 Robert Latham Policy D1 - I write to object in the strongest possible terms at the proposed development of Hampden Fields. Aylesbury just cannot 

support this proposed extra development. We do not have the health services – both GP and hospital, amenities, and most important, 
the road network to support such a development. Aylesbury is just one big traffic jam, the parking facilities in Aylesbury are at 
maximum usage, the town centre cannot support so many people shopping. Living off the Wendover Road A413, there is a traffic jam 
every day from the Stoke Mandeville side of the Bedgrove roundabout all the way to the gyratory system often resulting in gridlock. 
The road system in and around Aylesbury has not been substantially changed for many years and any new roads just direct traffic 
into the centre of Aylesbury. If the ring road planned over 30 years ago had materialised, this would have been better spending of 
money and Aylesbury would have been a much nicer place to live – as it used to be. The Hampden Fields development is just a 
product of the greed of the developers and the lack of understanding about Aylesbury and its ability to support such a development.

The infrastructure of Aylesbury just cannot cope with the increase in people and traffic – it is struggling to cope now it will collapse if 
this development is allowed to continue.

If Aylesbury Vale District Council really cares about Aylesbury and its residents this development must be stopped now and for good.
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England)
Policy D1 - Policy D1 – we consider that the conservation and enhancement of the historic town centre should be included in Policy 
D1, perhaps as an addition to clause f. or in its own right (particularly as, according to paragraph 4.8, the “old town” is one of 
Aylesbury’s most valued assets).

Policy 4.32 – we would have expected the initial assessment of the 12 potential broad areas of search for a new settlement to include 
the historic environment – designated and non-designated assets (from the Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record) and their 
settings, including historic landscape character based on the Aylesbury Vale Historic Landscape Character Assessment and/or the 
Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation. 

The New Settlement Scoping Study explains (in paragraph 2.25) that a new settlement would be expected to avoid areas where 
national policy sets out that development should be restricted, which it notes would include designated heritage assets. It also notes, 
in paragraph 2.28, that the NPPF supports the conservation of heritage assets with the expectation that new development will not 
harm these, nor their setting. It could also have noted that paragraph 157 of the NPPF requires local plans to identify where land 
would be inappropriate, for instance because of its historic significance (which does not necessarily mean designated heritage 
assets).

Figure 3 in the Study implies that environmental constraints are considered at Stage 1 of the assessment process, and possibly again 
at Stages 2 and 3, which is confirmed by Table 5 and the box on page 29 of the Study. However, nowhere is there any reference to 
historic landscape character, which we would consider most likely to be a Category 2 or 3 constraint. 

(Incidentally, we assume that the categorisation in Table 5 is based solely on the degree of influence each constraint is considered to 
have on the suitability of land for a new settlement, not on the intrinsic importance of each constraint. We also consider that, given 
the nature and scale of the proposed development, conservation areas and possibly listed buildings should be Category 2). 

We note that the assessment of Haddenham on page 37 of the Study concludes that there are no major environmental constraints 
that would preclude development but acknowledges that the potential for development immediately south of the settlement is limited 
due to the conservation area, concentration of listed buildings and the potential impact on their setting. It appears that this is reflected 
in the three identified potential growth options. 
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England)
However, potential development area 4 was originally allocated in the Deposit Draft Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan for some 100 
dwellings as the Aston Road site under Policy HA.1 of the Plan. The Inspector that examined the Plan noted that the site lay to the 
east of Church End “recognised as the most important element of the Haddenham CA, containing the greatest concentration of the 
village’s highest quality buildings”. He considered that if the site was to be developed “modern development would interpose itself 
between Church End and the open fields to the east. The perception of the historic core of the Conservation Area in its landscape 
setting would be concealed and the present views lost”. 

The Inspector concluded that “the visual impact in this location would be excessive, resulting in the destruction of some of the most 
characterful views of the most important part of the Haddenham CA. For these reasons alone development on the Aston Road site 
should be resisted. The fact that it would be impossible to integrate the proposed development with the rest of the village, creating a 
text-book example of the worst kind of village expansion, strengthens my resolve to resist development on this site” and that the 
allocation of the site would destroy the “sense of Church End in its historic rural setting”. He therefore recommended the deletion of 
Policy HA.1, a recommendation accepted by the Council. 

The Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan proposed housing only at the eastern end of this area of land, away from the Conservation 
Area, which we considered acceptable. We therefore consider that the development of the whole of potential development area 4 
would be unacceptable and that development might only be acceptable on part of the site to the east if a similar buffer zone was 
retained between the development and the Conservation Area.

We note that the Sustainability Appraisal Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives, which assessed only the two preferred locations 
for a new settlement, also refers to the cluster of listed buildings in the centre of Haddenham and to a number of other listed buildings 
around the settlement, a number of which would be, or potentially be, affected by a new settlement. 

It also states that Site 4 is located partially within the Haddenham Conservation Area, although the indicative maps appear to show it 
outside the Conservation Area. The Assessment considers this site to be suitable for new development, which is at odds with the 
conclusions of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan Inspector as set out above and with which we disagree – as we explain above, 
we consider that only part of this site could be acceptable for development.
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England) The Assessment also identifies a potential impact on the setting of the Medieval Settlement East of Waldridge Manor Scheduled 
Monument near Owlswick from Option 2 (new garden village) but it (and the Study) fails to refer to another Scheduled Monument in 
the area of search – the Moated Site NW of Aston Mullins – or to historic landscape character. Otherwise we are satisfied that the 
Assessment identifies the designated heritage assets that would or could be affected by the three new settlement options.

However, subject to further investigation and assessment, we are not sure that “moderate adverse” is an accurate rating against 
“cultural heritage” for each of the three options. Three of the five potential development locations for Option 1 (2, 3 and 4) would be 
within the setting of the Haddenham Conservation Area as would the north-eastern corner of potential development area 7 in Option 
3 (which also includes  potential development area 4. Scotsgrove Mill and Rose Cottage, both grade II listed, are located just to the 
south-west of potential development area 7. Pending further assessment work, an rating of “moderate adverse” for these two options 
would therefore appear reasonable.

However, potential development area 6 in Option 2 would include the grade II* listed Walridge Manor and Pasture Farmhouse and 
the barn to the west, both grade II. In addition it would be within the setting of the scheduled monument of the Nucleated 
Medieval Settlement east of Waldridge Manor and potentially within the setting of the scheduled monument of the Moated Site NW of 
Aston Mullins. 

Both grade II* listed buildings and scheduled monuments are heritage assets of the “highest significance” according to paragraph 
132 of the NPPF, and substantial harm to or loss of should be wholly exceptional (the same paragraph notes that significance of a 
heritage asset can be harmed or lost through development within its setting). Indeed, Scheduled Monuments are identified as a 
Category 1 constraint in the New Settlement Scoping Study. 
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England)
Therefore, again pending further assessment work, a rating of “major adverse” might be more appropriate and this option may not be 
acceptable because of the likely impact on the significance of these designated heritage assets (indeed, the Category 1 status of the 
scheduled monuments is considered to represent “a significant barrier to delivery of new development” by the New Settlement 
Scoping Study). 

As regards Winslow, the three Options appear less constrained by designated heritage assets, although again consideration should 
be given to non-designated assets, including historic landscapes.

Paragraph 4.40 - given the uncertainty that still exists with the concept of a new settlement, the Draft Local Plan quite rightly does not 
define exact boundaries or design of a new settlement. We note that both the Plan and the Study refer to a masterplanning process, 
and that the latter suggests that a range of further technical studies is necessary to support the process (although the Plan only 
refers to transport studies). 

We consider that other studies than those identified in the Study are required e.g. an archaeological desk-based assessment and 
possible field evaluation, an assessment of the sensitivity of the historic landscape character and an assessment of the likely impact 
of new development on the significance of heritage assets in the area, including the conservation areas, and their settings. We will 
expect full consultation on the exact location(s) and nature of proposed new development and other details of the proposed new 
settlement in due course and would be pleased to be involved in the masterplanning process.

Paragraph 4.43 – given the range of designated (and possible non-designated) heritage assets in the Haddenham area, we are 
surprised and disappointed not to see an objective for the conservation and, if possible, enhancement of heritage assets.

Paragraph 4.48 – according to our records, none of the three proposed sites adjacent to Milton Keynes contain any designated 
heritage assets, although WHA001 may be within the setting of the grade II listed Tattenhoe Bare Farmhouse and Snelshall 
Benedictine Priory scheduled monument is a little way to the north. However, the Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record and 
the Aylesbury Vale Historic Landscape Character Assessment/Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation should be 
consulted for any non-designated heritage assets (including historic landscapes) on these sites.

Paragraph 4.50 – if the consultation requested above identifies any heritage assets on any of these sites, there should be an 
additional place-shaping principle to conserve and enhance those assets.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D3 - Policy D3 – as with paragraph 4.50, if the consultation requested above identifies any heritage assets on any of these 
sites, there should be a requirement within Policy D3 for their conservation and enhancement.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D4 - Policy D4 – we welcome criterion e. in Policy D4 that development proposals in sustainable settlements not allocated in 
the Plan or in a made neighbourhood plan will only be permitted where they would not have any adverse impact on the historic 
environment (and fulfil the other criteria) as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy 
for enhancing, the historic environment required by the NPPF.
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England)
Policy D5 - Policy D5 - we welcome criterion e. in Policy D5 that development proposals in larger villages not allocated in the Plan or 
in a made neighbourhood plan will only be permitted where they would not have any adverse impact on the historic environment (and 
fulfil the other criteria) as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the 
historic environment required by the NPPF.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D6 - Policy D6 - we welcome criterion e. in Policy D6 that development proposals in medium villages not allocated in the Plan 
or in a made neighbourhood plan will only be permitted where they would not have any adverse impact on the historic environment 
(and fulfil the other criteria) as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for 
enhancing, the historic environment required by the NPPF.

Paragraph 4.87 – the calculations regarding housing provision and need are very precise e.g. Hardwick has a residual housing 
requirement of one dwelling. Is it really possible to be so precise ?

Paragraph 4.90 – we note that, if our mathematics is correct, that there is an “over-supply” in some villages of sites for a total of 111 
dwellings, whilst there is an “under-supply” in other villages of sites for a total of 110 dwellings. This suggests that it might be more 
appropriate to seek the housing requirement of the wider rural community by developing where suitable sites are available rather 
than seeking to meet the very specific requirement in each village which, if even if accurately calculated at this point in time, is liable 
to change over time.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D7 - Policy D7 - we welcome criterion e. in Policy D7 that development proposals in smaller villages will only be permitted 
where they would not have any adverse impact on the historic environment (and fulfil the other criteria) as part of the positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by the NPPF.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D8 - Policy D8 – we are not clear why this policy does not contain the same criterion that development would not have any 
adverse impact on environmental assets such as landscape, historic environment etc as in Policies D4 – D7.

Paragraph 4.102 – this states that Policy D9 sets out a strategy for growth and
revitalisation of Aylesbury town centre, but Policy D9 relates to the provision of employment land.
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VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 

England)
Policy D10 - Policy D10 – we welcome the requirement for development proposals within town centres to “retain or enhance the 
town centre’s historic character and appearance”, although we would prefer “historic significance, character and appearance”, and 
we consider that this requirement should apply to village centres, many of which are of historic significance.

Paragraph 4.113 – we welcome the reference to the historic centre of Aylesbury and the recognition of the “Old Town” as a major 
part of the town’s attraction, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the clear strategy for 
enhancing, the historic environment required by the NPPF.

Paragraph 4.121 – given that the historic centre of Aylesbury is recognised a few paragraphs earlier in the Draft Plan as a major part 
of the town’s attraction, we find it surprising that there is no guiding principle in the Town Centre Plan for the conservation and 
enhancement of that historic centre.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D11 - Policy D11 – the site for town centre redevelopment abuts the Aylesbury Town Conservation Area to the south-west. 
Care will need to be taken with this interface in any redevelopment, and we would welcome a reference to this in Policy D11.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D12 - Policy D12 – we welcome the requirements for development proposals to have particular regard to enhancements to 
the built environment and environmental enhancements to the public realm, although we would welcome a reference to conserving 
and enhancing the historic environment in the policy, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and the 
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment required by the NPPF.

VALP16-09-08-01291 Martin Small (Historic 
England)

Policy D14 - Policy D14 – we consider that criterion d. sets the bar too low as regards the historic environment – gypsy/traveller and 
travelling showpeople sites should only be acceptable where there is no adverse impact at all on the historic environment.

VALP16-09-08-01292 Catherine Burchmore Policy D1 - I object wholeheartedly to your proposals of the development of Hampden Fields.

Our highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the 
West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.  It certainly appears that you have 
not considered the adverse implications to the local environment that this development will cause let alone the impact on 
roads/schools and local services.  Yours very much against the Hampden Fields development.
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VALP16-09-08-01293 Andrew Gordon Policy D4 - Of the 21,690 plots identified in Aylesbury Vale, 1018 are in Haddenham, which is regarded as a "strategic settlement". 

This increases the size of Haddenham by about 50%, compared with only 31% for the Vale. Haddenham will thus grow by just over 
2% per year, compared with only 31% for the Vale. Haddenham will thus grow by just over 2% per year, compared with regional 
population growth of 0.65%. Expansion of this order will demand more specific attention to affected villages than is shown in the draft 
plan. 
If Haddenham is to become a strategic settlement, then the council should be considering the needs and potential of the village as a 
whole, as it does for Aylesbury, rather than simply acquiescing to pressure from developers to carpet the surrounding countryside 
with look-alike estates. Haddenham has a well-developed civil society and responsible institutions, as evidenced by the recent 
Neighbourhood Plan. AVDC should be a strong supporter of these institutions and regard them as helpful in the planning process. 
This policy should be affirmed in the VALP. Further detail could include an express determination to favour - and facilitate - the 
following lines of desirable development:
A general enhancement of the village core, including shopping area and community buildings, diversion of through traffic and calming 
of local; and public works to make the central area as attractive as possible;
A policy to increase the density of occupation, especially near the village core, including flats for elderly, singles, newly marrieds etc. 
to encourage increased density of existing bungalow plots; and to consider an innovative financial vehicle capable of holding plots for 
amalgamation or improvement and pursuing other property initiatives of benefit to the village as a whole.
While the HELAA has identified sufficient space in Haddenham to accommodate 50% expansion, what should come next - in the 
distant future - should these plans be fulfilled? Rather than a new settlement down the road, land west of the railway line (Station 
road/Thame road triangle) appears suitable, although dismissed on vague grounds by HELAA. Additional road traffic would be 
minimised by proximity to the transport hub, while there is no reason why the extend of the village should be limited by the railway 
line, instead of, say, by the Thame and Station Roads. But this should not be an issue for us but for future generations.

VALP16-09-08-01294 Derek Critoph Policy D1 - I seriously object to this development , this will be overload to an already strained ,road , school, and open space 
network,
The Bedgrove park in particular , will be the enclosed  , and is already getting overcrowded , with existing residents, so it get full use. 
We do not need this development , it will significantly destroy the existing residence quality of life

VALP16-09-08-01295 Nick Unknown Policy D1 - Very unhappy that this is being reconsidered again,there is no common sense behind these plans.it will only cause more 
traffic and delays

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 456 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01296 Evie Woolmer Policy D1 - I would like to comment on the proposed above development as I have serious concerns about aspects to the proposal 

as detailed below.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-08-01297 Wendy Aplin Policy D1 - Once again I am pressed to respond by 5th September to yet another proposal put forward by the Development Group. 
When will they learn, that local residents simply DO NOT AGREE WITH THEIR PROPOSALS which are totally unsuited to the area 
for building. It can only lead to increased congestion on already crowded and dangerous roads on either side of the new estate, and 
the housing etc. is not designed for the spaces it will occupy. There has been no consideration for wildlife or humankind alike, and I 
can only once again plead with Aylesbury Vale District Council to listen to us, and scrap this whole proposal as urgently as possible.

VALP16-09-08-01298 M and J Lanchbury Policy D2 - We write to request the proposed garden village by removed from the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan for the following 
reasons:
Loss of productive land; Devastating effect on wildlife habitats; There is already proposed development at various sites in 
Haddenham leading to an increase in the volume of traffic in an already congested area. An unfavourable visual effect on an area of 
unspoilt countryside at the foot of the Chilterns.

VALP16-09-08-01299 Stephen Richards Policy D1 - Have the planners driven in/out of Aylesbury from/to the South at peak times?  Isn't it important to maintain separation 
between the town of Aylesbury and outlying villages? How many of the people in the new development will actually work within 
Aylesbury? I support the views of the 'Hampden Fields Action Group'.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 457 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-08-01300 Layla Vidal-Martin 

(Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners (on behalf of 
Denison Investments 
Ltd))

Policy D6 - The VALP uses the HELM as the basis for identifying potential allocations, and states that "The HELAA identifies sites 
suitable for 85 new homes. This leaves a shortfall of 38 homes still to be found' (VALP Table on pages 87-88).
The potential allocations of 85 new homes in Stewkley comprise 80 dwellings on the land at Soulbury Road (ref. STW005) and a 
further 5 dwellings on land at Cricketers Meadow (ref STW003). However, the current outline application, which includes an 
illustrative Masterplan and accompanying Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, demonstrates that the land at Soulbury Road is 
capable of accommodating 85 dwellings. It has been subject to a number of detailed assessments and extensive public consultation 
in the form of both a pre-application consultation event and as part of the planning application process.
Having regard to the content of these detailed studies which accompany the application, Denison Investments request that the 
proposed allocation on STW005 is increased to 85 dwellings. This will have the further benefit of reducing the shortfall of new homes 
to be found in Stewkley from 38 to 33 dwellings.
It is also noted that the VALP includes consideration of Stewkley as a "Potential Broad Area of Search" for a new settlement. Whilst 
not taken forward as a possible location, this work further supports the idea that Stewkley is well located to accommodate new 
development.  Stewkley village is in the early stages of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. Denison Investments have held discussions 
with the Neighbourhood Plan group since it commenced and are continuing those discussions as the Plan progresses.
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VALP16-09-08-01301 Aston Clinton Sarl 

(Nexus Planning Ltd)
Policy D9 - Aston Clinton Sarl control land north of Aston Clinton Road, Aylesbury and can confirm that the site is available for a 
residential-led mixed use development. The Vale of Aylesbury Plan (“VALP”) identifies the site (WTV016) as an existing commitment, 
which is expected to deliver 150 dwellings and 30,060sqm of economic development related floorspace. No timescales are provided 
for delivery.
The site is located within the Aylesbury Strategic Settlement and therefore one of the most sustainable locations in the District. The 
site also comprises a large part of the Aston Clinton MDA, which is allocated for a mixed use development in current Local Plan.
The Council’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need (“OAN”) is considered to be too low and the Council cannot at present identify a 
five-year housing land supply, as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”). Furthermore, it remains a significant 
challenge for the Council to identify such a housing land supply as part of the VALP, despite making a number of new housing 
allocations.
Whilst Aston Clinton Sarl welcome the identification of the site as an existing commitment, the level of development envisaged by the 
Council is not considered to make the most effective use of land, nor it is considered to respond to the latest evidence base prepared 
in support of the VALP i.e. an increase in housing needs and a surplus of employment land (particularly in the vicinity of Aylesbury).
Extensive technical work has been prepared in support of planning application 15/03806/OUT, which was submitted on the site for a 
residential-led mixed use development. The application is significantly progressed, with all statutory consultee comments received to 
date raising no objection. The only outstanding statutory consultee comments relate to BCC Highways, which Aston Clinton Sarl 
expect to resolve very soon.
It is clear that site WTV016 can accommodate a residential-led mixed use development comprising 400 dwellings and 5,000sqm of 
employment floorspace. Subject to receiving an approval of the current application soon, Aston Clinton Sarl consider that the majority 
of the proposed 400 dwellings could be delivered within the first five years of the Plan period, boosting the Council’s housing land 
supply position and demonstrating that the site is deliverable, having regard to footnote 11 of the NPPF. The Council’s HELAA should 
therefore be updated accordingly.
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VALP16-09-08-01302 Sam Woolmer Policy D1 - I would like to comment on the proposed above development as I have serious concerns about aspects to the proposal 

as detailed below.
AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 
consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".  There is no 
proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state that there 
will be significant additional congestion on the roads.  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious 
flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money 
from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.
The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01303 Tim Woolmer Policy D1 - I would like to comment on the proposed above development as I have serious concerns about aspects to the proposal 

as detailed below.

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-08-01304 Iain Stewart Policy D3 - I would be grateful if you could consider this submission to the consultation on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. I 

write primarily as the Member of Parliament for Milton Keynes South, which has a direct boundary with Aylesbury Vale District. In 
addition, for the last twelve years I have been a resident of the Tattenhoe area of South West Milton Keynes, which lies within a 
couple of miles of many of the proposed new housing areas. For six of those years I was also a Parish Councillor on the Shenley 
Brook End and Tattenhoe Parish Council. As such, I can offer direct experience of the local area and the likely impact that substantial 
new housing developments are likely to have on Milton Keynes.

I have seen a copy of the submissions that have been made by Cllr Edith Bald (Councillor for Tattenhoe ward on Milton Keynes 
Council and leader of the Opposition Conservative Group) and Cllr Ann Clancy (Councillor for Bletchley Park ward on Milton Keynes 
Council) regarding your proposed developments to the south and west of Milton Keynes (specifically areas WHA001/2 and all the 
Newton Longville options, plus similar adjacent areas GRB002/3/4 and SHM010/011/016/017/018). I attach copies of their letters for 
ease of reference. Rather than repeat all their points, I endorse completely what they say and ask that they be seriously considered. I 
also echo Cllr Bald’s request for a public meeting that Milton Keynes residents may attend.

The principal additional points that I wish to make concern the strategic place of your local plan in the context of the Oxford-Milton 
Keynes-Cambridge corridor. As you will no doubt be aware, the Government (in the 2016 Budget) tasked the National Infrastructure 
Commission to examine the growth potential of this corridor. There has been a public consultation (which concluded in August 2016) 
and an initial response from the NIC is expected later this year. For your information, I attach a copy of the submission I made to the 
NIC. As part of my submission, I refer to the Milton Keynes Futures 2050 Commission Report, which considers the future 
development of Milton Keynes.

The critical point is that your local plan, the MK Futures Plan and the more strategic work of the NIC must not be considered in 
isolation of each other. We risk making unnecessary errors for the futures of our communities if new housing and infrastructure 
developments are made in the absence of an overall strategic plan for the corridor. There needs to be fully thought-through and join-
up thinking between all the affected local authorities (there are similar issues, for example, between Milton Keynes and Central 
Bedfordshire) and between central and local government. Current infrastructure projects such as East-West Rail and the Oxford-
Cambridge Expressway offer huge opportunities for our area but need to be fully integrated into local plans in Aylesbury Vale, Milton 
Keynes and beyond. Innovation in intelligent transport and “smart city” technologies also provides opportunities for new ways of 
providing new housing, rather than relying on traditional urban expansion.
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VALP16-09-08-01304 Iain Stewart In addition, as I set out in my NIC submission, there are many other questions such as governance arrangements and funding 

mechanisms which need to be considered.

In developing your local plan generally, and specifically for those areas that abut the Milton Keynes border, I strongly urge that you 
request from central Government the flexibility in time and scope for new developments to be devised more strategically. I am not in 
principle against future development to the south and west of Milton Keynes, with the proviso that they are sympathetic to the green 
spaces around Milton Keynes and do not amount to urban sprawl. As things stand, however, I cannot support any of the proposed 
developments in the absence of a strategic long-term vision in which infrastructure precedes housing development and not the other 
way around. 

I believe that there is a way of doing this and meeting short to medium term housing demand. I have been calling, and will continue to 
call, for central Government to give Milton Keynes and neighbouring authorities some assistance or leeway with regards to housing 
growth. I have specifically called for either intervention to bring forward housing developments with existing permission (as set out in 
the 2013 Milton Keynes Core Strategy) or for some flexibility in meeting the 5 year supply targets. With regards for intervention in the 
bringing forward developments, there are precedents locally as with the Newton Leys and Milton Keynes Western Flank 
developments. The issue in Milton Keynes regarding the 5 year targets is not the number of dwellings with permission (in excess of 
20,000 over the next decade) but with the rate of delivery.

I very much hope that you will seriously considered the points I have made. Planned properly, there is an enormous opportunity for 
our area; without an overall strategy there is huge potential for damaging, piecemeal expansion which we shall soon live to regret.

VALP16-09-08-01305 Nadine Boxhall Policy D1 - Please register my opposition to your proposals in the above plan and in particular:
- too many houses concentrated around Aylesbury
- the increased traffic congestion would once again worsen
- the loss of local community identity due to excessive house building
- no alternative strategies considered on a wider bucks basis
- total ignoring of residents previous objections to building on this scale around Aylesbury

I would also like to register my support for the response submitted by the Hampden Fields Action Group and recent submissions to 
the Bucks Herald letters page.
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VALP16-09-08-01306 Layla Vidal-Martin 

(Nathaniel Lichfield & 
Partners)

Policy D6 - The VALP uses the HELAA as the basis for identifying potential allocations, and states that "The HELAA identifies sites 
suitable for 85 new homes. This leaves a shortfall of 38 homes still to be found" (VALP Table on pages 87-88).
The potential allocation of 85 new homes in Stewkley comprise 80 dwellings on the land at Soulbury Road (ref. STW005) and a 
further 5 dwellings on land at Cricketers Meadow (ref STW003). This leaves a shortfall of 38 homes still to be found. 
The land at Chapel Field measures c.1.1 ha and could accommodate around 23 dwellings (as set out in the previous Call for Sites 
submission). It could therefore provide 60% of the shortfall in one location. The land represents a logical extension to Stewkley in a 
similar fashion to how Griffin Field immediately to the north organically grew the village.
It is also noted that the VALP includes consideration of Stewkley as a "Potential Broad Area of Search" for a new settlement. Whilst 
not taken forward as a possible location, this work further supports the idea that Stewkley is well located to accommodate new 
development. 
Stewkley village is in the early stages of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. Denison Investments have held discussions with the 
Neighbourhood Plan group since it commenced and are continuing those discussions as the Plan progresses. The land at Chapel 
Field is understood to be one of the sites that the Neighbourhood Plan is considering as a potential allocation.

VALP16-09-08-01307 David Garlick Policy D4 - I am writing in respect of the Consultation exercise in respect of the AVDC Plan. You asked for comments to be 
submitted by 5th September.

 My concern is largely about the interests of Winslow as a resident and where we have had overwhelming community support to our 
Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP). At our Referendum we had 98.2% support for our Plan and this must surely be the blueprint for 
further development in Winslow, which rather than being parochial has taken in the wider housing needs of AVDC and beyond.

Major developments and further growth needs to be focused on Aylesbury where there is land to the East and West of the town 
although the road system needs to be developed to deal with further growth. The new settlement proposal would add too much 
growth to Winslow on top of what it has already included in it's WNP. And the additional houses which Wycombe District Council are 
thrusting on AVDC should be firmly rejected. We are already doing our bit and making a contribution beyond our requirement.

And it is essential indeed imperative that any new development comes with the attendant infrastructure and support services.

I do hope that this Consultation is more than a paper exercise and you genuinely take in to account our comments.
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VALP16-09-08-01308 Joyce King Policy D1 - YOUR PLAN ...IS CERTAINLY NOT MY PLAN !!

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01313 Robert Coles Jill Servat Policy D6 - Reasons why 50 houses should not be built in Ickford:

WE understand that house do have to be built, and that our village must accept some of that burden. 10-12 houses would be 
acceptable, but 50 houses could not be sustainable for the following reasons.
Roads:
Our roads are a disgrace. They are not maintained and although we pay our rates and county dues, the road are full of potholes, 
narrow and dangerous for our
children. In addition we have heavy lorries coming through out village even though there are signs stating that our bridges are 
unsafe. The village cannot take more
traffic.
Sewers and Drainage:
Our present sewer system could not possibly cope with 50 more houses. They run at close to maximum most of the time and in 
cases of heavy rain they overflow into
the road. Not only is this a public health hazard, it clearly shows that our sewers are already inadequate. Plus the fact that under the 
AVDC plans, our village is classed as
a floodplain. In recent years we have had serious problems with ground water and overflowing sewers.
The School and Transport:
Our school is already full, so if 50 families arrive where would they go to school.? Transport links through all villages is very poor. You 
cannot live in this village if you
don't have a car. The buses only run a couple of times a day, and not every day.   I am in favour of every village having several 
houses built around the perimeter of
their village, but to have 50 built in this village would be a big mistake. AS stated earlier, We protest in the strongest possible terms 
and beg you reconsider
our supposed standing as a "Medium" village and re-consider us as a small village.

VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 
Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D1 - Paragraph 4.5 identifies that the principles of development can be split into four categories, namely sustainable 
development, movement, community and green infrastructure. This appears to suggest that sustainable development is isolated from 
the other three, which is not in accordance with paragraphs 7 and 8 of the NPPF. It is suggested that the wording should be amended 
to reflect the NPPF such that sustainable development includes by definition consideration of movement, community and green 
infrastructure amongst a range of other social, economic and environmental considerations.
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VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 

Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D2 - Paragraph 4.27 identifies that the delivery of a new settlement needs to be considered in order to meet the housing 
requirement. Against the housing requirement of 33,300 (which is likely to underestimate the full objectively assessed need) it can be 
calculated from Table 1 that existing commitments and completions provide for only 12,759 homes. There is also a potential supply of 
16,225 from sites identified in the HELAA and an allowance for 714 homes from windfall sites. Therefore, even if every committed 
site was implemented, and every potentially suitable HELAA site was developed there would still only be a maximum capacity of 
29,698 homes in Aylesbury Vale leaving a shortfall of 3,602. However, it is inevitable that a proportion of sites will not be developed 
and the shortfall will therefore be greater than this even if all of the potentially suitable HELAA sites were allocated. It is therefore 
necessary for a new settlement to be developed in order to address the shortfall. Indeed, Table 1 identifies that a new settlement 
would be required to deliver 13% of the total housing across the district.
The Council has correctly undertaken a New Settlement Scoping Study which provides an independent assessment of ‘areas of 
search’ which are unconstrained and which could deliver a new settlement. The Study identified 2 areas of search for further 
consideration, namely Haddenham and Winslow. Within each of these areas of search it identified a number of options for the 
location of the new settlement with the ability to provide a range of different housing numbers. The bullets in paragraph 4.32 however 
do not reflect this evidence and should be revised to read as “Option 1: at least 6,000 dwellings at Haddenham” and “Option 2: 6,000 
dwellings at Winslow”.
Paragraphs 4.33, 4.34 and 4.35 identify the options for the location of the new settlement within these areas of search. However, it 
would benefit from further clarification with a preceding sentence which reads “Within these areas of search, 4 potential options have 
been identified including an extension to Haddenham, and extension to Winslow, a new settlement at Haddenham and a new 
settlement at Winslow.” Otherwise it is not clear that there 3 paragraphs are describing the options for the location and they can each 
be read in isolation as preferring every option.
Paragraph 4.35 expresses a preference for a new settlement at Haddenham. Indeed, it is considered that a new settlement at 
Haddenham provides the most sustainable location to respond to the unmet needs of Chiltern, South Bucks and particularly 
Wycombe being in close proximity to these (especially the latter) as compared to Winslow which is distant from all 3 authorities. The 
effect of delivering the housing needs of these 3 authorities remote from where they arise will inevitably impact on travel flows as 
households travel to maintain social and economic connections (including their current employment).
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VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 

Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Haddenham also has a higher rate of concealed families and overcrowded households, and a lower rate of vacant dwellings and 
affordable homes compared to Winslow. All of these market signals indicate that there is a greater pressure on the existing housing 
stock in Haddenham which can be addressed by the provision of additional housing, including at a new settlement.
Haddenham also has a much better alignment of jobs and workers indicating that it is a far more sustainable location for growth than 
Winslow. There is also a higher proportion of residents in Haddenham who either work from home or who use sustainable modes of 
transport to travel to work. In regards to those who do use the car to travel to work, the residents of Haddenham are far more likely to 
travel less than 10km than the residents of Winslow.
Haddenham is also closer to a community hospital (at Thame), and Accident and Emergency Department (at Stoke Mandeville), a 
Railway Station (at Haddenham), a Leisure Centre (at Thame) and a cinema (at Thame).
Indeed, Haddenham clearly provides a far more sustainable location for a new settlement in all regards. This is even more 
pronounced when consideration is given to where the actual housing needs arise. The preference for the new settlement at 
Haddenham is therefore to be supported.
Paragraph 4.40 identifies that there is uncertainty with regard to the location of a new settlement and that further work will be required 
to determine the exact scale and layout of the new settlement through a detailed masterplanning process. This is to be supported and 
is a pragmatic proposal at this stage in the plan-making process.
However, from the preceding analysis it is clear that the provision of a new settlement should be directed towards Haddenham. The 
New Settlement Scoping Study identifies 2 options for such a new settlement, one being an extension to the existing settlement 
entitled Western Haddenham and one being a new Garden Village to the east of Haddenham (referred to as Waldridge Garden 
Village in this response).
DCLG produced a prospectus on Locally-Led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities in March 2016. This prospectus is designed to 
support the delivery of Garden Villages which are seen by the Government as providing a key part of the offer on housing growth. It 
identifies that “new garden villages…can be a suitable way of meeting local housing need, rather than building on to existing 
settlements.”
The development of new garden villages (as opposed to urban extensions) is also supported by the Taylor report which identifies a 
number of problems with the delivery of urban extensions including the artificially high land values which minimises the ability to 
provide infrastructure and community benefit; the long lead-in times and slow build-out rates given the competition and co-ordination 
of sequential developments; and the lack of co-ordination of infrastructure with delivery. The Waldridge Garden Village provides the 
opportunity to avoid these issues and to provide for a new garden village rather than an urban extension at the Western Expansion 
area.
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VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 

Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

The Western Expansion Area to Haddenham would be contrary to the “made” Neighbourhood Plan, although recognising that part of 
this plan has been quashed. The same is not true of Waldridge Garden Village, which will provide for an exemplar garden village 
supported by Government, whilst meeting the unmet needs of Wycombe (as well as Chiltern and South Bucks) as close to the border 
with Wycombe as possible. Indeed, the attached Position Statement summarises the progress which has been made to date to 
respond to the option identified in the Draft Local Plan and to reflect the principles of garden villages, as well as summarising the 
opportunities for sustainable development at this location.
The emerging masterplan provides for a mix of residential, employment, educational, community and green spaces including schools, 
leisure, retail, health and open spaces and the opportunity for a green transport link to Haddenham Village supporting sustainable 
modes of travel between the new settlement and Haddenham. It locates these uses in such a way as to minimise travel distances 
and to ensure that they are accessible to all.
The Waldridge Garden Village also meets the eligibility criteria of the DCLG prospectus by providing for a new discrete settlement 
which is between 1,500 and 10,000 homes and so clearly accords with the Government’s vision for future housing delivery. The 
Western Expansion Area would not accord with these criteria.
Furthermore, as identified in the New Settlement Scoping Study, Waldridge Garden Village is in an unconstrained area. It is lower in 
agricultural land quality than the Western Haddenham extension and so would accord with paragraph 112 of the NPPF. It also 
provides the opportunity for greater levels of development to meet housing needs beyond the plan period.

VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 
Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D3 - Policy D3 sets out the proposal for some of the housing requirement of Aylesbury Vale to be provided on sites adjacent 
to Milton Keynes. This will impact upon the infrastructure provision of Milton Keynes, and will have implications for the existing 
distribution and scale of development within Milton Keynes itself, as well as prejudicing the ability of Milton Keynes Council to meet its 
objectively assessed needs through sustainable urban extensions in Aylesbury Vale in the future.
Inspector Ward in his letter of 7th January 2014 identified that there is a “potential need for the growth of the urban area of Milton 
Keynes into Aylesbury Vale”. Indeed, the Plan:MK Strategic Development Directions Consultation (January 2016) identifies that 
development within Aylesbury Vale adjacent to Milton Keynes is one of the options to meet the needs of Milton Keynes. The proposal 
for this to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale therefore prejudices the assessment of reasonable alternatives to meet the needs of 
Milton Keynes. Any such proposal would therefore need to be agreed under the duty to cooperate with Milton Keynes Council and will 
need to be considered in the context of the future development of Milton Keynes.
Furthermore, the proposal to deliver extensions to Milton Keynes to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and 
Wycombe will displace the supply from where the needs arise and in some cases this displacement will be over very large distances 
(for example from South Bucks). This can be partially addressed by linking the supply to the needs, such that any delivery at Milton 
Keynes would not meet the needs of Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks, but that these would be addressed at specific allocations 
(including a new settlement) at locations as close as possible to those authorities within Aylesbury Vale including Haddenham.
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VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 

Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D4 - 5.22 Paragraph 4.56 identifies that in some settlements there may not be sufficient capacity to deliver the identified 
housing requirements. In such circumstances the settlement will be unable to deliver the housing requirement and this will result in a 
shortfall against the strategic housing requirement. Paragraph 4.56 goes on to identify that no village will be allocated more than their 
housing requirement. It is therefore implicit within the Local Plan that the shortfall will either not be met, or will be provided at strategic 
settlements and/or the new settlement. The Local Plan will need to provide clarity as to where this shortfall will be addressed.
5.23 Policy D4 identifies that all suitable sites will be allocated at Haddenham. This presumably does not currently include the 
suitable sites for a new settlement and the policy wording should be refined to reflect this. Furthermore, allocating these sites ignores 
the potential opportunity to deliver some of these needs at a new settlement which may be preferable. Further consideration will need 
to be given to the opportunities for addressing the needs of Haddenham at the new settlement.
5.24 The wording of Policy D4 also needs refinement. It seems to suggest that unallocated development even within the footprint of 
villages would only be allowed where allocations have not delivered at the anticipated rate. This would prevent any windfall delivery 
in the short-term and undermines any windfall allowance which is currently relied upon by the Council. It also uses the term villages in 
bullet point (a) and in the footnote despite the fact that this applies to settlements including Buckingham.

VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 
Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D5 - 5.25 See response to Policy D4. Policy D5 seems to suggest that unallocated development even within the footprint of 
villages would only be allowed where allocations have not delivered at the anticipated rate. This would prevent any windfall delivery 
in the short-term and undermines any windfall allowance which is currently relied upon by the Council.
5.26 Paragraph 4.73 also identifies that not all of the larger villages will be able to meet their identified housing requirement (see 
Ivinghoe, Long Crendon, Steeple Craydon, Stone, Waddesdon, Whitchurch, Wing and Wingrave). Therefore, these unmet needs 
may need to be addressed at other locations and yet the Local Plan does not provide any indication of where this will be provided. It 
should be noted that depending upon the option chosen there may be capacity for delivery as part of a self-contained new settlement 
to address some of these unmet needs.

VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 
Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D6 - 5.27 See response to Policy D4 and Policy D5. Policy D6 seems to suggest that unallocated development even within 
the footprint of villages would only be allowed where allocations have not delivered at the anticipated rate. This would prevent any 
windfall delivery in the short-term and undermines any windfall allowance which is currently relied upon by the Council.
5.28 Paragraph 4.83 also identifies that not all of the medium villages will be able to meet their identified housing requirement (see 
Brill, Cuddington, Gawcott, Grendon Underwood, Ickford, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville, North Marston, Padbury, 
Quainton and Stewkley). Therefore, these unmet needs may need to be addressed at other locations and yet the Local Plan does not 
provide any indication of where this will be provided. It should be noted that depending upon the option chosen there may be capacity 
for delivery as part of a self-contained new settlement to address some of these unmet needs.
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VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 

Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D7 - 5.29 Paragraph 4.90 identifies that not all of the smaller villages will be able to meet their identified housing requirement 
(see Adstock, Akeley, Aston Abbotts, Bishopstone, Chackmore, Charndon, Dagnall, Dinton, Ford, Halton, Hardwick, Ivinghoe Aston, 
Ludgershall, Mentmore and Ledburn, Mursley, Thornborough, Turweston, Weedon and Whaddon). Therefore, these unmet needs 
may need to be addressed at other locations and yet the Local Plan does not provide any indication of where this will be provided. It 
should be noted that depending upon the option chosen there may be capacity for delivery as part of a self-contained new settlement 
to address some of these unmet needs, especially those of smaller villages such as Ford which are close to one of the options for a 
new settlement at Haddenham.
5.30 Policy D7 allows for windfall development at the smaller villages subject to criteria. However, criteria (g) requires that the 
housing requirement for a smaller village should not be exceeded. This is not sufficiently flexible and should be revised to allow for 
development broadly in accordance with the identified housing requirement.

VALP16-09-09-01315 Neil Tiley (Pegasus 
Group (on behalf of 
Jeremy Elgin))

Policy D9 - 5.31 Paragraph 4.95 identifies that Aylesbury Vale has an oversupply of employment land. However, the actual position 
is that whilst the Council suggests it has an over-supply of employment land (including allocated, but undeveloped sites) it actually 
has fewer jobs than it does resident workers, with a net outflow of 15,385 workers according to the 2011 Census. Therefore, a net 
increase in jobs should be supported within the Local Plan to rebalance the jobs and workers, in addition to providing sites which 
secure existing business and facilitate the growth and/or relocation of existing businesses within Aylesbury Vale.
5.32 In order to achieve this sufficient employment land should be identified within the Local Plan including that proposed as part of 
mixed use developments which will provide for the most sustainable locations as well as providing for premises which reflect the 
needs of 21st century businesses. This positive approach is supported by Policy D9 which allows for employment development within 
allocations to provide for self-contained developments minimising the need to travel. Such an opportunity is provided by a new 
settlement with employment and housing well connected to one another.
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VALP16-09-09-01316 Brenda Pearson Policy D6 - As a life long resident of Marsworth, I would like to make the following points objecting to the proposed development of 

land at the end of Stepnells.
1) You have designated the village as "medium". I understand that to fall into this category the village has to have over 700 
inhabitants. Marsworth, I believe, has 741, such a small number of extra people cannot possibly suddenly transform it into a 
"medium" sized village. It has far few inhabitants than the neighbouring villages of Pitstone and Cheddington. It is a small friendly and 
close community.
2) As most households these days own at least two cars, there is going to be a significant increase in the traffic in Vicarage Road, 
leading to dangerous congestion.
3) There will be a strain on existing amenities, such as they are. For instance, there are no shops, no post office and as a pensioner 
who does not drive, I can personally say that the buses are totally inadequate, and in fact are being reduced still further at the end of 
this month. It becomes harder and harder to arrange a visit to the doctor or dentist which will fit in with the few buses serving the 
village.
4) The infrastructure, in particular the drains, are struggling to cope at the moment. Only last year, people living on the west side of 
the village suffered for months under terrible conditions when the drainage system failed and they were faced with sewage flooding 
their gardens, and, in some cases, effluent overflowing from upstairs toilets. With further extra houses, there is a real danger that 
those living on the east side of the village will suffer the same fate.
5. There is already concern about the safety of children who have to catch the school buses, and as the village school only caters for 
children up to the age of 7, there is no alternative for the older ones but to catch a school bus or be taken to school by car, again 
increasing the traffic using Vicarage Road and Lower Icknield Way.
I do understand that the population of the whole country is increasing and more housing is required, but surely not at the expense of 
good agricultural land, which is being actively and
productively farmed?
Lastly, but by no means least, is the question of the sky larks which nest each year in that field. It is
becoming rarer and rarer to hear their beautiful song and to build over their historical nesting
ground, is nothing less than criminal.

VALP16-09-09-01317 James Yeoman (Savills 
on behalf of  Mr D and 
Mrs G Hearn)

Policy D6 - Summary
In conclusion, our client supports the distribution of a proportion of growth to the ‘Medium Villages’ across the District. These 
representations support the Council’s assessment of the sustainability credentials of Marsh Gibbon and its suitability to deliver 
residential development as per the Draft VALP. This correspondence further outlines the suitability of the identified land interest east 
of Clements Lane to potentially deliver the residual dwelling requirement at Marsh Gibbon through delivery of a comprehensive 
scheme, and confirms that the identified site remains available for development.
We trust that this correspondence sets out our clients’ position and would be grateful to be kept informed of the Council’s progress 
with the VALP.
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VALP16-09-09-01318 Mary Hatchard Policy D4 - Last night I attended the meeting held at Haddenham with regard to the increase in housing. I, along with all people living 

in Haddenham, am strongly against the proposal for our village, particularly on the north side for the following reasons:
1. We were told Milton Keynes wants more housing. So what is the problem? Why do you want to ruin this lovely village 
unnecessarily? It doesn't make sense.
2. As a village Haddenham has no facilities for so many extra people e.g. schools, doctors, shops etc. Winslow and Princes 
Risborough, as towns, do have them. Again - no sense. 
3. Wendover has been dismissed as an area of outstanding beauty, yet the HS2 can go right through it! Not an excuse.
4. The land North of the village is agricultural and should not be used. There are many unused fields here and in the surrounding 
area.
5. The excuse that the large area of the airfield cannot be used as it is a recreation ground for gliders and light aircraft does not 
equate. There is one red local glider used one day a week if the weather is right and the plane is very infrequently used. Are eleven 
families living beside the field of less importance?
6. My house and large lounge window are five feet from the field. The witchert wall dividing us has a conservation order on it and I am 
responsible for any damage to it.
7. The proposed housing will greatly lower the value of my property, which has a very large garden. I would require compensation.
8. Part of the proposed land in Aston Road is Glebe Land. The churchyard cemetery is full. If the Glebe land is used where will village 
people be buried? After living here for 57 years, I certainly want to be buried here in due course.
9. We read in the local paper that houses recently built the other side of Aylesbury are not selling! Why would they here?

There is not one reason in the local paper why you should consider Haddenham suitable for all these houses.
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VALP16-09-09-01319 Alan & Julie Pomfret Policy D1 - We wish to register our objections to the proposed housing development. Without going into details we would summarise 

our main objections as follows:-

(1) Notwithstanding the outcome of the previous enquiry there has been no feasible and practicable solution offered to the inevitable 
massive increase in road traffic.

(2) Aside from roads there will be greater demands placed on educational, health and other services, yet the plans appear almost to 
assume that these will be met as a matter of course. But, without specific commitments (and earmarked resources) that assumption 
appears to be completely without substance. Is this planning on a wing and a prayer? Kicking foreseeable problems down the road.

(3) The loss of the amenity of the green spaces between Aylesbury, Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville, and the loss of 
agricultural land, will be irretrievable. The local enviromment will be irredeemably worse if these plans are approved and 
implemented.

(4) Regrettably, the impression overall is that the authority has decided to do this as an easy solution to a requirement to build 
thousands of houses. The need for those houses and for them on this site has not been demonstrated. The difficulties that will ensue 
are skirted over. Is this consultation simply an exercise in justifying the inevitable?
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VALP16-09-09-01320 Chris Barnett Policy D1 - Below is a list of objections which need to be addressed and at present are being ignored.

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01322 Linda Hammill Policy D1 - I strongly oppose AVDC draft plans with regard to Hampden Fields Development.

As a resident who travels every day in and around Aylesbury I do not believe the proposed management of additional traffic can in 
any way cope. Single lane link roads simply move congestion around they do not negate it. 
The proposed development will see more traffic light junctions in this area. The Bedgrove junction, now with traffic lights on the A41, 
has created additional traffic noise pollution which is very noticeable at night. In the summer with windows open vehicles can be 
heard throughout the night. Most towns are getting rid of traffic lights as they slow traffic down. These junctions unlike roundabouts 
also create aggressive driving which can be witnessed daily. Additional Traffic fumes should also be considered.

Why is AVDC so intent on destroying the village of Weston Turville by allowing its surroundings to be consumed by this development. 
The concept of 'Greenbelt' now seems to be an irrelevance as far as our planners are concerned. 

AVDC should be acting on the genuine concerns of local residents instead of paying them lip-service. Housing development is not 
just a numbers game. It needs to be carried out with genuine concern and thought for existing residents.
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VALP16-09-09-01323 D.S. Hendereson Policy D2 - The VALP is looking to build at least 33,000 new homes across the Vale by 2033. Much of the area lies in Green Belt or 

the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I write to object to the proposal to build a new settlement "at either Haddenham or 
Winslow". The former has a station but the area cannot cope with the volume of cars associated so they are parked anywhere, 
creating a neighbourhood problem. Winslow will regain its station, whilst Aylesbury and Milton Keynes etc., have stations (also bus 
services).
Haddenham is an ancient settlement, its charm maintained by its various conservation areas and many listed buildings. It has its own 
area of Natural Beauty on a par with the Chilterns and settlements in Buckinghamshire with their Green Belts. Haddenham has 
always been an agricultural village, its fields may not be formally designated "green belt" but that is just what they are - protective, at 
the same time providing cereals and grazing pastures within their ancient hedgerows.
I particularly object to the "potential options" for Haddenham with three maps and figured of 1,250 and 7,000 and 8,000. 
A brown bush mark covering top grade agricultural land. These former "common fields of Haddenham" have been tilled by the 
families past and present and are still worked today. They run down towards listed homesteads and where osier beds of the past 
today offer fruit. Importantly the water meadows would be affected by any new housing.
The heritage value of this area cannot be over emphasised. The physical cultural heritage is an element of the environment which is 
at stake here. A consultant, not knowing the area and seeing the plan could believe he is looking at a featureless area of grassland 
but C70 the busy road from Haddenham village and station to the top of Scotsgrove Hill is not shown - neither are the dwellings along 
Mill Lane part of the tiny ancient hamlet of Grove. There is no notification of the wide area of "water meadows". This brown area has 
a large area with high water table, not suitable for housing.
Instead of desecrating lovely old villages look at the bigger theatre in fact years hence will see it as a small city - why not do that now 
and leave the gems of the country, our ancient villages as they are now. Milton Keynes is already well designed and could become 
another city. Is it North and the Government wants to get the Midlands and North productive once more, away from the over-crowded 
South East.

I hope the above will be considered.
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VALP16-09-09-01324 Robert Barnes 

(Planning Prospects 
(on behalf of Greenway 
Land LLP))

Policy D2 - General
Greenway supports the proposed spatial strategy which seeks to provide for a significant amount of new housing through the 
provision of a new settlement, whilst also noting that the potential for more than one new settlement should not be excluded. Through 
this approach the Council will be able to achieve a sustainable settlement offering a range of housing alongside the necessary 
services and facilities. Development of this scale will ensure that the necessary infrastructure can be put in place and that a truly 
sustainable community can be developed. Impacts from assimilating new development with existing communities can also be 
avoided.
National Policy, specifically paragraph 52 of the Framework provides support for the development of new settlements as a means of 
delivering sustainable development. Paragraph 52 states:
“The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements 
or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities. Working with the support of their communities, 
local planning authorities should consider whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable development…”
Greenway do however have some concerns as to the scale of delivery proposed (4,500) within the Plan period. Whilst Greenway 
does not dispute that a new settlement could deliver this scale of housing it is perhaps unrealistic to propose that 4,500 dwellings will 
be delivered within the remaining 17 years of the plan period in a single new settlement. To deliver 4,500 dwellings in this way within 
the plan period would require an immediate start and annual delivery rate of 265 dwellings for the remaining 17 years. This will not be 
achieved, particularly as the Council are yet to select their preferred option. This means that the 4,500 dwellings would actually have 
to be delivered over a much shorter time period (within the plan period) allowing for the significant lead in times often associated with 
these types of sites due to infrastructure requirements. Consequently the annual delivery rate would need to increase to an even 
higher level if this scale of delivery were to be achieved during the plan period. This scale of annual delivery rates which would be 
required are inappropriate and unrealistic. As such the scale of housing at the new settlement within the plan period should be 
reduced, with the remainder of the scheme being delivered in the next plan period.
The opportunity for a smaller scale new settlement should also be explored as an option or pursuing both new settlement locations to 
promote delivery.
To ensure the Local Plan is found sound, specifically in relation to the ‘effectiveness’ test of soundness, the Council need to ensure 
that the sites and policies are deliverable over the plan period.
Greenway recommends that this figure for delivery from the new settlement should be evaluated further to make realistic 
assumptions about the lead in times and delivery rates for this type of development.
That said, the new settlement option in principle is supported at Winslow particularly on the basis of;
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VALP16-09-09-01324 Robert Barnes 

(Planning Prospects 
(on behalf of Greenway 
Land LLP))

� The ability to create new sustainable settlement with a mixed range of uses
� Minimising impacts on existing communities
� Reducing the need to allocated land in more sensitive locations
� Contributing significantly to meeting the challenging housing requirement figure.

Haddenham
Greenway objects to the three options around Haddenham for the location for the delivery of a new settlement. Greenway does not 
believe this is an appropriate or most sustainable or best placed strategically location for this type of development. The majority of the 
sites included within the options are greenfield land.
Appendix E of the New Settlement Scoping Study identifies a number of options for Haddenham (see Figure 1 below). Greenway 
notes that these are all very different options and it is therefore apparent that the Council do not have a clear preferred direction of 
growth or understanding regarding the capacity of land around or in close proximity to Haddenham to deliver the new settlement 
proposals.
Greenway are unclear whether any of the Haddenham options are being actively promoted for development, or whether there are 
any land ownership issues or constraints. There remains a significant lack of clarity regarding these options and the capacity of 
housing growth which they could delivery. They have the potential to compete with each other as options.
This lack of clarity casts serious doubts of the delivery of housing from any of these sites within the timescales required. (Options 2 
and 3 are not included within the HELAA and have not been the subject of previous applications it is therefore not possible to assess 
their ability to deliver homes and to base a significant proportion of the plans housing requirement upon this option would not accord 
with the NPPF requirement to provide deliverable sites.)
Notably, these shortcomings are not evident in the Winslow option.

Winslow
Greenway notes that Appendix C of the New Settlement Scoping Study identifies the potential options for Winslow (shown in Figure 2 
below). These are as follows:
� Option 1 – Grow Winslow, includes sites to the north of Winslow identified in the HELAA.
� Option 2 – Northern Expansion, integrated northern expansion and development within the
airfield.
� Option 3 – New Garden Village, new village within the airfield.
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VALP16-09-09-01324 Robert Barnes 

(Planning Prospects 
(on behalf of Greenway 
Land LLP))

Greenway notes that Options 2 and 3 are very similar in direction of growth, however Option 2 integrates the expansion to the north 
of Winslow with the airfield development, whereas through Option 3 the development at the airfield remains separate from that to the 
north of Winslow. Option 1 does not amount to a new settlement option. That said these options do reflect a consistent general 
strategy and a single direction for growth. This clarity of vision for Winslow, which is not evident at Haddenham, is important and 
welcome.
Winslow Options 2 and 3 – Winslow Green Greenway are promoting the airfield site (also referred to as Winslow Green) and support 
the identification of this land as an option for a new garden village. Greenway believes that this location offers the best opportunity to 
deliver a new settlement within the plan period.
The site is the former Little Horwood Airfield, which lies to the north of Winslow and to the south of Great Horwood and Little Horwood 
villages. Winslow is sited equidistant between the major centres of the sub region and, with the East –West Rail station due to open 
in 2020, is a prime location for sustainable growth. A large proportion of the site is brownfield land, therefore the development of a 
new settlement in this location would be in line with the Framework, specifically § 111 which states “Planning policies and decisions 
should encourage the effective use of land by re-using land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is 
not of high environmental value.”
A large amount of due diligence work has already been undertaken for this site as Greenway previously submitted a planning 
application for 3,300 dwellings on this land (application ref:
08/02944/AOP). This provides clear and compelling evidence that this would be a realistic and achievable option in technical and 
market terms. This previous application was for:
“The construction of a mixed use development (270.2ha) to provide a sustainable urban extension to Winslow comprising 3300 new 
dwellings, of which up to 35% are to be affordable housing, 138.3ha of open space and recreation facilities consisting of sports 
pitches, country park, nature reserve, play areas (multiple LAPS, 12 LEAPS and 1 NEAP), 17ha of B1 employment land resulting in 
up to 68,000m2 of office space, Up to 3500m2 of retail space including convenience shopping and services, comparison shopping, 
neighbourhood centres and the provision of a supermarket (3,000m2 - gross), hotel, 14.1ha of educational facilities consisting of 1 
secondary school (1125 pupil [6fe]), 2 primary schools (2x420 place primary schools [2fe] and 1x210 place primary school [2fe] and 3 
nursery schools integrated into the primary schools (2x52 place nursery and 1x26 place nursery), 1.4ha of Community facilities
including community centre, crèche, GP’s Centre, PACE facility, library, up to 4.46ha of allotment space, Cemetery (2.5ha), Railway 
station and bus interchange including
parking (1.4ha), relief road including related landscaping, a Sustainable Urban Drainage Scheme (SUDS) integrated with the country 
park incorporating drainage
attenuation lakes and an onsite Sewage Treatment Works.”
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VALP16-09-09-01324 Robert Barnes 

(Planning Prospects 
(on behalf of Greenway 
Land LLP))

The original masterplan for this scheme has been included as Appendix 1 to this submission. As can be seen from this, the 
application related to land beyond that of the airfield and therefore was more akin to Option 2 within the New Settlement Scoping 
Study Appendix C.
Whilst Greenway acknowledge that the proposals would need to be updated, for example a bus interchange and Railway station 
would no longer be applicable, much of what was proposed back in 2008 could still be delivered on the airfield site. Significant 
background work was undertaken to prepare the original application and this existing site knowledge and comprehensive baseline 
evidence can be built upon quickly and easily in order to support an allocation for a new settlement.and progress with an application 
for new settlement in this location. Greenway would be committed and resourced to work with the Council in this regard and support 
comprehensively such an allocation.
Greenway believes that the best approach would be to progress with either Option 2 or 3 combining both a new settlement on the 
airfield site, tied into growth directly to the north of Winslow.
Development of the airfield whilst to a certain extent being a self-contained settlement would also benefit strongly from the links with 
Winslow helping with short term sustainability. The new settlement would be of a scale to provide for the everyday needs of 
residents, with facilities such as schools, convenience shops and services all within walking distance.
The development of a new settlement at the airfield site, is more of a known quantum (in contrast to the Haddenham options), based 
on the previous planning application which demonstrated that the site could deliver in the region of 3,300 homes along with a range 
of facilities, services and necessary infrastructure. It clearly could be larger if required and additional land brought into play.

Greenway notes that the New Settlement Scoping Report provides an overview of the landscape to the north of Winslow, stating that 
“Landscape to the north of the town is relatively poor condition with a weak sense of place, due to a large part of the area being a 
disused airfield where the ground has been levelled and field pattern removed. This offers the greatest potential for major growth, and 
there is the opportunity to improve landscape structure through the development and creation of new green infrastructure.” This 
statement clearly provides support for the development of Options 2 and 3.
The New Settlement Scoping Report also draws attention to the new railway station due to open in 2020. This will provide regular 
services to Oxford, Milton Keynes, Bedford, Aylesbury and London Marylebone. As the report notes, this “will significantly improve 
public transport accessibility and connect the settlement with a range of major economic centres within the region.” This statement 
provides further support for the allocation of this site.
Greenway submits that there are no significant barriers to development of the airfield site and land beyond or technical constraints 
which cannot be overcome.
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VALP16-09-09-01324 Robert Barnes 

(Planning Prospects 
(on behalf of Greenway 
Land LLP))

Conclusions
Greenway believe that progressing with a new settlement as an integral part of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is a sensible, 
appropriate and sustainable option and strongly support this. For the various reasons outlined above Greenway considers that 
Winslow Options 2 and 3 are the most appropriate location for this new settlement and that this should be progressed as the 
preferred option and allocated within the VALP. That said, the potential for more than one new settlement should not necessarily be 
excluded.
The airfield site and adjoining land offers a significant opportunity to deliver a sustainable new settlement, in an appropriate strategic 
location. A substantial amount of background work has previously been undertaken and helps to demonstrate the suitability of this 
site for a new settlement.
The airfield site and adjoining land offers a significant opportunity to deliver a sustainable new settlement, in an appropriate strategic 
location. A substantial amount of background work has previously been undertaken and helps to demonstrate the suitability of this 
site for a new settlement.

VALP16-09-09-01325 eryl Margetts Policy D1 - Inadequate road system, you can't keep the roads pothole free now. How will you be able to cope with the extra vehicles. 
Not enough school places. 
Not enough GP's.

VALP16-09-09-01327 Peter Hammill Policy D1 - I strongly oppose AVDC draft plans with regard to Hampden Fields Development.
As a resident who travels every day in and around Aylesbury I do not believe the proposed management of additional traffic can in 
any way cope. Single lane link roads simply move congestion around they do not negate it. 
The proposed development will see more traffic light junctions in this area. The Bedgrove junction, now with traffic lights on the A41, 
has created additional traffic noise pollution which is very noticeable at night. In the summer with windows open vehicles can be 
heard throughout the night. Most towns are getting rid of traffic lights as they slow traffic down. These junctions unlike roundabouts 
also create aggressive driving which can be witnessed daily. Additional Traffic fumes should also be considered.

Why is AVDC so intent on destroying the village of Weston Turville by allowing its surroundings to be consumed by this development. 
The concept of 'Greenbelt' now seems to be an irrelevance as far as our planners are concerned. 

AVDC should be acting on the genuine concerns of local residents instead of paying them lip-service. Housing development is not 
just a numbers game. It needs to be carried out with genuine concern and thought for existing residents.
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VALP16-09-09-01328 Mr & Mrs K Webb Policy D1 - The following are some reasons why the Hampden Fields proposal should not go ahead:

AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure. 
Thousands of extra cars, HGVs going to and from ARLA and HS2 construction traffic will swamp the roads around Hampden Fields 
causing daily gridlock. The traffic is bad enough at the moment at rush hour and I dread to think what it will be like if the proposed 
new houses in the area goes ahead. I live in Main Street & sometimes it takes ages for me to get off my own driveway at rush hour.
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VALP16-09-09-01329 Alan Divito Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01330 James Poole Policy D1 - Please see below objections to the Hampden Fields development, the main issue is transport. Already every morning 

traffic queues back on the A41 and Wendover Road A413, these roads won't support further rush hour traffic for 3000 homes.

Also.
 •expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01331 Leslie & Eileen Kelly Policy D1 - We wish to make our objections to the above plan as follows. 

 •We have lived here 20 years and watched many, many houses being built on open land around the town of Aylesbury. 
 •Already I have been made to wait 5 weeks to see a doctor at Bedgrove Surgery. 
 •Our A413 is a very busy road as we try to break into running traffic: as is Station Road trying to break into the same A413. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". There is no proper 
transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state that there will be 
significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. We need to keep the existing fields that 
keep our villages separate 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure. 
We respectfully ask that these plans, as they stand, be looked at again with a view to putting in place something more in keeping with 
our local public opinion.
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VALP16-09-09-01332 Rita Golding Policy D1 - I would like to submit my objection to the planning application (VALP) on the Hampden Fields site in Weston Turville on 

the following grounds
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01333 Sheila Wills Policy D3 - The outward growth of MK into Aylesbury Vale around both Newton Longville and Whaddon will change the very nature 

of the English villages and the surrounding country area of which our Country is so proud and which makes the UK such a wonderful 
place to live.
I appreciate that we must provide housing for our ever expanding population and I am not one of the NIMBY brigade, I just feel this 
expansion is being developed for the wrong reasons and in the wrong place.
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VALP16-09-09-01334 Hilary & Michael Hasler Policy D1 - 1. AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategh other than vast development to the 

south of Aylesbury.

2. The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculation with many errors. Even AVDC's own tgraffic consultants 
acknowledgd it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing tranport issues".

3. There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed count wide traffic model, and these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.

4. The "orbitala road" strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sits in the draft plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.

5. The number of houses planned is too high, especiallu considering that we should not b e accommodating more than 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

6. There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility 
here; they cannogt simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.

7. The policies set out in the draft plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

8. Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by "Hampden Fields", the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

9. Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-national;ised attempt by AVDC to push through a predetermined outcome.

10. The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-09-01335 Sandra Costello Policy D6 - I therefore ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and ament it in two aspects. Firstly to reconsider the 
reclassification of Marsworth as a medium-sized village and return it to that of a small village. Secondly, to review the farmland area 
designated for more housing and instead focus on previously identified largely brownfield sites, which are more suitable for 
development and more appropriately located within the village.
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VALP16-09-09-01336 Duncan Hartley (Rural 

Solutions (On behalf of 
Mr Ben Marten and Mr 
Andrew Threipland))

Policy D6 - P.84 Para. 4.76 and 4.77 Delivering the allocated sites - at medium villages
Paragraph 4.76 states:
“Sufficient sites to meet the above housing requirement will be identified either through allocations in the Local Plan,
and/or by a neighbourhood plan where these have been prepared.”
Objection: Paragraph 4.77 goes on to state that additional development in medium villages will only be allowed in exceptional 
circumstances where it can be demonstrated that sites allocated are not coming forward at the rate anticipated.
There is no qualified indication in the VALP on what the anticipated rates of delivery are for sites in the medium villages, or indeed at 
any the other sustainable locations for development. It is essential this is provided if Policy D6 is to be applied effectively.
Only one site out of a possible 11 was identified as suitable for housing development in the last round  of the Council’s HELAA Call 
for Sites for Maids Moreton. There are clearly strong constraints identified by the Council in its site selection process. Rural Solutions 
have provided a detailed site assessment for the land north of Avenue Road which it is considered should bring a fundamental 
reassessment by the Council of the suitability of the subject areas for residential development (see accompanying document 
2016.09.05 HELAA VALP site submission land North of Ave Rd).
Allocations are required for 67 new homes in Maids Moreton and sites were identified in the HELAA for 21 new homes, thus leaving a 
shortfall of 46 homes still to be identified. Land north of Avenue Road is well connected to the village of Maids Moreton and to the 
existing built up areas to the north of Scotts Lane and therefore represents an opportune area to bring forward residential 
development. A well  designed proposal incorporating an effective landscaping scheme would ensure the retention and, where 
possible, enhancement of the trees which enclose the boundaries of the site thus reinforcing the existing streetscape along Duck 
Lake. Opportunities to enhance the ecology and wildlife value of the site through the retention of key open spaces would also be 
incorporated into the scheme. Moreover, the accompanying site assessment documents demonstrates how a sensitive development 
of the site can be achieved without causing harm to the character of appearance of the Conservation Area and Grade II listed Old 
Manor House.
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VALP16-09-09-01336 Duncan Hartley (Rural 

Solutions (On behalf of 
Mr Ben Marten and Mr 
Andrew Threipland))

Page 89 Para 4.83
Comment: paragraph 4.83 qualifies that the bulk of the medium villages fall short of their housing requirement based on the up to 
date HELAA. A shortfall of 518 of the 1,458 unit requirement for medium villages; 35.5% of the overall allocation to medium villages. 
This is a significant figure. This headlines the need for the Council to reassess previously made site assessments.
The site assessment for land north of Avenue Road provides a detailed basis against which the Council should arrive at a new 
conclusion on its suitability. The representation is seeking the allocation of the subject site, leaving a detailed design process to 
follow which will define the developable area.
The HELAA has very recently been renewed and so expresses a very up to date position on the availability of sites. The shortfall of 
identified sites is therefore falling.

Inclusion of site at land North of Avenue Road, Maids Moreton
Objection
The Council is inviting comments on which sites should be allocated and which reserved at Medium Villages.
Only one site has been identified for housing development in Maids Moreton and there is a clear need to meet the Council’s shortfall 
of housing requirements. Policy D6 therefore states that “The remainder of the housing requirement will be met by identifying further 
suitable sites through a review of the HELAA…”. We agree with this comment and urge the Council to review Land to the north of 
Avenue Road (former HELAA reference MMO001) for housing allocation.
In our accompanying document assessing the suitability of the site for residential development, we demonstrate the site’s 
deliverability in the short term and the contribution that the proposal would make to the preserving and enhancing this part of the 
village. We demonstrate how well related the northern and eastern parts of the site are to the existing developed footprint of the 
village, and with an effective design layout and landscape scheme for the western portion of the site the proposal would secure what 
is essentially of value in the buffer between Maids Moreton and Buckingham.
The site’s locational benefits and proximity to Buckingham, which hosts many complementary services and facilities, represents a 
sustainable location to deliver housing growth. This notion has previously been established in the appeal decision for application 
A/97/2020/AOP, where the Inspector noted that “level of local services and public transport make the appeal site a sustainable 
location”.
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VALP16-09-09-01336 Duncan Hartley (Rural 

Solutions (On behalf of 
Mr Ben Marten and Mr 
Andrew Threipland))

The presence of ecology habitats and trees and hedges benefiting from TPOs also should not preclude the development of the site 
as measures to mitigate any impact on these features will be put into place before any form of development commences on the site. 
In terms of the impact on the open space and buffer between Maids Moreton and Buckingham, it is our opinion that the benefits of 
the proposed development will outweigh this harm. In the first instance, the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land 
supply – as required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF; additionally, in their draft planning policies of the emerging VALP, the Council 
identifies a need for up to 46 dwellings in the village of Maids Moreton. The development of the site represents an opportunity to meet 
this identified need whilst a welldesigned scheme which will maintain a separation between Maids Moreton and Buckingham (through 
an effective landscaping scheme along Field 1) can be brought forward.
Thus, whilst the site lies within a Conservation Area, it is developable and can meet the Council’s housing requirements whilst 
retaining and maintaining the character and setting of the Conservation Area and the Grade II listed Old Manor House.
As the Land to the north of Avenue Road has been demonstrated to be available now, offer a suitable location for development and 
has an achievable prospect for development, it should therefore be reconsidered for allocation for residential development in the 
Council’s Local Plan.
Critically the Inspector's finding (see the accompanying site assessment on land north of Avenue Road on the role of the subject site 
as a buffer between Maids Moreton and Buckingham is current and telling in its require allocation in the VALP:
"To the east of Scotts Lane, though, the perception would be different. Because Scotts Land and the trees and vegetation along its 
length are so effective at isolating the east, any development there would not be likely to be seen as a significant addition to the 
development on each side of Avenue Road. Even were housing to be built on the northern part of the proposed development area, it 
would tend to be seen against the backdrop of the village, and would also be some distance from the A413. In the strict terms of the 
development plan I do not therefore consider that this would be more likely to be perceived as a significant consolidation of the link 
between Maids Moreton and Buckingham.
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VALP16-09-09-01337 William Butcher Policy D1 - Before the planning Authority bulldozes this proposal through may I make an objective criticism?

I have lived in Aylesbury for 51 years now and have seen the town grow from a thriving market town to the colossal monstrosity it is 
now.
I say this having seen the town slowly grow ( from when it used to have a Ring Road) to the gridlocked large town it is now.
The main arterial routes into town (from All directions) are perpetually gridlocked for several hours a day.
This situation has happened because of irresponsible and unacceptable planning decisions being allowed to go ahead without any 
foresight of the town's potential growth and subsequent demands on services.
Let me give an example.
Whilst other forward thinking towns such as Hughton Regis remove their Traffic Lights to encourage traffic to keep moving through, 
Aylesbury keeps installing them everywhere at every opportunity, thus increasing congestion.
Has anybody counted the traffic lights currently being installed at the new Stocklake junction?
My main point being,whilst there are many reasons to reject the proposed Hampden Fields development, traffic volumes,flooding 
potential, lack of proposed medical facilities etc... I am adamant that the most important consideration is to implement a sustainable 
traffic relief sysrem to remove the already unacceptable levels of congestion Before any new housing projects can evev be 
considered in Hampden Fields or anywhere else.
I say this as I live right next to the Wendover Road where the proposed new developments' traffic will most certainly be most 
concentrated as everybody tries to get in and out of Aylesbury.
Without any form of a relief road being installed I can only see the traffic situation in Aylesbury getting a whole lot worse.
The planners must listen to and ask what the local population would like in order to improve thir town and it's facilities and not just 
blindly approve unnecessary and totally unsustainable planning applications for more housing.
Otherwise Aylesbury will become one big ugly and congested building site where nobody will want to come to any more. Which would 
be a great shame as we do have some fantastic things here for locals and visitors alike.
Planners, you Must Listen and Ask !
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VALP16-09-09-01338 Charles Craft Policy D1 - Please find my response to your consultation:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01339 Kevin McKenna Policy D1 - The plans to build thousands of homes in the Hamden Fields between Bierton, Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville 

does not make sense. The main concern is that traffic on the A413 and A41 are seriously congested now in peak travel times. 
Without providing a proper Aylesbury Bypass as enjoyed by the Hertfordshire towns of Tring, Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempsted, 
Aylesbury will be grid locked through the whole working week. The current A41 dual carriageway that terminates at Aston Clinton 
should be extended all the way around Aylesbury and link to M40 at Bicester. Then maybe Aylesbury could be extended to take 
these homes. The current internal roads being planned offer no traffic relief to Aylesbury and it surrounding villages at all.
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VALP16-09-09-01340 Stephen & Nina Cook Policy D1 - Re Hampden Fields proposed housing development

Dear Sir/Madam,
I have copied the below summary from the Hampden Fields Action Group, which I totally agree with, and have also followed with my 
own comments on the proposed housing development.
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
• The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
• Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
• Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
• The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure. 
In view of the Government’s concern about the increased threat of flooding in this country due to changes in weather patterns, I am 
astonished that you can propose this vast building project on an area which already has serious flooding issues as it has a high water 
table. This could seriously affect many surrounding areas in the Aylesbury Vale.

VALP16-09-09-01340 Stephen & Nina Cook I presume you will have sufficient insurance in place to cover the cost of the vast number of claims for flood damage to commercial 
and private properties should this take place in and around this area.
Having recently moved into this area from Bushey, Watford, where we experienced flooding in the adjacent fields to our home due to 
the development of a school from a secondary school to an academy, where the school size was increased and a large area to the 
rear of the school was tarmacked over to provide parking, we have seen first hand what thoughtless and reckless building and 
landscaping can do to what had been a stable flood free environment. What looks good on paper has to work out in practice.
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VALP16-09-09-01341 Mark and Sian Aylett Policy D3 - I am writing to convey our comments regarding the proposed Aylesbury Vale Local Plan and in particular the section 

regarding proposed development at Whaddon of 2000 dwellings, reference WHA001. 
As your online form seems to be difficult to pin point the actual areas that we would like to comment on please can you add these to 
the consultation notes that you require submitting before midnight on the 5th Sept. 
As residents of Kingsmead the building of these dwellings will directly impact upon us and the community that we live in and would 
like to formally oppose any building on the WHA001 Shenley Park, Shenley Road proposed area. 
Our areas of concern are:
• Noise and general building air pollution from continued building work during the construction phase. 2000 dwellings will not be a 
short time scale phase. 
• Loss of local countryside
• Loss of local farmland
• The view from both our second and third floor will be affected and become an eyesore. Currently we have beautiful views over the 
fields towards Whaddon from Kingsmead and this was a big factor in purchasing our property. 
• With the building of 2000 dwellings we are concerned about the resale value and saleability of our property as we purchased this 
house to have the views and quiet area of MK.
• Impact that the access required into Kingsmead from the proposed site will increase the amount of residents and visitors cutting 
through the tree lined boundary of Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale. That impact being on the loss of a well established tree area. 
Currently Kingsmead enjoys a well used green area between the Kingsmead and Oxley areas, that is a regular draw for all residents 
to play and socialise, especially from those residents who have limited or no garden area. The increase in the number of residents 
having access will deter locals from using this. 
• The access through the boundary would also increase the amount of commuter traffic passing in front of our property, which at the 
moment enjoys a small amount of cyclists and walkers on leisure exercise rather than masses of people passing to get buses or go 
to schools. 
• Parking on Clitheroe Croft is a big issue and opening up the boundary will encourage others to meet on the open green and park on 
the grass next to our property. This has a major impact on Emergency services access to our property and neighbours as well as not 
allowing us to use our own driveway.
• We are concerned as well that the local roads are not up to accepting more traffic, and assuming that traffic will access via current 
roads these will all need upgrading. We are also concerned that you may wish to take away our green area between Kingsmead and 
Oxley Park for access as this area is a popular draw for residents to meet, walk and socialise. 
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VALP16-09-09-01341 Mark and Sian Aylett  •We are concerned that the new area will have a big impact on local resources like doctors. Currently there is a waiting time to see 

local Westcroft Drs, and we are concerned that this will get worse adding any number of dwellings to the infrastructure.
 •The proposal of travellers plots on the site also worries us as we moved here to ensure that our property wasn’t overlooking any 

caravan sites. 
 •We are concerned that the local schools will also not be able to cope with more children, both the Oxley Park Academy and Hazeley 

Academy, both of which have reduced their catchment area significantly.
It appears to us that the only reason that AVDC are looking to use this area is to utilise the MK infrastructure and facilities so that they 
wouldn’t have to put any hospital, Drs, School facilities in place themselves. This is apparent because they are even using the 
Shenley name as a promotional tool rather than create a bigger Whaddon.

VALP16-09-09-01342 Nina Cook Policy D1 - Re Hampden Fields proposed Housing Development
Dear Sir/Madam,
I have copied into this email the below summary from the Hampden Fields Action Group, and will also add my own comments 
following on from this section of my objections:
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
• The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
• Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
• Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
• The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure. 
From what I have seen of other large housing developments around Aylesbury, I strongly object to housing estates of the size that is 
being proposed for the Aylesbury Vale/Hampden Fields area.
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VALP16-09-09-01342 Nina Cook These developments, which throw thousands of people into characterless, ghetto like estates, which degenerate into modern slums 

in a very short time, are a disgrace to planners who do not have to live in them, and seem to have no compunction about building 
huge estates without thought of the long term consequences. They may look pretty on paper but the reality is a mess, as I observed 
whilst driving through Prince Rupert Drive recently – and how long before the problems begin?
Having lived in London when it was all the rage to put up high rise blocks to simply get people under roofs, which then caused so 
many social problems of loneliness, wandering gangs, further street crime etc (see the early problems in the Lisson Green, 
Marylebone,NW1-NW8, development) many of which had to be demolished in the end, I can see that where soulless, monotonous 
and indeed ugly street upon streets of houses thrown up with no community already in place for a new community to be absorbed 
into, can only lead to yet another planner’s blunder. You are simply replacing ‘high rise’ estates by building outwards instead of 
upwards on a massive scale. 
You cannot just build a town, ship people into it and expect it to function as a true community. I can’t help thinking that some 
unprincipled, money making huge building firm has simply had its way with the Aylesbury Vale Planning Department, and the aim of 
making money is ultimately behind this appalling and even immoral project. Bad planners and architects cannot play money making 
games with peoples lives.

VALP16-09-09-01344 Mr and Mrs Downing Policy D6 - My wife and I would like to make the following comments:
1) Whilst understanding your need to respond to Central Government proposals for house building, we feel that imposition of quotas 
without consideration of special local factors would be a mistake (and would be a very un-British way of dealing with a problem)
2) The geography and location of Brill is unique in Bucks and rare in the UK. This should be protected as far as possible.
3) To cope with an additional 96 houses there would be a need for extensive new traffic measures, extension both of the village and 
school (already at capacity) and the surgery (which covers a large local area) before any large scale house building.
4) Clearly Brill cannot be exempt from all development and expect other villages to accept a distribution of its housing quota but it 
ought to be possible to increase the housing stock by small piecemeal developments and use of conversion of larger houses and 
plots, as has taken place in the recent past. There is still some scope for this. 
5. With reference to point 4, may we draw your attention to the 1969 Brill Plan which has relevance to the present situation.

VALP16-09-09-01345 Joan & David Catton Policy D1 - We strongly object to any further development of housing in the Hampden Fields area. Aylesbury is drowning under the 
weight of new homes, not necessarily affordable housing, but we have no infrastructure to support this. We have an insufficient road 
network (try using the Tring Road at most times of the day and sit in traffic queues), no schools, doctors, dentists, no hospital and 
Thames Water has stated in the past they cannot keep accommodating more and more homes.
We have very little industry now in Aylesbury so we will only be a commuter town as there is little work in the town. Aylesbury itself 
has been mostly demolished and there is grand talk of restaurants etc., but not everyone can afford to eat out and most people travel 
out of town to shop as we have a very poor selection of shops.
Sadly we are losing all the villages around Aylesbury as one by one they are joining up with the town of Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-09-01346 Trudie Troodles Policy D1 - I am submitting my response to the proposed plans, I am a resident of Weston Turville (Church Lane).

On a personal issue our road has large areas without any pavement , as do a few in the village, which is already a danger to all 
residents, children and guests, the road is used as a 'rat run' by people travelling at speed trying to beat the already congested Main 
Street. Any further development locally would increase this danger and it is already at an unacceptable level! It would be a waiting 
game for a serious or even fatal incident.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01347 Mr and Mrs Billimore Policy D6 - I write in order to record out strong objections to the proposal of fifty new homes being erected in Ickford.

This is not a "NIMBY" protest, but a practical one.
Already we have cars parked on pavements, at corners and blocking drives, while parents deliver children to an already full school.
We have long-standing drainage and sewage problems - the village street has been full of water and the drain outside our house - in 
particular - has water at road level after even a modest rainfall, and remains wet when all else is dry.
You will know as well as we do of these problems. Please avoid making them worse.
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VALP16-09-09-01348 Francis Caldwell 

(Aragon Land and 
Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Knowles Brown 
Properties Ltd))

Policy D6 - The plan makes reference to connectivity being assessed, however this is not shown in the assessment and this factor 
does not appear to have been weighted or considered in the scoring mechanism. In other words a settlement which has good access 
to local services as a result of it being near other larger settlements, and consequently then has a modest array of such services 
within its own settlement is discounted from providing housing. The plan is therefore not correct when it says (4.84) smaller villages 
have relatively poor access to services. Soulbury can accordingly provide housing and is a sustainable location, although it relies on 
services outside the settlement.

VALP16-09-09-01348 Francis Caldwell 
(Aragon Land and 
Planning Ltd (on behalf 
of Knowles Brown 
Properties Ltd))

Policy D7 - Housing Policy D7 should have the housing figure increased.

The asteroid point for D7(a) should be revised to include former non agricultural buildings that are available for conversion.

The current position in respect of Housing Land Supply was tested at the appeal Land to the east of the A413, Buckingham Road 
Aylesbury (APP/J0405/A/14/2219574). The decision notice is dated the 9th August 2016.
The Inspector concluded:
The position reached shortly before the close of the Inquiry confirms that a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites against an 
objective need cannot be demonstrated. The housing provisions of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan are out-of-date and the plan 
itself is time expired. Paragraph 49 of the Framework confirms, in these circumstances, that ‘housing applications should be 
considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustain-able development’.
It is agreed that paragraph 14 of the Framework applies:- ‘this means ……. where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant 
policies are out-of-date, granting permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole ……’.
Whilst the assessment of future housing need remains ‘work in progress’, a working assumption of 1,326 dwellings per annum was 
agreed for the purposes of the Inquiry as being required in the period 2012 - 2033 (excluding vacant dwellings; 20% buffer; and any 
needs arising from the wider housing market area). The requirement for the 5 year period 2015 – 2020 is calculated as either 1,734 
or 1,840 dwellings per annum dependent on a base date for assessment of either 2013 or 2012, respectively, and a resultant supply 
of either 3.1 years or 2.9 years.

It is a material deficit. In terms of the policy criteria the extrapolation of this figure through the strategic period should meet the figure 
in S2. HEDNA indicates some 1300 dwellings per annum, although, again the base date is not that clear and this follows into the 
VALP. This needs to be made clear in the plan. The plan needs to define the housing requirement, detail the buffer and if a higher 
annual figure is required then this should be front loaded. Comments attached.
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VALP16-09-09-01350 Trish Owen Policy D5 - Policy D5 - Delivering the allocated sites at larger villages

Edlesborough Housing Allocation is inflated
Again, calculated by a colleague, I believe your numbers are wrong. Assuming that the Edlesborough housing allocation figure of 164 
was calculated as 22% of the existing housing stock in April 2013, AVDC’s estimate of the housing stock appears to have been 745. 
(745 x 0.22 = 164). However a street by street count of dwellings within the built settlement of Edlesborough at that date produces a 
figure of only 659. The actual count for the entire electoral ward of Edlesborough was only 733, still significantly less than AVDC’s 
figure for just the village.
Consequently the correct housing allocation for the settlement of Edlesborough should be 145 (659 x 0.22= 145). Please verify this.
Further evidence of how inflated AVDC’s estimate is can be demonstrated by referring to the 2011 National Census. The Census 
does not breakdown the statistics below parish level, but it does provide a dwelling count for the entire Parish. That figure includes 
not only the settlements of Edlesborough, Dagnall and Northall, but also all the outlying properties that are remote from the 
settlements. Like any other large rural parish, the number of outlying properties is quite significant.
It therefore follows that the Census count for the entire parish should exceed the sum of the AVDC housing stock figures for each of 
the three individual settlements within the Parish by a considerable margin.
Assuming the Dagnall and Northall allocations are based on 5% of their respective 2013 housing stock, AVDC’s estimates are 
Edlesborough (745), Dagnall (220) and Northall (180) – Total 1145. Why then was the Census count including all the outlying 
properties only 1130 dwellings?

Edlesborough Housing Commitments 2015/16 under counted
The table on page 79 shows a total of 89 commitments, but by our calculations there have actually been 90 commitments.
13/01072/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved June 2013
13/01098/APP – 1 dwelling – Allowed on appeal January 2015
14/01261/APP – 30 dwellings – Approved May 2016
14/01908/APP – 1 dwelling – Approved 2014
15/02411/APP – 57 dwellings – Provisionally approvedMarch 2016
TOTAL 90 dwellings
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VALP16-09-09-01350 Trish Owen HELAA suitable/part suitable sites under counted

The table on page 79 shows Edlesborough as having potential for 96 houses and Appendix A identifies the relevant sites as EDL002 
(10 dwellings), EDL020 (6 dwellings) and EDL021 (80 dwellings). What appears to have been overlooked is that only part of site 
EDL003 has been committed under application 14/01261/APP and the remaining one third of the site still has potential for the 
remaining 15 houses of the 45 originally identified by the HELAA.
The correct HELAA figure for Edlesborough in the table on page 79 should therefore be 111.
How Edlesborough can be classified as a large village like Stoke Mandeville, for example, is mind boggling. It's a rural country 
village. We have a thoroughly overstretched doctors surgery with hardly any parking and a couple of shops and next to no bus 
service. There is no pub or any other kind of social meeting place within walking distance. 
The huge increase in housing suggested by VALP is a travesty. 
I cannot believe we may have to take 12,000 from S Bucks/Chiltern when the densities they have are less than half of what we are 
expected to take. It's extremely unfair. I feel Milton Keynes could grow more, and the new town be bigger. Villages across Bucks will 
lose their identity due to these allocations and it's very saddening.
I'm also deeply concerned about your plans to change the Greenbelt. Very worrying.

VALP16-09-09-01351 Becky Jeffery Policy D2 - I am writing to respond to your helpful consultation day held in Winslow Public Hall. It was obvious to me that much of the 
plan has been imposed on the AVDC and you are clearly trying to find away to meet government requirements alongside the needs 
of the vale.

As a resident of Winslow I took a great deal of interest in our own neighbourhood plan. I am realistic about the need to provide homes 
for a growing population and welcomed our Town Council's approach to including generous housing growth. 
However, as a resident I observe up-close the increasing strain on the town's services before the existing planned for development 
has even been completed. I feel the suggested plans for Winslow are unsuitable because...
a) the suggested area will only serve to further congest the top of the county which has poor transport links already
b) the delayed trainline is unlikely to increase employment opportunities greatly
c) the suggested 'express way' if eventally managed is unlikely to go along the route suggested, making little difference to the 
development
d) reinforcing the north/south divide of buckinghamshire by clustering the development up north. 
e) drawing local trade out north and away from the centre of Winslow
f) threatening the rural village status of Great and Little Horwood, only to be protected by a 'buffer' of a couple of fields

I do hope that you will be able to take the points made by many others, more eloquent than I, into consideration.
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VALP16-09-09-01352 John & Diana Hardacre Policy D1 - Please note we support the views expressed and yet to be submitted by the Hampden Fields Action Group.

ONLY ONE DAY REMAINING - DON'T LET APATHY WIN !  PLEASE RESPOND TO THE COUNCIL'S SERIOUSLY FLAWED 
PROPOSALS BEFORE END of MONDAY 5th September

Dear Supporter,
OK we know that this is very dull but the "powers that be" rely on your apathy. If you don't respond it's taken that you support. 
Remember the name of this plan is "Our Plan is Your Plan" - you could not make it up!
Thank You to all those people who have responded - there has been 100's. Please encourage others if you can.
YOU CAN SIMPLY CLICK ON THE EMAIL LINK BELOW TO SEND AN EMAIL WITH YOUR THOUGHTS ABOUT THE DRAFT 
VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (‘THE VALP’) TO AVDC
localplanconsult@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk

We will be submitting a full response based on the assessment of the draft Plan by the expert independent consultants we have 
engaged. However, you can view our management summary here:

http://www.hampdenfieldsactiongroup.com/2016/08/15/how-to-respond-to-the-vale-of-aylesbury-local-plan/

Or here is a very quick summary which you are welcome to use 
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
• The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
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VALP16-09-09-01352 John & Diana Hardacre  •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure. 

Please DO NOT WORRY about not being an expert but PLEASE DO GIVE YOUR VIEWS BY 5TH SEPTEMBER 2016.  If you can, 
please copy us in on your response so we have some idea of how many people have responded.   There can be a better way and we 
want to help AVDC construct a better plan. Because of your efforts the Action Group now has a significant amount of powerful 
evidence which would assist AVDC.

Thank you once again for the phenomenal effort and support you give to the group. We realise that this has been a long campaign 
and there is still be some way to go yet, however, we are resolute if we have your support.

ps You can now donate to the cause by monthly standing order, no matter how small. It's easy to do and all information is available 
here 

 

  

VALP16-09-09-01354 Molly Marlow Policy D1 - I chose to live in the pleasant village of Weston Turville 20 years ago. I did not choose to be surrounded by more houses 
and traffic congestion on our roads.  Does it not matter that many more houses will be built and for whom? changing the area 
completely without the any thought of the impact this will also have on our railway service, hospital, doctors, schools and whatever 
else people are involved with.
    It's time to consider our open spaces, we need our wildlife and crop production and our chosen way of life.  No more!
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VALP16-09-09-01355 Mr and Mrs Shorten Policy D6 - PROPOSED 96 HOUSE IN BRILL.

1. Previous plans have designated Brill as a village of special Character. The imposition of 96 houses would dramatically Change 
that character.
2. For some reason Brill has been designated as a 'medium' Village which apparently obliges the figure of expansion to be 19%, 
which is of course a bureaucratic nonsense.
3. No obvious land sites are available for such a large figure without enlarging the village curtain.
4. We have recently had a development of 13 houses (Miller Homes) and a number of infilling expansions.
5. The bus service is meagre and reducing.
6. What plans have Buckinghamshire CC tabled to increase water supplies for the area as hitherto the slightest drought conditions 
result in severe water shortages?
7. A development of the number envisaged in the r-eport would make a mockery of the INFRASTRUCTURE conditions outlined on 
page 45 of the Local Plan and the NE3 Landscape policies on pages 166/167.
8. The 1969 Brill Plan should be revisited and attention given to its findings.
9. At a recent public meeting attended by our AVDC and Buckinghamshire County councillors (well attended) not one voice was 
raised in favour of this drastic recommendation.
Whilst we are grateful both for the recent meeting with the councillors and the opportunity to make comments regarding this plan we 
do nevertheless ask the Planning Committee to think again about suggesting such an unmanageable number of houses for Brill.  If 
asked we might consider a figure of fifteen, but would be hard pressed to think where they would be built.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 503 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01356 Jacqui Orman Hopes Policy D2 - I wish to present my views on the proposed new village of 7000 houses to the east of Haddenham,  a village of approx 

2000 houses covering 0.6 square miles and the market town of Thame of 1.0 sq mile with approximately 4500 houses.

I have always been under the impression, agricultural land would always be agriculture land.   Therefore where will this village be 
built?   Every time farming land is taken over by authorities, our food chain is affected.      

So much additional housing will affect a wide area of hamlets some of which are mentioned in the Doomsday book and of course, 
many hamlets are in the conservation area with listed buildings.  Our heritage, if this planning is approved, will disappear forever.

-   Will there be sufficient employment for such a huge increased population.
-    Will the railway service to Marylebone from Princes Risborough, Haddenham Parkway, 
      Aylesbury be increased, ie additional trains or extra carriages and car parking.
      If not, will the parking at the above mentioned stations be increased.
-     Currently it is often difficult to find a seat on the Chiltern line service.  
 -    Will there be  sufficient car parking for any additional rail service.
 -   Will their be a bus service
-   Will the roads/lanes be widen and more importantly maintained.   
-   How will our over crowded hospital cope.   Stoke Mandeville, a hospital which provides first
     class   treatment and care to patients will be unable to offer the same service to an increased 
     Community.
-   Parents are often unable to use the facility of their local/nearest school.  Will there be 
     schools, nurseries, play areas etc, leisure amenities, etc.

I am aware the above comments, we are informed, will be incorporated at some time.   My concern is, where will the finance come 
from to collate all the facilities required at the same time.
Infrastructure, including schools, medical facilities needs to be addressed before any planned housing developments commence.
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VALP16-09-09-01358 Loraine Milmer Policy D4 - I would like to express a few thoughts for consideration on the draft VALP please:

1. Size of development
In recent years there has been significant infilling within this community, as well as the new development of Chilworth Gate. There is 
no criticism in this, but an observation is that, the only Dr. practice is currently so stretched, that it can take up to 3 weeks to get an 
appointment. Therefore, increases in the population still further, would have a significant knock-on effect on this part of the current 
infrastructure within the community.
Having been a teacher in local Bucks schools for the past 33 years, I am aware of the admission status of the local school and have 
been assured that there is capacity to accommodate a development of approximately 830 homes as stipulated in the Haddenham 
Neighbourhood Plan. With a government that is quite rightly putting an emphasis on improving grades and academic achievement, 
good, local schooling is vital. Insufficient school places has a socially limiting, stressful and environmentally damaging knock-on 
effect. I do urge the Planning Team to work with other Local Planners to be mindful of the `Bigger Picture'.

2. Railway & Road Constraints
There was rejoicing when the Haddenham and Thame Parkway station was re-opened, making transport links to many parts of the 
country much easier. However, insufficient (and prohibitively expensive) parking costs, is making life for many, a living nightmare, 
especially for those who live near the station, as users of the station park along the main road and on the residential roads nearby. 
Parking on the main road is forcing buses to set down and pick up their passengers in the middle of the road, blocking access to all 
other vehicles. Concern for emergency vehicle access is frequently voiced by local residents. Frustration from road users, 
pedestrians and local residents is mounting to agitated levels. If this is the current status, I have a real concern about the impact of 
increasing demand on the station that would arise with additional housing. I urge you to please listen to the people who live with the 
current situation and then to plan an infrastructure that can accommodate an increasing demand.

3. Justification for a `New Settlement'
I am aware of the pressing need in the country for new housing, but I am concerned by the apparent lack of collaboration between 
local areas. I understand that the housing density of new homes proposed in High Wycombe is significantly lower than that proposed 
by AVDC. If the density were to be brought up to a nearer level to that stipulated by AVDC, there may be no need for such a large 
`settlement' to be considered in this community! It is a great concern that the VALP does not seem to be looking fairly at the 
development of a `new settlement' in the community of Haddenham.

VALP16-09-09-01358 Loraine Milmer I urge you again, in your very difficult and complex role, to ensure that you explore the multi faceted aspects of this project. You have 
a huge responsibility, please be wise.
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VALP16-09-09-01359 Philippa Marsh Policy D1 - I am becoming increasingly concerned with the traffic congestion in Aylesbury and what will happen with many more 

houses being built locally. At some times of the day it can take 20 - 30 minutes to cross Aylesbury.  The traffic has to go somewhere.  
Where are the new roads going to be to help it.

There seems to be little concern about how doctors, hospitals, roads etc are going to cope with these houses.  Has the infrastructure 
been properly thought through?

Once again there seems to be a great rush to get it organised but people living in Aylesbury and District would like to think they have 
a proper chance to comment and be listened to as well.

VALP16-09-09-01360 Caroline & Adrian 
Wood

Policy D4 - Having studied the Aylesbury Local Plan this weekend we are mortified by it. What on earth are you thinking by 
entertaining these proposals for Winslow?

Surely it would make more sense to have a higher level of growth in Aylesbury where it would be more sustainable. At the moment 
Winslow is still a delightful town of which we are proud of. Proposing growth here taking it to a possible 50% rather than a 35% (as 
proposed by the Neighbourhood Plan) is totally unreasonable and foolhardy for the existing residents!

VALP16-09-09-01361 Genie White Policy D1 - I am writing to share my concern about the draft VALP.
From what I can see, it has not taken into consideration the views of local residents who were looking for another solution than the 
massive development to the South of Aylesbury. I thought a local plan was meant to listen to local people.
I am concerned that the size of the development will be too large for the proposed transport model which will therefore cause the 
already congested roads into Aylesbury to become gridlocked. 
A lot of the land currently is prone to serious flooding, and if this cannot be built on, then surely the building of the orbital road to the 
south of the town may not go ahead if this is to rely on the developers to build it. without an orbital road, there will be little movement 
of traffic on the roads at rush hour.
Also, where is the plan showing infrastructure provision? More people means more hospital beds, doctors appointments and school 
places needed. Where will these come from? How will the secondary schools cope? Will the grammar school system be abolished or 
will more places be created?
All of these concerns aside, the proposals will merge villages, damaging some very important wildlife corridors between them, 
increase pollution. Already Aston Clinton is awash with building work on every green site possible. Surely there has to be another 
option for this increase in housing.
I would be very grateful if you would consider pausing the process while alternative plans are considered. I am no expert, however 
am well aware that there is evidence that this may not be the best option.
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VALP16-09-09-01362 Andrew Tervit Policy D6 - I am writing regarding the proposed development near Stepnels in Marsworth, as set out in the Local Plan.

I am a local resident of Lukes Lea in Marsworth. I have considered the proposal and viewed the map and although I do not object to 
the proposal in principle, I do have concerns as I have set out below.

1. I have two young children, one of which attends Marsworth school. I would like to be reassured that traffic and parking issues will 
be considered and appropriately addressed and that any increase in the traffic and number of vehicles in the village will be managed 
in the safest way and with the least impact. Vicarage Road can already become very busy and congested before and after school 
and there is the concern that increased traffic through Stepnels could make this main route into the village untenable.

2. I am concerned that the population of the village will increase considerably but that there will not be adequate community facilities. 
For example, there is no shop or central meeting place whereby residents can gather. Although I understand that there may be  
constraints where providing a shop may be concerned, I strongly hold the view that there needs to be a central 'hub' where 
Marsworth residents of all ages can meet and come together rather than creating a larger and disparate community. For example, a 
playground and community garden in a location that attracts 'passing trade' rather than in a remote location where the current 
recreation ground is. A central place in the village, such as where the new development is proposed will be en-route for many 
residents to and from the school and in and out of the village. The current recreation ground does not currently suit this need and the 
proposed development presents  an opportunity to enhance and be sympathetic to the friendly community environment of Marsworth. 
I know that many parents and other residents would welcome such a facility. With regards to the potential of a shop, there is already 
a popular tea rooms in Marsworth. Although I have no connection with the business, it would be welcomed if this could be a potential 
location for a shop and perhaps an inventive given by the developer to the owner to provide a shop there. This would surely increase 
the marketability of the new houses so would benefit all concerned. Alternatively, explore the possibility of a community shop 
elsewhere.

VALP16-09-09-01363 David Chandler Policy D2 - A new settlement on the Horwood Airfield site is estimated at a conservative 4500 but could well be 50% in excess of the 
figure. With a possible increase in the growth of Winslow plus developments at Whaddon and Newton Longville, this would mean a 
possible increase of 12000 homes. This would be totally unsustainable in this corner of the Vale.

This new settlement would appear to be due to the other authorities in the county failing to meet their own needs for housing and 
passing them on to the Vale. The density of new housing in these districts is considerably below that of housing in the Vale and 
pressure should be brought on these districts to increase the density of housing in their areas.

Should there still be a need for a new settlement, it would be sensible for this to be in the south of the Vale and closer to the unmet 
needs of the neighbouring authorities. There is already a railway line running through this area.
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VALP16-09-09-01364 John Richardson Policy D1 - I would object to the Aylesbury Vale District plan on the following grounds:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided fUWor. The Council has a responsibility 

here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01366 Sara Ladyman Policy D2 - I am a young woman living with my boyfriend in his parent's house in Haddenham.

I mention this, because it is relevant to the housing shortfall in this country: we are desperately trying to save up to buy our own 
home, but unless we move to a totally different location in the north of England, this looks like an increasingly impossible dream. 
Commuters with jobs in London have effectively priced us out of the market.

Despite this, I have no expectation that many hundreds (or even thousands) of new houses built in or very close to Haddenham will 
make any difference to the price of buying a home.

All that will happen is that Haddenham will be destroyed as a village, while commercial developers and builders increase their 
earnings and then move on to the next green field site, acting solely in the interests of themselves and their shareholders. 

The VALP makes reference to mixed and "affordable" housing - but "affordable" is a bit of a joke.

The VALP needs to be much more explicit in defining specific targets, so that developers and builders are required to provide 
buildings for local councils and housing associations, who can then offer homes for rent or shared ownership. And small 
developments are the sensible way to grow a village. Large estates with hundreds and hundreds of new houses can only be 
considered for existing towns, where they already have the shops, schools and jobs in place locally. Places like Aylesbury, 
Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover are much more suitable for significant development.

Even as a woman in her 20s, I would rather continue living with my boyfriend's parents or in rented accommodation than see the 
lovely, historic and friendly village of Haddenham turned into a sprawling conurbation, suitable only for commuters who regard their 
houses as a place for overnight accommodation only and contribute little or nothing to community life.

Haddenham is a village, and its current residents want it to remain on that scale. Small and considered growth is fine. Massive 
development is just not appropriate.

VALP16-09-09-01367 Jacqueline Burnett Policy D1 - The development proposed to the south of Aylesbury is too large, and risks the coalescence of Aylesbury, Stoke 
Mandeville and Weston Turville. This is extremely undesirable, and it is important that a wide green buffer zone is left undeveloped 
so that the separate identity of Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville are protected. Furthermore, development on this scale will 
significantly add to traffic congestion and will place excessive strain on the health and education facilities available.
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VALP16-09-09-01368 Adam Murray (CODA 

Planning on behalf of 
Simco Homes and 
Landlink Ltd)

Policy D6 - 1.0 REPRESENTATION TO THE DRAFT VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION -
JULY-SEPTEMBER 2016
1.1 In reference to the consultation on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation Document, the
following report is prepared by Coda Planning on behalf of Simco Homes and Landlink Ltd, who have land
interest in the district.
1.2 This land is introduced below and the subsequent discussion reaffirms its suitability to be allocated for
residential development as part of the growth strategy in the emerging Local Plan.
1.3 This representation is to be read in conjunction with those previously submitted to the Council relating to
this site at prior stages of consultation.
2.0 Site Introduction and Location
2.1 The land in question is located on the northern boundary of the settlement ofickford, sitting at the junction
ofWorminghall and Ickford Roads, and in the 2014 Call for Sites it is referenced as SHLICKOOS. It can be
accessed directly from either of these roads, which link the site to the amenities of the central area of
Ickford, as well as other nearby settlements such as Shabbington (1.4km) and Worminghall (lkm), and
further afield Thame (Skm) and Oxford (9km). The site has historically been for agricultural purposes
including recently the grazing of livestock.
Now assessed as a' medium' village (previously identified as 'larger'), Ickford is a settlement that represents
a sustainable option for growth within the Vale of Aylesbury; with a variety of services and amenities
located within the settlement itself and with excellent transport connections (some of these sustainable) to
the larger employment and services centre within the region. In particular it is considered that the
relationship with the Oxford HMA (though the fall of boundary lines of different Local Planning
Authorities and Green Belts mean that this is limited formally) and its tremendous housing pressure is
crucial and must be considered relevant in this case.
2.4 It is asserted that the site in question is not only suitable for residential development, but is also deliverable,
and should therefore be allocated for this purpose in the emerging Local Plan. A number of specific parts
of the consultation document relate to and support the notion of placing the land within this allocation
and these will now be discussed.
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VALP16-09-09-01369 Caroline Babbage Policy D2 - I am writing to comment on the draft AVDC Local Plan with particular reference to paragraph D2 about Delivering a Local 

Settlement.
The proposed "Garden Village" is rather a misnomer as with 4,500 houses it seems to be more the size of a town. It is hard to see 
how it can fit into the allotted space without impinging on the surrounding villages which will lose their individual identities. The 
proposed development seems way out of scale with the surrounding villages.
With all the on going cutbacks, it is hard to imagine that this new settlement would be provided with all the necessary infrastructure. 
The paucity of public transport in the area would mean thousands of extra car journeys every day to access employment, recreation, 
education, shopping, healthcare etc. all on our inadequate local roads. Haddenham Parkway Station already seems to be running 
close to full capacity and, even though there are plans to lengthen the platforms to allow for longer trains, the on going housing 
developments at Bicester will soon absorb the extra capacity. So I doubt it could cope with hundreds of more commuters from the 
new "Garden Village".
Britain imports 40% of the total food consumed here and this proportion is rising. It is estimated that within a generation we will need 
to import over half of our food. It worries me that yet more of our valuable productive agricultural land will be built over. Would it not 
be more sensible to build on brownfield sites that have already been taken out of food production.
My parents are buried at the Natural British Burial Meadow at Meadle and I enjoy the peace there. I can hear the beautiful song of the 
skylarks and the cries of the red kites. It is sad to think that so much of their natural habitat could be covered with concrete and 
bricks.
It is unfortunate that the proposed development would be built around part of The Outer Aylesbury Ring footpath, spoiling the lovely 
views of surrounding countryside for the walkers. Also the wonderful views of Aylesbury Vale from the Chiltern Hills would be marred 
by this new town sized "village".

VALP16-09-09-01370 E G Strevens Policy D1 - I wish to place on record my objections to the proposed plan.

1. I find it inexplicable that the Hampden Fields development site has been included in the proposed plan as the appeal by the 
developers failed after a public enquiry and the fierce local opposition. As far as I can see no solutions have been proposed to cure 
the obvious traffic problems and none are apparent.

2. Overall, the plan appears to have ignored the infrastructure problems and if implemented we can look forward to an even more 
gridlocked Aylesbury and even more oversubscribed schools and doctors surgeries. Also flood plain problems appear to have been 
ignored.

3. Given the extent of recent developments around Aylesbury, it is entirely unreasonable we should be burdened to provide an 
additional 10,000 homes because other authorities cannot or will not provide them.

4. Villages will continue to be absorbed into Greater Aylesbury and valuable countryside will be destroyed. 

5. The planners appear to be clutching at straws and I believe that it is necessary to reconsider the overall plan and to put 
infrastructure solutions first. Given the number of homes required a complete new town is required so a new viable infrastructure can 
be designed before building takes place.
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VALP16-09-09-01371 T Langton Policy D2 - – I have carefully considered the above and have reached the conclusion that I entirely support the approach of 

Haddenham Parish Council and Haddenham Village Society.
In particular with regard to 1. The Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring District Councils; 2. The combined impact of growth; 3. 
Impact on heritage etc; 4. Loss of high grade land.
In addition the suggestion of creating a new settlement near Haddenham – more or less just because it has a railway station is 
SIMPLY LUDICROUS.
It is quite clear that the settlement of Haddenham is near capacity for every service provision and I hope that a more sensible 
approach to the housing need will be pursued. TOM LANGTON (a Haddenham resident).

VALP16-09-09-01372 Rene Evans Policy D1 - My views on the VALP are:

Firstly, the sheer size of the development Hampden Fields. 3,000 homes creates the potential for 6,000 adults and who knows how 
many children. The majority of the adults will have cars, the children will require schooling. Is there an infrastructure in place to 
absorb this?

Add to this are the 1200 homes being built around The Dog House. Potentially 2400 adults, children and cars etc.

At present, people are waiting months for a hospital appointment, weeks for a doctors appointment. Those too unwell to wait for a 
GPs appointment are probably flooding A&E for help. The NHS is already in crisis and the above will only exacerbate the situation.

Travelling is a nightmare and this will only add to the problem.

The South of Aylesbury will become a concrete jungle. Our quality of life will be blighted and it would appear that AVDC really do not 
care. Our views are sought and ignored. As one of the electorate who voted in the members of the Council, whom I fully expected to 
look after my interests, I feel betrayed. No-one is listening.
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VALP16-09-09-01373 Jill Pearce Policy D1 - Objections to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. People who buy houses in villages do not want their village to be engulfed by Aylesbury
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here 

and it can’t be left to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton, Weston Turville and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01374 Valerie Lapthorne Policy D1 - The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic 

consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".There is no 
proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state that there 
will be significant additional congestion on the roads.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious 
flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money 
from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.The number of houses planned is too high, especially 
considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe and South 
Bucks.There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility 
here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with 
the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts 
on public footpaths.Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden 
Fields’, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.Overall the VALP is 
meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning,-health and education provision.

Traffic has increased already in and around Aylesbury and journeys which used to take 15 minutes are now taking 45 minutes.

VALP16-09-09-01378 Margaret Tyrell Policy D1 - I am objecting to your proposed plan for all the reasons listed by the Hampden Fields Action Group in their submission to 
AVDC.
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VALP16-09-09-01379 Shirley Knight Policy D2 - The suggestion of a possible new settlement at what has been termed as "Winslow" is, in my opinion, very short-sighted.

The suggested settlement will eventually have a population much larger than Winslow or nearby parishes and Milton Keynes is 
apparently considering a settlement along the A421 towards Whaddon.  Where will these settlements expand  in future years? As 
has been seen with Milton Keynes, they will eventually want to expand and Milton Keynes has already tried to expand into Aylesbury 
Vale.

Despite the development of Milton Keynes, at the moment north Bucks does still have fields in some agricultural use.  The 
coalescence between towns and villages that has happened in the south of the county must not be allowed to happen should the 
suggested site in "Winslow" be pursued further despite objections.

Where will those living in the 6000+ dwellings work?  Will the suggested Bucks CC science/technical park on the fields near Redfield 
happen ?  Even if it does, it would be unlikely to provide sufficient employment and there is now an application for 65 houses on the 
other allocated industrial site in Winslow.

So, people are going to need roads, and facilities to get to work.  The date for the start of the East/West rail  seems to be continually 
extended.  Although there has been an increase in the number of buses between Aylesbury and Milton Keynes through Winslow and 
Buckingham, the number of buses operating through the various villages is in many cases much reduced.

Your leaflet says the  main focus for road improvements will be in relation to Aylesbury.  It will be necessary to extend this if a 
settlement in "Winslow" is considered further.  Whilst consideration is given to some local roads in the Scoping Study, if the decision 
iseventually made to build the new settlement in "Winslow" it will be essential to look very carefully at improvements for existing 
roads.

The High Street was not built to take the present traffic levels. Smaller buildings with limited foundations apparently get shaken by 
heavy traffic.   The turn to Sheep Street can cause problems when two large vehicles meet.  Turn the other way to Horn Street, again 
some of the very old buildings cannot cope well with heavy traffic.  A bend in 
the road does not help traffic flow, neither do parked cars but since many properties do not have on-site parking on road parking is a 
necessity.   In fact one of the buses does not always go down Vicarage Road because the drivers want to avoid Horn Street - I have 
written to BucksCC on this subject.

Vicarage Road is already taking many more heavy vehicles and has more traffic from the developments off Verney Road.  This traffic 
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VALP16-09-09-01380 Henry & Rosemarie 

Wyse
Policy D1 - We write as members of Hamden Fields Action Group.  We are extremely worried about the effect of the plans to build so 
many more houses.  The surrounding countryside is being swallowed up by without any regard for those of us living in the area.  It is 
unbelievable that there is no plan for supporting infrastructure and if this issue was addressed you will find that the proposed plan 
would be a disaster of great proportion.  Aylesbury desperately needs a ring road before anything else.  The roads into Aylesbury are 
hugely congested already and we find it difficult to get out of Elm Farm on to the Wendover road, particularly if we want to go in the 
direction of Wendover. A major accident is waiting to happen there.
Please take into consideration those of us who already live here and think about ways of improving the area rather than spoiling this 
lovely Buckinghamshire town that would not be able to cope with such a major housing plan.

VALP16-09-09-01381 Frank Marlow Policy D1 - I chose to live in Weston Turville many years ago and not Aylesbury!  Now you are trying to expand into the city of 
Aylesbury which I do not want to be part of. The chaos this will cause is not worth thinking about - schools, hospitals,  road traffic 
congestion.

      If you  must build more houses, leave our village and rural communities alone and build a new town somewhere else - use some 
common sense!

VALP16-09-09-01382 Tom Munt Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 516 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01383 Michael and Stacey 

Mingos
Policy D9 - AVDC forecast that 22ha are needed for employment land but they have banked on a supply of 70ha without taking into 
account the impact of the new enterprise zones.  This significant over supply could be reduced by re-allocating a proportion to other 
uses including homes.  No detailed description or analysis has been given of the 70ha but consideration should be to the possibility 
of locating dwellings near new Enterprise zones and industrial developments and thereby achieving the AVDC’s stated aims of 
“Housing for workers should be provided in the area where employment development occurs”.

VALP16-09-09-01384 Joan O'Hare Policy D2 - I am greatly dismayed with the plan that Haddenham could become greatly overdeveloped in the period 2013 to 2033.
Haddenham could not cope with this proposal The community spirit we currently would be lost. We are a village not a town. there is 
so much to take into account, Transport etc. roads already under great pressure with existing traffic. Rail line is almost near 
maximum capacity .

It cannot be emphasized enough that local councils should be consulted before any plan goes any further.It would be tragic to lose 
greenbelt land and farmland which would be lost for ever for future generations.

Trust commonsense will be used regarding these serious proposals !

VALP16-09-09-01385 Andrew and Mary 
Hearsey

Policy D2 - Should AVDC wish to know the views of Haddenham, then these were already made plain by the 1900 residents who 
voted for the Neighbourhood  Plan.  AVDC decided to reject their views.

The draft plan lacks imagination and an integrated approach across the Vale.  Aylesbury is suitable for greater development as a 
garden city and a county town to be proud of.  To remain unspoilt should be Haddenham (as a large village with conservation area), 
Winslow and Wendover (as small market towns) and also their adjacent rural communities.

VALP16-09-09-01386 W J Hoare Policy D6 - I would like to make the following points:-
 1.The number of houses proposed for even a “medium” village seems to be too many and would make Newton Longville into a “small 

town”. But as no facilities appear to be included this would not be practical.
 2.Before any large house building development is considered in Newton Longville or the surrounding area a bypass is required.
 3.It is made clear in the MK Business News that Milton Keynes do not like the idea of housing being “dumped” on their doorstep, as 

they would get all the problems of extra population without the tax revenue.
 4.The village has got rid of the land fill lorries but now gets more HGVs from the First Class Transport site. This would be relieved if 

the bypass referred to in 2 above.
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VALP16-09-09-01387 Liam and Kate Hyland Policy D1 - We are writing to you in support of the Hampden Fields Action Group as I share with them the following concerns.

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-09-01388 A M T English Policy D1 - I object to the plan as currently set out.
The reasons for my objections will be set out in the Hampden Fields Action Group's response.
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VALP16-09-09-01389 Amy Stone Policy D2 - Policy D2 – Delivering a New Settlement

4.1 The published VALP does not include policy wording at this point in time, pending the production of further evidence.
4.2 Given the scale of housing required in Aylesbury District, and the Housing Market Area as a whole, we do not object specifically, 
as a matter of principle, to the allocation of a new settlement as part of a solution in terms of accommodating development 
requirements to 2033.
4.3 However, this support is dependent upon the Council, prior to making such an allocation, and prior to determining the scale of any 
such new settlement, ensuring that it has first maximised all sustainable options to deliver housing at the existing five strategic 
settlements and particularly at Wendover.
4.4 Before progressing with a new settlement option, it is essential that the Council first ensures that development opportunities at 
the existing five strategic settlements are maximised before determining the need for, and scale of, any new settlement proposal. As 
set out elsewhere in our representations, there is clearly and demonstrably additional development capacity at Wendover, with the 
Council overlooking land north of Aylesbury Road, which is contiguous with the settlement edge of Wendover and which is not within 
either the Green Belt or AONB. It could accommodate up to 175 residential dwellings and should be allocated for development before 
decisions on the scale of any new settlement are made.

Change Sought
4.5 In considering the need for / content of Policy D2 in due course, ensure that all opportunities for residential development at the 
five strategic settlements have been maximised, as urban extension to these settlements have the prospect to deliver development 
and infrastructure improvements which benefit existing as well as new residents.

VALP16-09-09-01390 Amanda McQuade Policy D1 - I would like to express my views regarding the VALP. I believe that large scale development to the southside of 
Aylesbury should not be approved until there is a cohesive plan that considerers all the issues raised by the Hampden Fields Action 
Group. I fear too many developments have already been approved and the infrastruture will be inadaquate to cope with increased 
demands put upon it.
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VALP16-09-09-01391 Bruce Alexander Policy D2 - Residents of Haddenham will need to be 100% convinced that Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks DCs have been 

rigorously and independently assessed as to whether their "unmet needs” can indeed NOT be met within their own bounds. 

Residents will further need to be convinced that Haddenham's situation is being considered as a geographical entity within the region 
as a whole rather than merely as a village in AVDC. For example the present railway station runs at such a capacity - serving as it 
does communities in Oxon and Bucks - that future development could well require a substantially different railway facility resulting, in 
effect, in as big (if not greater) a change as Winslow’s (IF that location were to be chosen).

Does the close proximity of Haddenham to Thame not mean that pressure will inevitably grow for the two to be joined? Such an 
agglomeration would amount to something huge in the region altering, with devastating effect, its rural nature.

The whole project is surely a national one in which 'northern powerhouses' and the consideration of all national alternatives are just 
as relevant as (if not more so than) conclusions that local district councils can offer. Has AVDC’s allocation of houses-required been 
rigorously and independently examined? 

Clearly national housing needs cannot just be answered by NIMBY-ism, but a strong case needs to be made for the selection of ANY 
location over and above the mere fulfilment of dictated quotas

VALP16-09-09-01392 Chris Bennett Policy D2 - In particular the Hampden Field development, astonishingly, now forms part of the plan. This is the proposal to build 
3000 houses and was originally rejected unanimously for a number reasons by Council. Now it is back, the same plan for 3000 
houses but with the addition of a road, a road to nowhere!

VALP16-09-09-01393 Wendy Castle Policy D1 - Aylesbury, being the County Town should take the majority of the required expansion but only after Wycombe has taken 
a fairer proportion.  The road network must be improved around Aylesbury and we should be protecting our villages and small market 
towns.  The impression is that the Plan is trying 
hard to 'green up' Aylesbury, calling it a 'garden town' but this seems to be at the expense of concreting our rural areas

VALP16-09-09-01393 Wendy Castle Policy D2 - If a new settlement is really required, then Haddenham with its existing rail station and industrial areas would seem to be 
a more sensible choice. I feel that a site of this magnitiude would spoil the ancient market town of Winslow and nearby pretty villages, 
for ever.  To encourage the A413 traffic along the Little Horwood Road in Winslow would be devastating to local residents and kill 
High Street trade.
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VALP16-09-09-01394 Paul Shearman Policy D2 - I wish to make comments about the VALP. I am a resident of Haddenham.

I am not against development per se however I do not believe there has been a satisfactory case made yet for the proposal to locate 
6,000 house in Haddenham.

I believe that the urbanisation of rural areas and small villages like Haddenham will be to the long term detriment of the character and 
quality of life across the whole county. 

Rather than fundamentally alter the character of small villages like Haddenham I believe that the AVDC - and more widely 
Buckinghamshire local planning policy makers - should look more exhaustively at increasing the housing density of larger 
conurbations like Milton Keynes, High Wycombe and Aylesbury. 

These urban locations should be able to absorb more of this growth with far less affect on existing residents and their existing 
character. The infrastructures in these areas should also be better prepared. Increasing the populations in these larger conurbations 
will benefit these areas and transform them from being mid sized towns with poor amenities, soulless town centres and very poor 
retail facilities, into healthier, thriving, vibrant large towns / small cities. This will benefit all in the wider area, both within the town 
itself, but also neighbouring villages and hamlets.

I would be more supportive of the AVLP if it was bolder and had at its heart more ambition;
- to be the benchmark for development in the UK. 
- to prove that increasing housing stock and populations needn't be detrimental to a local environment. 
- to prove that govt, local govt, developers and local residence can collaborate to improve accommodation, amenities, living 
standards and quality of life. 
- to substantially improve local facilities to enable the local community to be healthier, fitter, more inspired, more beautiful. 

If after exploring these other options more exhaustively the best option is 6,000 new homes is in Haddenham I think the plan should 
set out more clearly will deliver positive benefits for existing residents. How could it deliver more leisure and arts facilities? How could 
the infrastructure improve mobility in the area, not just keep pace with the increased population? How could it enhance the beauty of 
the area?
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VALP16-09-09-01394 Paul Shearman For example, I would love to see a plan that involved turning the area between Haddenham and Thame turned into a man-made lake, 

perhaps funded by the development of lakeside housing. This could enable rowing, sailing, waterskiing, triathlons and so on to 
develop in the area, it would provide fantastic facilities for leisure and recreation and create a focal point for events, hospitality and 
tourism. Businesses could be created around this and overall the benefit to the local economy could be substantial. For an area that 
is farthest away from the coast this type of ambition would be exciting and bold.

I also think we should aim to become the technology and innovation centre of the UK. Our location makes us the perfect axis point 
between London, the north and the west, Heathrow and Stanstead, and UK's silicon / telecoms valley.

Finally, I think the only place for the 6,000 houses (if it has to go ahead) that makes sense is between Haddenham and Thame. It is 
closest to the train station and could bring Thame and Haddenham together. I believe the Aston Stanford location will have the 
greatest detrimental affect on the area's character and rural nature of the area.
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VALP16-09-09-01395 Thomas Newton Policy D2 - I am writing this letter to express my serious concern over the proposals in the VALP regarding Haddenham being short 

listed as a “new settlement” due to its strategic importance. I would like to say first off that having lived here all my life that 
Haddenham it is a unique settlement completely unfit for the sort of absurd development being proposed. If this was to go ahead then 
it would completely ruin the village both in terms of heritage as well as our sense of shared community.

Building 6000 new houses in or near to Haddenham is not a sustainable solution for the housing needs of the Aylesbury Vale. I 
understand that Haddenham has been deemed as one of the best places for such development but the existing infrastructure has 
severe expansion limitations. I do not feel that your consultants have properly addressed this in their evaluation.
I feel that the sites proposed for this construction are wholly inappropriate having been placed on high quality agricultural land, which 
goes against what the government has been trying to protect for decades. There are other more suitable brownfield sites such as 
Westcott airfield that would not have such a negative impact on the local environment.
Haddenham also lacks key services such as a secondary school, retail outlets and work opportunities. Residents will therefore be 
making frequent journeys outside the village meaning that we will see a heavy increase in traffic and congestion on roads that are not 
adequate no matter how many roundabouts are installed. Does AVDC have plans for a bypass or dual carriageway as part of the 
new settlement proposal?
I accept that the railway station makes Haddenham an ideal starting point when looking for a strategic settlement; however I cannot 
see a way that the Chiltern Line can accommodate such a massive increase in the number of residents as proposed. 
1. The traffic situation surrounding the station is already desperate; this would only spread and be exacerbated by the thousands of 
additional commuters the proposed expansion would create.
2. The capacity of the station is limited to a certain number of carriages on an already busy line. How are Chiltern Line going to be 
able to facilitate the additional demand this new settlement will create on Haddenham and Thame Parkway?
3. The station is the main attraction for those looking to buy in the area, so it would be wise to assume that the vast majority of people 
who would buy these houses would be looking at the connectivity to London as their priority. An influx of commuters would worsen 
the affordability gap between increased house prices and the lower incomes of younger residents hoping to enter the property market 
for the first time. This is particularly true of families who have lived in Haddenham for many generations whose children are now 
facing the prospect of being forced to move away to towns further afield.

VALP16-09-09-01395 Thomas Newton Would it not be advisable given the above, to look at building a completely new settlement along with a new station at some other 
point along the Chiltern Line? That would surely address the housing needs of AVDC while leaving existing communities to expand at 
a more natural rate. Such settlements have been proposed by the government before but under the guises of green environmentally 
friendly developments. I think this would be received far more positively than trying to expand an existing settlement by three times 
the size.
The residents of Haddenham voted unambiguously for the Neighbourhood Plan, which I hasten to add was not defended by AVDC in 
the High Court, dealing a fatal blow to the sense that Localism is still of any relevance whatsoever. I hope that AVDC will listen to the 
concerns of Haddenham residents who overwhelmingly oppose the new settlement proposals which would result in us losing our 
village and becoming yet another faceless commuter belt town.
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VALP16-09-09-01396 Margaret Donlon Policy D2 - 4.27 If a new settlement is defined as "more than 50%" growth, then the strategy of increasing Winslow by 50% is 

already creating a de facto new settlement without the addition of another new settlement.

4.29 If a new settlement is required at all it would make sense for this to be in the South of the Vale nearest to where the unmet need 
is, in the same way that the Milton Keynes expansion is in the North of the Vale.

4.31 What about the designated employment areas at Silverstone and Westcott?

4.35 I agree that Haddenham is preferable, not because of where I live, but for all of the reasons given.

4.43 It will not be possible to create public transport links "at the earliest opportunity". Ongoing uncertainty about East/West Rail and 
the Oxford/Cambridge Expressway will prevent any such dead line and in the mean time the existing public transport links are non-
existent.

VALP16-09-09-01396 Margaret Donlon Policy D3 - The new settlement and Milton Keynes incursion cannot be viewed as "separate" from the proposed 50% growth for 
Winslow. Combining d,f and g generates a totally unsustainable c12,000 new houses, and an incredible 36% of the total VALP, in 
one small rural area of North Bucks.

VALP16-09-09-01397 Delia Shephard 
(Bletchley and Fenny 
Stratford Town Council)

Policy D3 - Specifically the transport implications both in terms of public transport and the existing road network, the future of the 
Oxford-Cambridge expressway and the Bletchley southern bypass are not adequately addressed in the draft plan and the detailed 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is not yet available. It is doubtful that the use of CIL by AVDC will assist with the direct infrastructure 
implications for our community and the infrastructure section of the draft plan focuses on road improvements in relation to Aylesbury. 
We note the comment at 4.52 that the detailed plan is "being developed in conjunction with the relevant bodies" but this is not wholly 
reassuring given our concerns about lack of evidence of the duty to co-operate. Earlier section 4.37 states that "AVDC is awaiting 
critical transport evidence to inform viability and delivery" of sites at Haddenham and Winslow. This council considers it to be
premature for the plan to designate sites without more detailed and realistic plans for road and transport infrastructure.

This council also has concerns about the demands on other aspects of general infrastructure particularly pedestrian access, cycle 
routes, education, health and leisure provision. Section 4.50 states that developments on the border of Milton Keynes will "use some 
facilities in Milton Keynes given its proximity". This appears to be an understatement of the likely impact of 4,274 new houses on the 
border of Blatchley. The overall impact of the planned urban expansion on the sustainability of existing communities and the 
sustainability of the lifestyles of current and future residents is not adequately explained and the lack of a detailed infrastructure plan 
does not foster a meaningful critical review of the plan which undermines the consultation process. Therefore this council is very 
concerned about the adequacy of 03 Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes.
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D1 - We do not believe this level of growth at Aylesbury is sustainable without fundamentally conflicting with the principles of 

the strategic policies, specifically, those
aimed at “minimising” impact on surrounding communities.
Page 13 of 39
2
37.45. There are major gaps in the policy which make it effectively meaningless:
38.46. At a) it states it will “deliver key infrastructure requirements (in line with policy S5).”  However, there are no key infrastructure 
requirements in Policy S5;
39.47. At c) it says it seeks to “minimise the negative impacts” on the existing communities but again “minimise” is not defined. The 
policy is at best weak, probably
flawed and not SMART.
40.48. At e) it states all development “should” contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport strategy. This needs to read, “will”. In 
any case again there is at present no
meaningful Aylesbury Transport Strategy. (See next)
41.49. An incomplete and flawed Transport Strategy Phil: it’s a great heading. I assume it fits under D1? We need to avoid their 
discounting it because it is in the ‘wrong’ place.
42.50. This section should be read in conjunction with the appended “TPP Review of Local Plan Transport Modeling and 
Assessment”.
43.51. The Council appears to invite comments on the Aylesbury Transport Strategy; however, it has not chosen to have a separate 
consultation on it. Given the importance of
the Transport Strategy, this is, in our view, a significant omission. The consultation document only allows for comment on policies and 
not the transport strategy itself. In fact
the only information on the Aylesbury Transport strategy is a very top line overview with inadequate detail on which to base crucial 
development decisions affecting future
generations.
Page 14 of 39
2

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby 44.52. The ‘Transport Strategy’ in the plan consists of only four paragraphs on pages 60 & 61 (4.18 – 4.21). It is clear that the 
transport strategy is being worked up after the plan itself has been developed, rather than forming an integral part of the plan 
development phrases “working up”, “initial work”, or “is still evolving”. We find it unacceptable that transport -- one of the key enablers 
to the entire Vale of Aylesbury Plan -- is still in such an early and unformed state as the plan goes out to public consultation. . The 
interrelationship between transport (especially traffic flows and the road network) , housing and employment is so fundamental that 
for one of these three elements to be effectively absent from the draft Plan makes it all impossible for the public to comment with any 
degree of accuracy or confidence. This puts the validity of the democratic consultation process itself into question.
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby 45.53. The Council will know that there was a full public inquiry, which sat during 2013 into Hampden Fields and the crucial role 

transport played in that appeal and both the
Inspector and Secretary of State decision. The County Council very late in the day threw the towel in and agreed that the proposed 
housing would not give rise to an unacceptable highways impact. It therefore fell to the Hampden Fields Action Group to challenge 
the appellant’s highway case. If the Action Group had not had Rule 6 status or the resources to robustly challenge the appellant’s 
case (and the underlying assumptions upon which its case was advanced) by instructing Counsel and calling its own highway 
engineering experts, these important matters might not have been adequately ventilated. Both the Inspector and the Secretary of 
State accepted the Action Group’s concerns and rejected the case of the Council, County Council and the appellant that the proposal 
would not give rise to an unacceptable highways impact.
46.54. The Secretary of State found (at para 26-7): “He also agrees that the appeal scheme would compound the difficulties and 
delays currently experienced on part of the
network which is already subject to considerable stress, so that mitigation would be essential in order to make the development 
acceptable, especially with regard to the
Walton Street gyratory. Like the Inspector, the Secretary of State has taken account of the fact that a scheme of mitigation has 
evolved for the Walton Street gyratory, but that its final form leaves a number of matters uncertain and any such scheme could only 
be implemented, and any prior planning permission for the Appeal B scheme realised,
consequent on the confirmation of a Traffic Regulation Order which would be subject to its own consent regime. The Secretary of 
State agrees with the Inspector at IR9.586 that the benefits of such a scheme would be substantial. However, he also agrees 
(IR9.645) that it would not make sound planning sense to approve a major urban extension with known highway deficiencies, an 
incomplete solution and uncertainties about deliverability until it can be demonstrated that the full effects of the appeal scheme can 
be mitigated, managed and implemented.” [Emphasis added]
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby 47.55. The Inspector was not satisfied by the solution proposed by the appellant and accepted by the Council and County Council. 

The onus is now very much on the Council
to explain how the serious concerns of the Secretary of State and Inspector have now been overcome under the draft Plan. From the 
material published so far it would seem this has fallen far short of what would be required.
48.56. It follows that the highway impact of Hampden Fields is without question the key issue of the case. It simply cannot be 
allocated as a sustainable urban extension, as
AVDC choose to do in the VALP, unless and until the clear and unequivocal concerns of both the Inspector and the Secretary of 
State have been overcome. It is no good for the
Council to assert that the County Council as highway authority is content with the arrangement. That was the situation before and 
both the Inspector and the Secretary of
State found that the County Council’s confidence was misplaced and wrong.
49.57. These deficiencies are again clearly described in the accompanying TPP Transport Report to this submission. For the Council 
to consult on the overall VALP before
Page 16 of 39
2
these known highways deficiencies have been addressed is a significant omission from the plan and its process. 
58. Summary of highway deficiencies in transport information published so far
51.59. Even AECOM, the Council’s own consultants, have identified deficiencies in the model advanced by the Council. They state in 
their Technical Note One, page 16,
paragraph 5.10 “it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues in its current form”.
52.60. In a serious error, the modeling inflates the traffic situation in the “Do Minimum” scenario thus underestimating the true impact 
of the Council’s proposals. To explain: the Do Minimum scenario includes a 24,000 growth in jobs and yet only a 9,400 growth in 
housing. This could only be achieved with significant extra commuting into the town and thus significantly increased traffic. The result 
is to set an artificially high traffic level, against which the further increases in traffic in the Do Something scenario do not look so bad. 
(In the Do Something no additional jobs have been added but a further 21,000 houses have been added. We see this as completely 
unrealistic from any point of view.)
53.61. At paragraph 100 of the TPP report they conclude the Jacobs’ assessment of the overall impact on Aylesbury as “moderate” is 
flawed not only because the Do Minimum is artificially high but also because:
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby 54.62. the transport model used appears to underestimate traffic flows in the Aylesbury area, typically by around 5% in the AM and 

PM peak periods;
55.63. the definition of the Do-Minimum (comparator) land-use scenario is questionable given the assumptions that are made about 
the distribution of employment; and
56.64. whilst the Countywide Model may overestimate delays on the B4443 Mandeville Road, there are forecast to be significant 
increases in flow on a road that is already
congested at peak times.
Analysis of the VISUM outputs also make it clear that the planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 
Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road
and in particular the Gyratory system in Aylesbury. (Paragraph 101 of TPP Report). TPP
conclude:
58.66. “In particular, there are increases shown in the vehicular delays at the Walton Street Gyratory. Given the importance placed on 
this junction in the 2012 Public Inquiry
and the Secretary of State’s subsequent decision, this must be a serious concern to BCC and AVDC.”
59.67. Such a crucial piece of work as the VALP demands that an appropriate and accurate model should be used. The Council, of 
course, is well aware of the importance of
this work, given that it has recently experienced a significant adverse Secretary of State decision, which cited traffic as a major issue 
in Aylesbury Town. The Council will be aware that this is not some technical, methodological point: if the traffic assumptions and 
calculations are invalid and unreliable, the transport proposals on which the entire VALP is built cannot safely be depended upon.
60.68. In a further, strategically important point, the model does not address the fact that there is very little long distance traffic that 
bypass Aylesbury. The Jacobs traffic report demonstrates this, as do the limited Road Side Interviews that have been produced. 
What little transport information that is published with the plan clearly shows that the thinking behind the orbital link road strategy 
around the south of Aylesbury is seriously flawed.
(Paragraph 103 of TPP report)
61.69. The Council should at the very least publish the information, which prompted AVDC and BCC to pursue an “Orbital Strategy” 
and indeed the need for the claimed
“North-South” connectivity. 
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby 70. It is reasonably clear that the Council will argue that the Orbital route will be enhanced with a road through the Woodlands site (as 

per the proposals map). This road
is highly questionable as a strategic road or even as an essential road to deliver the VALP development. With known flood 
deficiencies within the site the need for the road to run alongside the flood plain is highly questionable. (See paragraph 106 of this 
submission and the THDA Flood report appended to this document)
63.71. The Aylesbury Transport Strategy should be subject to a separate consultation, which is not currently the case. Chapter 7, 
Guidelines on Developing Urban Transport
Strategies, The Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation, 1996 and DfT WebTAG guidance also stipulates that public 
consultation is undertaken as part of the
development of transport strategies.
64.72. Crucially at paragraph 106 TPP conclude that it would be inappropriate to advance the Aylesbury Transport Strategy any 
further until a sufficiently robust model has been developed. This is not the case at the moment.
65.73. “Furthermore, the traffic modeling inputs to the consultation process should be based on a transport modeling tool that is 
considered sufficiently robust by BCC’s
consultants. No such tool exists at the moment. Therefore, it would be premature to advance to the next stage of the Aylesbury 
Transport Study until the Aylesbury Transport
Model has been suitably updated, enhanced and validated”
66.74. We extend the invitation made by TPP on our behalf to meet with BCC and their transport consultants to discuss these serious 
issues:
67.75. “It is recommended that a meeting with BCC is arranged to discuss a number of issues and concerns that have arisen from 
this review. In particular, it would be helpful to understand the evidence base which prompted BCC and AVDC to advocate an orbital 
road strategy for Aylesbury.”

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby The Aylesbury Linear Park Green Infrastructure Proposal Map on page 63 is erroneous, undeliverable in the proposed scale and 
completely misleading. The width of the “Aylesbury Linear Park GI” as represented is simply unachievable given the amount of 
development the Council proposes putting on the sites around, for example, Weston
Turville. This has the effect of misleading the public that the Green Infrastructure accompanying this plan will be significantly larger 
than it actually will. In fact, the
Aylesbury “Green Park” appears to follow the alignment of much of the proposed Orbital Road around Aylesbury, through Woodlands 
and Hampden Fields.  
70.78. The same is the case for the maps on pages 49 and 50 of the proposals maps (Appendix A of the VALP). They over represent 
the amount of green infrastructure
between villages to the south and have the effect of misleading the reader into thinking that there is a much larger feeling of space 
than is actually achievable.
71.79. In effect this will mean much of the “Green Park” is more likely to occupy a small “corridor” or land strip, which immediately 
makes the connection with countryside meaningless. 
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D2 - We believe the VALP should not have gone out to consultation regarding this point until sufficient detail is available for 

residents to consult on.
73.81. We repeat the point that these proposals do not constitute a “new development”.  They are merely an expansion of existing 
“strategic” as defined by AVDC in the draft plan.  AVDC should have considered a genuine new settlement, which would have the 
futurevision of being able to accommodate in excess of 25,000 people as the Vale grows. This failure is an inherent weakness in the 
proposed plan.
74.82. AVDC should come up with new development proposals and allow a full public consultation on those proposals.
75.83. The Jacobs modeling, notwithstanding its identified deficiencies, shows severe impact on the road network at the Thame 
Roundabout in the Hadddenham scenario. A full public consultation should be carried out to ensure the extent to which any proposed 
mitigation is likely to be successful.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D3 - There is considerable more scope for the development of Milton Keynes than the Council allows for given its size, scale 
and infrastructure provision.
77.85. Point b. only states that the Master Plan SPD “will need to consider” the following  Policy D4 Housing development at strategic 
settlements (excluding Aylesbury
78.86. We do not agree with the proposed development of Wendover into the Green Belt.  The proposals immediately impugn this 
policy in that they will not “be of a scale and in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement, and not adversely 
affect its character and appearance” (bullet point c).
79.87. Allowing development to be “adjacent” to the village footprint could in essence mean anything.
80.88. The proposed expansion into Green Belt in Wendover will in effect destroy any meaningful gap between Halton and 
Wendover.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D5 - Policies D5 & D6 Housing development at larger and medium villages
81.89. We support the plan not to allocate additional houses to Aston Clinton. The fact that the amount of committed development 
exceeds the plan requirements is unfortunate given AVDC’s support of many applications resisted by residents.
82.90. Even if the 155 proposed requirement for Weston Turville was not allocated to Aylesbury there is are not suitable sites within 
the village or at any “adjacent” areas.
83.91. Once again the use of “adjacent” could mean anything and needs to be defined.
84.92. In this policy at least the grounds on which development might be permitted is better defined in the third paragraph. This 
cannot be said for many other areas of the plan.
However, policies D5 and D6 merely state that development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to 
say that development “will be resisted in
all circumstances”. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”
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VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D6 - Policies D5 & D6 Housing development at larger and medium villages

81.89. We support the plan not to allocate additional houses to Aston Clinton. The fact that the amount of committed development 
exceeds the plan requirements is unfortunate given AVDC’s support of many applications resisted by residents.
82.90. Even if the 155 proposed requirement for Weston Turville was not allocated to Aylesbury there is are not suitable sites within 
the village or at any “adjacent” areas.
83.91. Once again the use of “adjacent” could mean anything and needs to be defined.
84.92. In this policy at least the grounds on which development might be permitted is better defined in the third paragraph. This 
cannot be said for many other areas of the plan.
However, policies D5 and D6 merely state that development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to 
say that development “will be resisted in
all circumstances”. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D7 - Policy D7 Housing development at smaller villages
93. The potential for larger development in some small villages should be explored especially in sustainable locations. See 
comments under Policy S2.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D8 - Policy D8 Housing at other settlements
86.94. Once the plan is adopted we agree with this policy but to discount locations for development at too early a stage in the 
process has restricted the Council from looking at sites for a genuinely new settlement.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D9 - Policy D9 Provision of Employment Land
87.95. Bullet point b. needs to be better defined. “Intensification or extension” of existing premises could lead to large-scale 
application for employment sites in inappropriate locations.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D10 - 
Policy D10 Town, village and local centres to support new and existing communities
88.96. As we understand it, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow are villages and not towns. These village centres should be kept as 
such and not expanded into town centres.
The policy appears to confuse this, containing as it does intertwined references to town /village / local centres.

VALP16-09-09-01399 Cllr Phil Yerby Policy D13 - Policy D13 Housing in Aylesbury town centre
89.97. Development of residential units in the town should still accommodate parking places. The argument that people who live in 
town centres do not have cars is far too
simplistic and leads to parking issues in surrounding streets which were not designed to accommodate additional on street parking 
e.g., Queens Park, or roads off New Street, Aylesbury.
issues. This policy should be changed to “ensure”.
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VALP16-09-09-01400 Robert Friel Policy D2 - AVDCs local plan now provide proposals for the accommodation of additional housing demand from South Bucks, but 

does this without adequate assessment of the areas ability to meet this demand. AVDCs own call of housing availability has not 
identified sufficient land and calls to accommodate demand above this should not be accepted.

The plan does not properly or sufficiently coordinate with developments in Cherwell District (Bicester) or South Oxfordshire (Thame). 
Impacts on Thame of the proposals would be significant and appear not to have been adequately consulted on, based on the 
comments of a Thame Counsellor at the Haddenham village meeting.

Given what is being proposed then central government should mandate that a joint plan should be developed as the councils have 
clearly failed to coordinate properly.

Relationship with other local plans

The plan clearly indicates that Aylesbury Vale does not have the capacity to support the excess housing demands further south. It is 
not clear that further settlement development in Aylesbury Vale would meet the housing needs further south in a sustainable and 
affordable manner.
The proposed sites are a substantial distance from the Thames Valley and North London where the need is clearly driven from. It is 
reassuring to note that AVDC is challenging the assumptions in the plans to the south but AVDC need to be robust that their process 
has not identified sufficient available land to meet the needs to the south.
Development away from the areas of need should be subject to an affordability assessment covering both the housing and transport 
costs. 
Significant developments in Bicester of c10,000 homes and Princes Risborough c2500, will put additional strain on transport services 
into London and Oxford. The plans, particularly in the case of the strategic new settlement locations do not consider this.
A coordinated plans with adjacent councils is clearly needed.
It is also clear that the impact of the proposed plans on adjacent communities has not been considered. The plans for the strategic 
settlement In the Haddenham area have not considered the impact on Thame, which is the main 'town' in the area but is not in the 
area covered by the plan. This will be more the case once HS2 runs between Stone and Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-09-01400 Robert Friel This again demonstrates the need to a coordinated plan with adjoining councils before deeming the area suitable for further 

development.

The plan has clearly not been consulted adequately with adjacent communities such as Thame.

Development of Haddenham 

Plans have already been approved to increase the size of Haddenham by between 30-50%, without suitable plans to address 
schools or parking congestion around the train station.

Haddenham remains a village with very limited shopping and only primary schools, compared to small towns like Thame or 
Wendover, also declared as strategic settlements. 

Apart from primary schools, Haddenham residents rely on, or have relied on, schools in Thame, Princes Risborough and Aylesbury. 
Haddenham is also the main source of facilities for the surrounding villages.
Given the developments both proposed an ongoing in these areas, the impacts of which are not considered in AVDC's plan, the plan 
does not properly assess the ability of Haddenham to accommodate the proposed developments in a sustainable manner.

This calls into question AVDCs criteria for selecting sites suitable for developments. Sustainable development requires a social fabric 
that can support development and Haddenham lacks that capability.

Haddenham is also a historic settlement with significant proportions of the village in conservation areas and a large number of listed 
buildings. AVDCs plans do not seem to adequately address their duties to maintain the character of the conservation areas, 
particularly in respect to the new area identified in the north of the village adjacent to Rosemary Lane which was not in the 
neighbourhood plan. Development along the northern boundary would completely remove the rural nature of the conservation area at 
Townsend Green and Rosemary Lane. This would have an equivalent impact to allowing development to the south of Church End, 
which has always been deemed inappropriate.

It also seems an inappropriate area to develop given that gliders and aircraft approach at low altitude over this area.
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VALP16-09-09-01400 Robert Friel

To many residents it seems these duties have been put aside in the search for any land that could be developed. 

New strategic settlement proposal near Haddenham 

The proposals set out in the plans for the development near Haddenham are not sufficient to allow a decision to be made for the 
reasons set out below and as such the plan must be revisited.

The development areas shown on maps are not physically representative. A 4500 dwelling settlement with schools and facilities 
would be more than twice the size of Haddenham and potentially larger than nearby Thame. 

If realistic areas for a 7500 dwelling town were set out properly:
- this would lead to the effective convergence of Haddenham and Thame if the site to the west of Haddenham were to be developed;
- there would be near convergence with Longwick and Princes Risborough if the development were to be to the South, especially 
given the development proposed in this areas.

The impact of this on the area, which is mainly prime agricultural land, would be significantly greater than the expansion of Aylesbury 
south towards Stoke Mandeville and equally if not more contrary to the development policy. 

It is also difficult to see how planning further development of Aylesbury and Bicester to accommodate a the additional 4500 dwellings 
given the extent of planned development would not be more sustainable and cost effective better value for AVDCs taxpayers.

The plan make no account for the impact of the proposed development in Princes Risborough, around Thame and South Oxfordshire 
or the development in Bicester.

It is clear that the impact assessment need to be reviewed in conjunction with the other Councils as part of a properly consulted plan 
for this area.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 534 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01401 Julie Dixon Policy D1 - I would like to inform you of my views to the local plan and express my concern about some areas that I don’t feel have 

been thought through sufficiently.

I am disappointed firstly other strategies have not been considered other than the huge development to the South of Aylesbury which 
is going to cause the villages in this area to become engulfed by Aylesbury, losing their identity. As a user of the many footpaths in 
the area, I am concerned about the negative effect on the local landscape. I am also aware of the flood risks in the areas where you 
are considering building which must be addressed as this will have a huge impact on the surrounding areas.

I am concerned that consideration has not been given to transportation as the traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and 
calculations which your own traffic consultants acknowledge that it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and 
existing transport issues". The amount of traffic is likely to increase significantly.

There is no plan showing how the infrastructure such as hospitals and schools will be provided and surely this is the Council’s 
responsibility. I am also concerned as to why we are having to accommodate so many houses from other places such as Wycombe 
and South Bucks.

Please ensure that you consider all options with joined up thinking to ensure that any plan has the least impact on the villages.

VALP16-09-09-01402 Stephen Beal Policy D14 - Will monitoring of business use on site take place as most houses have no automatic use for a business? Not 
segregated in tiny rural pockets please.

VALP16-09-09-01402 Stephen Beal Policy D6 - As there is a reduction in housing - the new larger settlements should take the brunt as they have infrastructure - reduce 
rural housing numbers.
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VALP16-09-09-01403 Rosie and Ben Storrar Policy D6 - We are writing regarding the proposed development in Marsworth, as set out in the local plan, as local residents of 

Marsworth.

We have read the proposal and viewed the map, and in principle support the need to develop some housing in the village. However 
do have concerns and suggestions as follows:

1. Location: We strongly feel that development should first be on brownfield sites, before building on open farmland. The land 
connected with the closed White Lion pub is dismissed in the plan as unsuitable, however this is land which most villagers would 
welcome development on. It is currently an eyesore; new houses would be accessed from a convenient main road; and it is near to 
two of the villages amenities (Anglers' Retreat pub, and Bluebell tea-rooms). The other obvious building site is the closed garage at 
Lower End, which is near to other village amenities (Red Lion pub, church and school).

2. Type of housing: Recent development in the village has consisted of high end architect designed houses, sold for above the 
average price for houses of their size within the village. The village needs mid-range housing: 3 bed semi-detached houses designed 
with families in mind are noteably lacking in the village, and are needed to enable couples and families who will contribute to family 
life to move here, or to enable those who have grown up in the area to afford to live here. We strongly think that in a planning 
exercise such as this a percentage of affordable housing should be specified, regardless of the size/number of different sites this 
housing would be spread across ensuring that affordable housing is provided even if smaller developments are agreed.

3. Traffic: Vicarage road is frequently busy with parked cars, school/pre-school traffic, school busses turning, farm traffic and traffic 
relating to events held at the village hall. The road can be particularly dangerous at busy times given the drop off points for school 
busses. We think that any new development needs to have a main entrance off Ickneild Way rather than Vicarage Road, but allowing 
for additional pedestrian access in the direction of the village centre. I am also concerned that ample consideration is given to parking 
of 2-3 cars per house as is common in rural villages such as Marsworth.

VALP16-09-09-01403 Rosie and Ben Storrar
4. Community amenities: We are hopeful that additional development in the village will encourage further facilities and amenities. We 
would particularly welcome a central community 'space' where Marsworth residents of all ages can meet and come together. For 
example a playground and community garden in a central location that attracts people as they pass to the school, church etc. It would 
be welcomed if incentives or funding from developers for a community shop could be considered, which would surely also increase 
the marketability of new houses.

Thank you for your consideration of my feedback.
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VALP16-09-09-01404 Lisa Tervit Policy D6 - I am writing regarding the proposed development near Stepnels in Marsworth, as set out in the Local Plan.

I am a local resident of Lukes Lea in Marsworth. I have considered the proposal and viewed the map and although I do not object to 
the proposal in principle, I do have concerns as I have set out below.

1. I have two young children, one of which attends Marsworth school. I would like to be reassured that traffic and parking issues will 
be considered and appropriately addressed and that any increase in the traffic and number of vehicles in the village will be managed 
in the safest way and with the least impact. Vicarage Road can already become very busy and congested before and after school 
and there is the concern that increased traffic through Stepnels could make this main route into the village untenable.

2. I am concerned that the population of the village will increase considerably but that there will not be adequate community facilities. 
For example, there is no shop or central meeting place whereby residents can gather. Although I understand that there may be 
constraints where providing a shop may be concerned, I strongly hold the view that there needs to be a central 'hub' where 
Marsworth residents of all ages can meet and come together rather than creating a larger and disparate community. For example, a 
playground and community garden in a location that attracts 'passing trade' rather than in a remote location where the current 
recreation ground is. A central place in the village, such as where the new development is proposed will be en-route for many 
residents to and from the school and in and out of the village. The current recreation ground does not currently suit this need and the 
proposed development presents an opportunity to enhance and be sympathetic to the friendly community environment of Marsworth. 
I know that many parents and other residents would welcome such a facility. With regards to the potential of a shop, there is already 
a popular tea rooms in Marsworth. Although I have no connection with the business, it would be welcomed if this could be a potential 
location for a shop and perhaps an inventive given by the developer to the owner to provide a shop there. This would surely increase 
the marketability of the new houses so would benefit all concerned. Alternatively, explore the possibility of a community shop 
elsewhere.

I would of course welcome the opportunity to discuss my response further if required.
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VALP16-09-09-01405 Paul Harris Policy D2 - I am writing to comment on the local plan consultation, in particular the potential for a new settlement on the edge of 

Winslow.

We will be lucky if EWR is open in 2025 never mind 2022, judging by Network Rail's recent performance. With regard to the 
Expressway, we have no idea if, when, or indeed where this will appear. It would be very foolish to rely on plans for a large 
settlement when there is such uncertainty over the delivery of infrastructure critical to its viability, especially when delivery is largely 
outside AVDC's control.

To be successful, a new settlement of this size in the Home Counties must be commutable to London. Whilst EWR will be very 
welcome indeed, it will not attract London commuters. Without local/commutable employment, there will be no demand for 
development on this scale in the Winslow area.

It goes without saying that a new settlement would destroy Winslow and the Horwoods as we know them..... and, as a supporter of 
the WNP, it would make a total mockery of the Localism Act.

VALP16-09-09-01406 Mark Hooper Policy D4 - I am a resident of Haddenham and write in relation to the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
I am extremely concerned at the potential impact of this Plan on the village of Haddenham, and particularly want to raise the following 
issues/concerns:
▪ There are serious unresolved concerns over the extent to which neighbouring authorities are assessing their own housing needs. 
For example, it seems that Wycombe District Council is applying very low densities and thereby failing to maximise its own sites for 
principal settlement. This raises the question whether a new settlement is needed at all in Aylesbury Vale
▪ The Plan does not take into account the impact of other proposals for housing growth in neighbouring areas. For example, the Plan 
appears to ignore proposals for substantial development north of Princes Risborough (just outside the Vale boundary) and for similar 
proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire.
▪ It seems questionable whether the existing infrastructure (in particular, rail and transport links and existing shopping, educational 
and social facilities in neighbouring towns such as Thame and Aylesbury) can cope with development on this scale. This is further 
exacerbated by the construction of HS2 and seems to indicate a lack of "joined-up" planning. 
▪ The Plan would seriously damage the heritage of Haddenham as a village. Haddenham does not have the central focus nor the 
service core traditionally found in a high street, such as Winslow. Similarly, the Plan would result in the loss of agricultural land which 
is in the top "best and most versatile".
▪ It seems uncertain, in any case, that such housing growth on this scale is deliverable within the indicative timetable.

It seems strange and unfortunate that the consultation process was launched over the summer period at a time when many will be 
away on summer holidays and therefore unable to fully engage.
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VALP16-09-09-01407 Simon Handy (Strutt & 

Parker LLP (Stoke 
Mandeville))

Policy D1 - Policy D1 – ‘Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town’
While we have no objection to Aylesbury being the focus for the majority of the district’s growth or the proposal to turn it into a 
Garden Town, we feel that the coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Aylesbury that would occur as a result of this strategy 
would be harmful to the individual character and identity of these settlements, particularly Stoke Mandeville. It is therefore considered 
that a strategic gap should be retained between the two settlements. Our clients’ land to the south of Stoke Mandeville is suitable for 
development and is available, which could compensate for any redistribution of allocated housing to the south of Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-09-01407 Simon Handy (Strutt & 
Parker LLP (Stoke 
Mandeville))

Policy D2 - Policy D2 – ‘Delivering a new settlement’
While the potential creation of a 4,500 home new settlement in either Haddenham or Winslow may be necessary to meet some of the 
district’s significant housing need or some of the unmet need from other Buckinghamshire authorities, the absence of critical 
transport evidence to inform the viability and deliverability of either site (and the resultant lack of a detailed planning policy) 
demonstrates that there is considerable uncertainty over whether or not a new settlement will form part of the Local Plan. Without 
sufficient evidence to justify the allocation of a new settlement, it is apparent that the draft Local Plan may fail the soundness test set 
out by paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
If the requisite evidence does not support the creation of a new settlement, then it is apparent that there would be a shortfall of 4,500 
new homes in the Local Plan’s housing allocations. In this scenario, new (or perhaps reserve) allocations will need to be identified. 
Our clients’ land could deliver approximately 800 new homes in a highly sustainable location and, therefore, it would make a 
significant contribution to meeting any housing shortfall arising from the abandonment of a new settlement.

VALP16-09-09-01407 Simon Handy (Strutt & 
Parker LLP (Stoke 
Mandeville))

Policy D5 - Policy D5 – ‘Housing development at larger villages’
We are generally supportive of the wording of this draft policy and, in particular, the delivery of the housing requirement through the 
allocation of the most sustainable ‘suitable’ sites at the villages. The policy goes on to add that, at this stage, the Council has not 
decided which of the potential housing allocations listed in Appendix A of the draft Local Plan will end up being allocated and which 
are to be reserve sites.
While we have no objection to this broad approach, we feel that parcels SMD001 and SMD002 to the south of Stoke Mandeville 
should, at the very least, be included in Appendix A as potential housing allocations. The May 2016 HELAA is clear that a large 
proportion of these two pieces of land are suitable for housing development with a combined capacity for over 500 units. We 
therefore have to question why these two sites have not been included in Appendix A.
Any highways concerns will be satisfactorily overcome through the submission of a detailed Transport Assessment with any planning 
application that will demonstrate that the development would not cause harm to the local highway network and that satisfactory 
vehicular access would be created into the sites. For example, it is likely that the land to the west of Wendover Road would be 
accessed via a new arm off the existing Wendover Road/Marroway roundabout. This potential access solution is shown within the 
accompanying Vision Document.
It is submitted that parcels SMD001 and SMD002 are both suitable and deliverable housing sites that should be allocated in the 
emerging Local Plan or identified as reserve sites.
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VALP16-09-09-01408 Mike Galloway (Newton 

Longville Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - 14.1. The New Settlements study has been said to have been undertaken without any constraints on the consultants 
undertaking the study. It draws up a shortlist of possible locations as a long list and from that the two potential sites of locations 
“near” Haddenham and Winslow have been selected for further study.
14.2. It is of particular note that the, unconstrained, G L Hearn study has not identified any site around Milton Keynes (whether in 
Whaddon, Newton Longville, Stoke Hammond and Great Brickhill) as being appropriate for a new settlement. Yet despite this, the 
current draft VALP purports to make a strategic allocation of land at Whaddon and Newton Longville for an urban extension to Milton 
Keynes.
As GL Hearn did not even list anywhere the edge of Milton Keynes as suitable for a new settlement, then surely there can be no 
sustainable basis for the proposed sites at Whaddon and Newton Longville being taken forward as strategic allocations for what is 
effectively a “new settlement”.
14.4. This is only one indication which appears to show a very different criterion is being applied in the north of the district than in the 
south. If large urban extensions are considered appropriate around Milton Keynes, then why not around Aylesbury? It would seem far 
more sensible to expand around the main urban centre of Aylesbury which is within the district and where most of the housing need 
and employment potential arises that to promote settlements in the north of the district.
14.5. At this point in time there is no suggestion from Milton Keynes Council of any unmet need they would be looking to 
neighbouring authorities to meet. It is in any case extremely unlikely that any sustainable case could be made by Milton Keynes 
Council that they cannot meet all of their housing need within their own area given the large amount of generally unconstrained land 
within the Milton Keynes boundary.
14.6. The current VALP is not proposing to allocate any land for dealing with an unmet need from Milton Keynes. Any housing 
provided within the AVDC area would not be to meet any housing need from Milton Keynes, yet by virtue of the actual housing 
market area based on Milton Keynes would in fact provide housing for those who are looking for housing “in Milton Keynes”.
14.7. To provide for housing on the edge of Milton Keynes would effectively therefore not be available to meet the wider Aylesbury 
Vale housing need and certainly not the additional unmet need from the south of the district. To include these allocations in VALP is 
merely harking back to the old “top down”, centralist approach that used to apply from the Government through the South East Plan.
14.8. The concept of establishing a new settlement is certainly something that ought to be considered, however only after 
consideration of expansion of existing settlements has been shown not to be sustainable. Before this is possible there needs to be a 
far more robust and evidence based settlement hierarchy, rather than one based on little more that percentages.
14.9. Aylesbury in particular is relatively small and capable of expanding far more than currently proposed. It is to the south of the 
district, in and around Aylesbury, that most of the housing need and potential for in district employment arises.
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Longville Parish 
Council)

14.10. The potential need to provide for unmet need from the neighbouring districts to the south (Wycombe, Chiltern and South 
Bucks) points to the need for the additional housing to be in the south of the district, not elsewhere. Hence if there is to be only 
limited growth in and around Aylesbury itself, then asHaddenham is the only close by location in the south that has been identified by 
GL Hearn that is the location that ought to be selected for more study.
14.11. The parishes/settlements around Aylesbury are understandably keen to avoid development within their areas, however to 
suggest that they are somehow entirely separate from Aylesbury is misleading. It is clear that when looked at for housing and 
employment, the wider area around Aylesbury, now operates as an area much larger than “Aylesbury” itself and includes what is in 
surrounding parishes. Looking at the way that many town and cities have expanded over time, it is by such growth and expansion 
towns grow boundaries and expand in a sustainable way.

VALP16-09-09-01408 Mike Galloway (Newton 
Longville Parish 
Council)

Policy D3 - 15.1. It is important to bear in mind the history behind the promotion of this site on the edge of Newton Longville parish 
and immediately adjacent to Far Bletchley. It did not arise through any demonstration of local need but as a result of an arbitrary 
reallocation of potential housing need from elsewhere in the South East.
15.2. With no choice but to comply with the South East Plan, AVDC included development around Milton Keynes within it’s then draft 
Core Strategy in 2009. The site had for some time been promoted by those with a development interest in the land, but never with 
any demonstration there was a specific need for the development, other than to meet a general need for growth in the South East.
15.3. Following the election of the coalition government in 2010, AVDC decided to withdraw their draft plan and the then current 
planning application for Salden Chase was withdrawn after AVDC withdrew its support for the application.
15.4. A new application for a reduced site reappeared in January 2013 with a request to AVDC for a scoping opinion. It seems some 
developers did not understand the message from the government that top-down planning was no longer government policy.
15.5. The decision letter from AVDC30 in September 2013 on a scoping application made nine months earlier reveals the extent of 
the disregard by public bodies to the duty to cooperate, with AVDC having to say “Regretfully, despite subsequent reminders, I have 
not received any comments …” confirming the draft scoping report proposed was therefore acceptable. There is no indication any 
view was sought from Milton Keynes Council despite the duty to cooperate or any consideration of development of a joint policy 
between the two planning authorities.15.6. Meanwhile, earlier, in early 2010 the Milton Keynes Core Strategy was subject to statutory 
consultation prior to submission31. After the announcement by the new government that Regional Plans were to be abolished, the 
submission was put on hold32.
15.7. Given the significance of this site to Newton Longville and Bletchley the most relevant parts of that version of the Core Strategy 
are reproduced in full below. Note how even though none of the development was within the boundary of Milton Keynes Council, they 
were nevertheless very clear on policy requirements for development of the site.
15.8. It is clear from this that the development of the area which had become known as “Salden Chase” was not something that had 
been promoted by Milton Keynes Council but was a classic example of top-down regional development which was very clearly 
abolished by the new Government in 2010 to be replaced by localism.
15.9. It is also of note that whilst Milton Keynes Council took action to revise its Core Strategy and protect communities, AVDC chose 
instead to withdraw its draft Core Strategy and have no policy on strategic development.
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15.10. At some point in the future it may well be that Milton Keynes Council can demonstrate it has unmet housing need that it cannot 
find land for within its own boundary but that is not currently the situation and as is clear from the diagram below there are significant 
areas of Milton Keynes to the north and east that are largely undeveloped and do not have any fundamentally unsurmountable 
constraints which would prevent land being brought forward for development – apart from being primarily rural in nature at present. 
Any need for growth of Milton Keynes should first be dealt with inside the boundary Milton Keynes borough.
15.11. Whilst the site which is now proposed to be allocated is only the eastern half of the original “Salden Chase” or “South West 
Milton Keynes Strategic Development Area” this is the part closest to Milton Keynes.
“Figure 1.1 Areas of the Borough”
“Policy CS 2
“Housing Land Supply”
“Land for housing will be allocated to meet the South East Plan (SEP) requirements …”
“6 Strategic Development Areas”
“6.1 Two large-scale, mixed-use Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) will cater for a significant proportion of the future growth in 
Milton Keynes and neighbouring Aylesbury Vale and Central Bedfordshire. These planned new communities are regionally important 
because there are only seven SDAs in the whole of the South East region. The two SDAs will eachcontain between 5,000 to 10,000 
homes, so they will be equivalent in size to a small town, and they give the local authorities and their partner organisations the 
opportunity to create exemplar developments.”
“6.3 None of the South West SDA is within Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is the planning authority. This 
Council and AVDC are working jointly on the production of a Master Plan and a delivery SPD to ensure the SDA is well integrated 
with the existing city. This involves identifying the impacts of the development on the urban area of Milton Keynes and the 
surrounding rural area of Aylesbury Vale.”
“South East Strategic Development Area”
“6.4 The extent of the South East SDA in the Borough is shown on the revised Local Plan Proposals Map. The administrative 
boundary between Milton Keynes and Central Bedfordshire runs roughly north-south through the site. Within Milton Keynes Borough 
the SDA excludes the existing settlement of Wavendon and the northern part of Woburn Sands, but includes the hamlets of Cross 
End and Lower End.”
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“6.5 There will be a comprehensive approach to master-planning the Strategic Development Area. This work will take into account 
the need to avoid coalescence (settlements joining together), the need to protect their setting and distinctiveness, and the importance 
of integrating long term defensible boundaries and landscape buffers into the development.”
“South West Strategic Development Area”
“6.12 The South East Plan (SEP) proposes a Strategic Development Area south west of the city for 5,390 homes. The SEP requires 
options for the future growth of the city (after 2026) to be tested and it will inform a future review of the South East Plan. Although the 
new homes will be built outside the Borough, it is clear from the SEP that the SDA is intended to function as a sustainable urban 
extension to Milton Keynes. The local authorities have agreed that the layout of the development should not prevent further growth of 
the city in the longer term.
“6.13 There remain some concerns of the Council in relation to the potential impacts of the development on Bletchley. These matters 
will be considered at the independent examination into the Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy in 2010. In summary they are:
“1. The provision of both local and strategic infrastructure within and beyond the boundary of the SDA, as well as mechanisms for 
delivery.”
“2. Traffic and transport modelling to fully assess the traffic impacts of the SDA on the road network in the city, in particular the A421, 
the B4034 and the Bletchley Town Centre.”
“3. Safeguarding a future link road between the A421 and the A4146 (Bletchley Southern bypass).”
“4. The inclusion of grid road principles in the SDA.”
“6.14 This SDA lies adjacent to the city but is wholly within Aylesbury Vale District, (with the exception of the main road accesses into 
the site from the Tattenhoe and Bottledump roundabouts on the A421). The Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy has allocated a site for the 
SDA. It lies south of the A421, north of the proposed East - West rail link and immediately to the west of the Chepstow Drive area in 
Far Bletchley. Joint working between Milton Keynes Council (MKC), Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), Buckinghamshire 
County Council (BCC), Milton Keynes Partnership (MKP) and Aylesbury Vale Advantage (AVA) is taking place to bring the site 
forward.”
“6.15 The SDA will have a considerable effect upon services and infrastructure in the city, so Milton Keynes Council wishes the 
following matters to be addressed during the planning of the site:”
“The SDA will function as part of the city, so it must be well integrated (physically and socially) with the adjoining area and with the 
whole city. The design and layout must relate sympathetically to the existing Chepstow Drive area and have regard to existing and 
planned development to the north of the A421 at Snelshall and Tattenhoe Park.”
“Traffic flows, including highway and junction capacity, along the A421, Buckingham Road and other roads in the southern half of 
Milton Keynes and Bletchley. The development should allow for the future construction of a link road between the A421 and A4146, 
to the south of the city. All of these will be addressed in the Local Transport Plan 3.”
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“Bletchley town centre – The development may support regeneration and bring additional trade to shops and services, but it is also 
likely to increase traffic flows within Bletchley and place additional pressure on town centre car parking.”
“Services and facilities - There are limited local facilities in the adjoining part of the city, so the development will require on-site 
facilities to meet the day to day needs of its residents.
“Residents are also likely to use existing facilities in the city (for example, Milton Keynes College, the hospital, Bletchley Leisure 
Centre and household waste sites) so the development should make a proportionate contribution to an increase in the capacity of 
these facilities to satisfy these increased demands.
“Flooding and drainage - The SDA will partly drain into the Water Eaton Brook, which runs through older parts of Bletchley 
downstream of the site, along a constricted course where there is an existing flooding problem. Subject to the findings of a detailed 
Flood Risk Assessment the development may need to make a proportionate contribution to offsite drainage improvements. It will also 
be necessary to identify if the existing foul sewerage pumping stations in the surrounding area have capacity to serve the 
development or if improvements or new pumping stations will be required. If such improvements are necessary for the SDA, they will 
require financial contributions from the development.”
“6.16 There are also specific land use requirements which need to be met in the SDA, consistent with its location at the western 
gateway to the city and its role as a regionally significant element of the growth of the city:”
“A Park and Ride site, as part of a citywide strategy to manage traffic flows”
“A new station for, and a contribution to, the proposed East - West rail link. This rail link will provide an alternative to the private car 
for short trips to Bletchley and Milton Keynes, and longer trips to Oxford, Cambridge and beyond”
“Within, or closely related to the SDA, there should be a site for a new regionally significant sports facility, consistent with the city’s 
regional role. The SEP directs such uses to the Growth Areas. Given the difficulty of locating large scale recreational facilities in the 
existing built-up area, the SDAs represent a logical and accessible location for such facilities”
“Policy CS 6”
“South West Milton Keynes Strategic Development Area”
“The land for this Strategic Development Area is within Aylesbury Vale District Council, apart from two accesses from the A421 which 
are within Milton Keynes Borough. The local authorities will work jointly, and with infrastructure and services providers, to achieve a 
coordinated and well designed development on the outskirts of the city. This Council will put forward the following principles of 
development during the joint working on planning, design and implementation of the SDA:”
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“1 A sustainable, safe and high quality urban extension should be created which is well integrated with, and accessible from, the 
existing city. Its structure and layout should be based on the principles that have shaped the existing city, especially the grid road 
system, redways and the linear parks and strategic, integrated flood management”
“2. A strategic, integrated and sustainable approach to water resource management (including SUDS and flood risk mitigation) should 
be taken”
“3. The design of development in the SDA should respect the character of the adjoining areas of the city”
“4. The Loughton Brook linear park should be extended into the development to provide recreational, walking and cycling links within 
the SDA and to the city’s extensive green infrastructure and redway network”
“5. Further technical work is required to fully assess the traffic impacts of the SDA on the road network within the city, especially the 
A421 (H8 Standing Way), B4034 Buckingham Road, and Bletchley town centre, and to identify necessary improvements to public 
transport and to the road network, including parking”
“6. A route for the future construction of a link road between the A421 and the A4146 (Bletchley Southern bypass) should be 
protected”
“7. Further technical work is required to assess the traffic impact of the SDA on Bletchley town centre, including the impact on town 
centre car parking”
“8. New social and commercial facilities and services should be provided, and existing facilities improved where possible, to meet the 
day to day needs of new and existing residents”
“9. A new ‘Park and Ride’ site for the city should be provided and efficiently and effectively linked to the A421road system”
“10. The site for a new rail station should be allocated, and developer contributions should be put towards construction of the rail 
station and the East - West rail link”
“11. The site for a regionally significant sporting facility should be provided within, or closely related to, the SDA”
“12. The local authorities and their partner organisations should produce an agreement on appropriate mechanisms to secure 
developer contributions towards improvement and provision of infrastructure to support the development, including facilities in the city 
that will be used by residents of the SDA”
“Delivery”
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“6.17 A Joint Memorandum of Understanding (JMU) has been agreed by Milton Keynes Council, Aylesbury Vale District Council, 
Buckinghamshire County Council and Milton Keynes Partnership. The purpose of the JMU is to agree in principle the approach to 
joint working that will be followed in the planning and development of the SDA.”
“6.18 Policy: Aylesbury Vale District Council will prepare a Masterplan and Delivery SPD in partnership with Milton Keynes Council, 
Milton Keynes Partnership, Buckinghamshire County Council and Aylesbury Vale Advantage. Public consultation is planned for early 
2010 and Aylesbury Vale District Council anticipates adopting the SPD once its Core Strategy is in place, in summer 2010.”
“6.19 Infrastructure: joint working is underway to identify infrastructure requirements and service delivery, including strategic 
infrastructure requirements arising from the planned growth of the city as a whole – e.g. improvements to the hospital, cross-city 
transport improvements and regionally significant sports facilities. Finalisation needs to involve Milton Keynes Primary Care Trust and 
Hospital, Sport England and others.”
“6.20 Transport: measures will be required within MK and Bletchley to address traffic impact, e.g. dualling existing grid roads, 
increasing junction capacities, traffic calming for minor roads as part of an overall strategy to maximise sustainable travel. Joint 
working will include West Bletchley, and Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Councils to identify improvements, including public 
transport and public car parking, to help the town benefit from more people visiting the town centre.”
“6.21 Utilities: Utility providers are under an obligation to plan adequately in response to growth and to strengthen infrastructure 
provision as required. To ensure that local needs are addressed, the Milton Keynes Joint Utilities Service Delivery Group (JUSDG) 
provides a regular forum for liaison between MKC, MKP, landowners and developers and the utility companies. The implications of 
the additional growth in both SDAs has been discussed at the JUSDG and the utility companies have been asked to consider 
whether the development is likely to present difficulty of supply in the period beyond 2016. No such difficulties have been raised, 
although as acknowledged in PPS12(61), the detailed budgeting and planning processes of the utility companies are not aligned with 
the longer time horizon that the Core Strategy must adopt.”
“6.22 Funding: options include Tariff, Section 106 agreements and the proposed Community Infrastructure Levy. Joint working 
between local authorities, their partnership organisations, prospective developers and the landowning interests is required to agree a 
suitable mechanism and toensure planning obligations reflect the need to improve facilities in the city to serve the people living in the 
SDA.”
15.12. From the above it is clear that even though Milton Keynes Council did not support the concept of the South West Milton 
Keynes Strategic Development Area they had to accept it was being forced on the area by the government’s regional strategy. They 
therefore put in place very detailed policies that would apply to the site.
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15.13. Things changed dramatically following the election of the coalition government in May 2010. The new Secretary of State wrote 
to local authorities on 27th May 2010 saying he would be abolishing Regional Spatial Strategies including the South East Plan.
15.14. Milton Keynes Council decided to put things on hold awaiting clarity. Once clarified they modified their Core Strategy and 
removed the policy and text above referring to a South West Milton Keynes Strategic Development Area.
15.15. Aylesbury Vale District Council however chose to withdraw its Core Strategy so leaving a vacuum, so starting “planning by 
appeal” within Aylesbury Vale until a new plan is adopted.
15.16. Milton Keynes Council revised their Core Strategy and published it in October 2010. Ultimately, with modifications, it was 
found sound and adopted in July 2013. (Note there was a delay until the formal revocation of the South East Plan which took effect in 
February 2013.)
15.17. In describing the process leading to the now adopted Milton Keynes Core Strategy, they said on page vi:
“Following the advice of the Government’s Chief Planning Officer, Milton Keynes Council took the opportunity to review its plans for 
the future of the Borough without the housing targets imposed at a regional level. This led to the preparation of a Revised Proposed 
Submission version of the Core Strategy, which included lower housing targets to reflect a ‘realistic’ forecast of housing completion 
rates, the removal of the South East and South West Strategic Development Areas that had been a requirement from the South East 
Plan, and the formal allocation of four Local Plan Strategic Reserve Areas in the South East of the city to deliver some 2,500 homes.”
“The revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy (South East Plan) removed the requirement for the South West Strategic 
Development Area in Aylesbury Vale. However, if any new development sites are promoted and allocated on sites adjoining the city 
but in the area of a neighbouring local authority, they will require proper planning as sustainable urban extensions to the city. This 
would be considered through joint working with neighbouring local authorities and should be addressed (if necessary) through the 
replacement of this Core Strategy with Plan:MK.”
15.18. In the revised Core Strategy, what had been policy CS5 “South East Milton Keynes Strategic Development Area” became 
“Strategic Land Allocation” covering sites within the Milton Keynes boundary.
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15.19. Policy CS6 which had been “South West Milton Keynes Strategic Development Area” became a more generic rather than 
location specific “Place-shaping Principles for Sustainable Urban Extensions in Adjacent Local Authorities”. Comparison with the 
policy above shows the wording is largely based on the content of the previous policies CS5 and CS6.
“Policy CS6”
“Place-shaping Principles for Sustainable Urban Extensions in Adjacent Local Authorities”
“When and if development comes forward for an area on the edge of Milton Keynes which is wholly or partly within the administrative 
boundary of a neighbouring authority this Council will put forward the following principles of development during the joint working on 
planning, design and implementation:”
“1. The local authorities will work jointly, and with infrastructure and services providers, to achieve a coordinated and well designed 
development.
“2. A sustainable, safe and high quality urban extension should be created which is well integrated with, and accessible from, the 
existing city. Its structure and layout should be based on the principles that have shaped the existing city, especially the grid road 
system, redways and the linear parks and strategic, integrated flood management.”
“3. A strategic, integrated and sustainable approach to water resource management (including SUDS and flood risk mitigation) should 
be taken.
“4. The design of development should respect its context as well as the character of the adjoining areas of the city
“5. Linear parks should be extended into the development where possible to provide recreational, walking and cycling links within the 
development area and to the city’s extensive green infrastructure and redway network.
“6. Technical work to be undertaken to fully assess the traffic impacts of the development on the road network within the city and 
nearby town and district centres and adjoining rural areas, and to identify necessary improvements to public transport and to the road 
network, including parking.”
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VALP16-09-09-01409 Loraine Slade Policy D1 - I am most concerned about the large development to the South of Aylesbury and Aylesbury Vale District Council’s choice 

to ignore the explicitly expressed views of many people, who are very likely to be affected by this enormous development.

I am very concerned that the traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors with even your own 
traffic consultants acknowledging that it is “unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues”. 

I am shocked that there is no proper transport strategy at all and just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic 
model and these state there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. Our roads are already very congested.

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft plan and if those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will without doubt, seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the “orbital road” 
round the south of the town.

The number of houses planned is too excessive, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more that 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospital and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here 
and cannot and should not simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the already and continuing cash strapped NHS.

The policies set out in the draft plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer and as a chronic asthmatic, this is a great concern for me and many like me. Major impacts to public footpaths.

Highly valued and irreplaceable landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden 
Fields’ the West End Ditch and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-09-01409 Loraine Slade
Without doubt, the ‘VALP’ is completely meaningless. It puts the “cart before the horse” in key areas such as traffic planning, health 
and education provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by ADVC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be halted until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, paying particular 
attention to fundamental infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01410 Tracey Reimer Policy D2 - The additional development between Winslow and Great Horwood seems excessive.

It is based on a large number of 'proposed' developments, such as, a mainline station, a new health centre and a new super highway 
between MiltonKeynes and Bicester.
Haddenham, on the other hand, already has a railway station in situ with a quick and direct established Chiltern Rail service into 
london and up to Birmingham; plus Haddenham is near a major artery road in the UK, the M40.
I work in Haddenham so I am speaking with some knowledge of that area.
I see no major new housing developments there whereas Winslow already has huge development ongoing. 
There is plenty of space there before Haddenham gets anywhere near to Thame whereas Winslow would not be recognisable as it 
would merge with other places.
Haddenham has a much newer health centre, purpose built with a huge car park.
Winslow has a small doctors surgery squashed into a residential area of the big town centre and it is often hard to park there already.
Haddenham has an expanding industrial park. Winslow has hardly anything, a local garage and a food factory make up the current 
industrial area down Station Road. Any employers around that area would select Buckingham or MK rather than go the extra miles 
and be relatively isolated, surely?

VALP16-09-09-01411 Catherine Terry Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01412 Simon Horne Policy D1 - I wish to voice my concerns regarding the Planning applications which are threatening Aylesbury.

My biggest concern being the Hampden Fields development my concerns are:
 •The current road systems within the town are inadequate for such a huge influx of additional residents and of course with them more 

vehicles. The Hampden Fields development has a proposed part Single part Dual carriageway route through it only to come to an 
almost dead end when reaching an already over stretched Wendover Road.
 •The provision of additional Doctor and hospital services is not available prior to these sites being built only included as part of the 

development as an afterthought.
 •Schooling at the current secondary schools are stretched at the moment without more pupils to overload them.
 •Employment within the town has not increased and with the current road system will not be an attractive prospect for new employers 

and as a local resident who has to commute to Milton Keynes for work due employment moving away I can definitely state that Milton 
Keynes is far better set up for these houses.
 •The developers are not being realistic with the number of affordable housing and are only building a small percentage of the areas to 

provide a realistic chance for local youngsters to get onto the property ladder.
 •Loss of areas of beauty and also sites building in flood plain areas will only cause issues for the local drainage and current homes.

In summary until better road systems and the guarantee of employment and the above points I have stressed all current plans should 
be rejected.

VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D5 - QNDP is non site specific and has a settlement boundary - although I agree with the principle of this policy, it does not 
lead me to believe building/development will happen outside settlement boundaries. Delivery of our own "made" NP will be difficult.
"As medium" villages are moderately well served with services and facilities and can therefore be considered reasonable sustainable - 
does this stop speculative developers who claim house quantity promotes sustainability, not infrastructure, community assets etc.?
Will outside boundary development be revisited as per "exceptional circumstances"? if not enough sites are coming forward?
Visit brown sites! Leave rural communities to the natural growth/obvious sites that can take this under developers are prepared to 
significantly contribute with extra shop/pub/roads, infrastructure.

VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D9 - Must be supported by ACORUS or equivalent with evidence in all cases.
VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D10 - Agree.
VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D11 - Support as long as parking and infrastructure are suitable - VALP parking policy is very poor
VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D12 - Agree with policy
VALP16-09-09-01413 Michelle Thompson Policy D13 - Agree with policy
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VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) Policy D2 - Policy D2 Delivering a new settlement

3.17 Meeting the proposed housing requirement will be reliant on the delivery of a new settlement in the District, with the preferred 
location provisionally identified in Haddenham. The decision on whether a new settlement can be included in the Plan is subject to 
critical transport evidence to inform the viability and deliverability of either of the options. Policy D2 is therefore without any detail at 
this stage and we therefore reserve the right to provide comments on this Policy in subsequent consultations. In the event that a new 
settlement is not deliverable due to constraints such as highways, it will be necessary to explore alternative options to meet the 
shortfall which would include new development in the most sustainable locations in the District such as Buckingham.
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VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing development at strategic settlements

3.18 We support the Policy in so far as it proposes to allocate sites in sustainable locations, including Buckingham.
3.19 We object however to the fact that Policy D4 states that for Buckingham and Winslow, the most sustainable suitable sites at the 
strategic settlements will be allocated and the less sustainable sites will be identified as reserve sites. This differs to Haddenham 
where all suitable sites are proposed to the allocated.
3.20 For the reasons below, we submit that all suitable sites in Buckingham should be allocated in this Plan.
Under-delivery of housing
3.21 There has been a persistent under-delivery of housing within the District against its housing requirements since 2001 
(cumulative backlog of 703 units) which has led numerous S.78 planning appeal Inspectors to conclude that the Council should apply 
a 20% buffer to its housing requirement (and positively, the Council has followed this advice). 
3.22 Furthermore, the Council acknowledges in its latest Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement (January 2016) that it is 
not able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply against a 21,300 requirement (4.2 years).
3.23 The Local Plan proposes an increased housing requirement of 33,300 homes over the Plan period, which includes 12,000 
houses to accommodate unmet need, which is higher than the 21,300 target being used for the purpose of the latest position 
statement.
3.24 To be found sound the Council will need to demonstrate that the Local Plan is able to demonstrate a five year housing land 
supply upon adoption, and thereafter, the five year supply will need to be maintained to ensure that the Council’s development plan 
policies restricting the supply of housing remain up-to-date.
3.25 The Local Plan identifies at Paragraph 3.17 that it will be difficult for the Council to demonstrate the required five year land 
supply early in the Local Plan period because a 
large portion of the supply is made up of large sites which will not be delivered early in the plan period. The Local Plan therefore 
proposes to stagger its housing target, with a delivery rate of 1,623 per annum in the first five years and 1,859 per annum in the 
remaining 13 years of the Plan. 
3.26 Whilst this approach is understandable, given the Council’s historic failure to deliver the required housing, we have significant 
concerns as to whether the Council will be able to demonstrate a five year supply of housing against even a lower requirement in the 
early stage of the Plan.
3.27 As set out above, this is particularly the case as the current strategy is to delegate the allocation of sites to neighbourhood plans 
and/or the identification of reserve sites that will only come forward if neighbourhood plans have not reached a certain stage one year 
from adoption.
3.28 The Plan needs to be clear that all suitable sites in Buckingham will be allocated in the Local Plan, given that there is a 
requirement to significantly boost the supply of housing and for the Local Plan to be positively prepared 
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VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) Committed sites

3.29 Notwithstanding the Council’s historic under-delivery, the need to allocate all sites in Buckingham is further re-enforced by the 
fact that we have significant concerns with regards the deliverability of the neighbourhood plan reserve housing site (BUC 051) which 
is included as a commitment for 300 houses. Our concerns are summarised as follows:
-Access is difficult to achieve – both vehicular and pedestrian;
-Traffic will be directed to the more congested areas of town, where no clear mitigation can be achieved;
- Poor accessibility to buses and education;
- Site is within multiple ownership;
- Significant landscape impacts.
3.30 The uncertainty with regards this site gives added weight to the requirement to allocate additional sites Buckingham to provide 
contingency and flexibility in event that current commitments do not come forward as expected.
3.31 In any event, the Plan is unclear as to how the ‘most’ and ‘less’ sustainable sites would be assessed and further clarification is 
required.
3.32 The VALP Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives July 2016 makes an assessment of the potential allocations in sustainability 
terms. BUC046 performs well against a number of the objectives and the evidence demonstrates that the site should be considered 
as the preferred allocation in the event that a comparison of potential site is required (although for the reasons identified, we consider 
that there is a requirement for all the suitable sites in Buckingham to come forward).
3.33 We support a number of the conclusions in the Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives Report to include the assessment that 
development on the site would have a negligible impact on landscape, cultural heritage, pollution and a positive impact on the 
economy, housing and climate change mitigation. However, we consider that the conclusions reached on housing and biodiversity 
impact should be reconsidered as follows. 
3.34 The findings of a Phase 1 habitat survey conclude that the biodiversity value of most of the site is not high, given that it is 
agricultural land. It is acknowledged that the trees and hedgerows and water features have biodiversity value and any proposal would 
seek to retain trees and woodland of habitat importance. The provision of significant areas of open space would provide the potential 
for biodiversity enhancement through new planting and landscaping. As such, we consider that the assessment should be negligible 
(O) rather than adverse low (-).
3.35 We would also question why the site has only positive low (+) against housing objectives when Site BUC 043 is assessed as 
positive medium (++). Both sites, given their potential contribution to housing should be assessed as positive medium (++).
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VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) Summary

3.36 In summary, we partially support Policy D4 in so far as it proposed the allocation of suitable sites in the Plan. However, the 
Policy should be amended to identify that all suitable sites in Buckingham will be allocated and should delete reference to the 
allocation of reserve housing sites which are not justified. We fully support the allocation of Site BUC046 for residential development 
in this Local Plan.
3.37 To significantly boost the supply of housing and to ensure certainty and flexibility with regard to housing supply, the Local Plan 
must allocate strategic sites rather than delegate this process to neighbourhood planning. What is required is a step change in the 
approach to housing delivery and the Plan currently fails two of the soundness tests as it is not positively prepared or justified. To 
ensure flexibility and certainty, we recommend that the Policy D4 is amended to confirm that all suitable strategic sites will be 
allocated in Buckingham (in the context of Aylesbury District this could be 100 units or more).
Shortfall of Suitable Sites
3.38 Paragraph 4.46 of the Local Plan identifies that some settlements do not have enough suitable sites to meet their housing 
requirement and some settlements currently have more suitable sites that are needed to meet their own housing needs. The table 
below identifies the extent of the shortfall:
3.39 Buckingham is shown to have a surplus of suitable sites against the proposed housing requirement and in the interest of 
sustainable development and in meeting the Objectively Assessed Need, if suitable sites are not available in the other strategic 
settlements or villages, then any deficit should be directed and met, through allocations in Aylesbury and Buckingham.
3.40 Given that Buckingham is acknowledged as one of the most sustainable locations in the District there is a clear case to support 
the allocation of all the proposed sites identified in the Local Plan Potential allocations
3.41 We support the identification of Site BUC 046 (Land off Osier Way and Gawcott Road), Buckingham as a potential housing 
allocation.
3.42 The HELAA makes an assessment of the sites potential and concludes that it is:
“Part suitable - Site is suitable for housing and/or employment use. Approximately 14ha suitable in the north of the site and rest would 
have an adverse landscape and visual impact and be out of keeping with the extent of Buckingham's built limits. If the site came 
forward solely for employment, around 40,000sqm could be achieved. If the site was solely for housing then 490 homes could be 
delivered. For HELAA capacity purposes it is assumed the site would be the housing and 1 hectare of employment. A density of 30-
35dph could be achieved.”
3.43 With regards the developable area, the proposed allocation boundary appears to arbitrarily follow the Buckingham Town Council 
boundary. This appears to be a legacy from the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan where part of the site lies beyond the town 
boundary and this should be disregarded at a District Council level.

VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) 3.44 Following detailed assessment (which is explained in Section 4 of this statement below) it is considered that additional parts of 
the site, beyond the proposed allocation boundary, are suitable for development, which could present an opportunity to increase the 
level of housing on the site.
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VALP16-09-09-01414 Nigel Johnston (Boyer) Policy D9 - Policy D9 (Provision of employment land)

3.45 The Local Plan identifies that there is an oversupply of employment land in the District with a surplus of 51 hectares of Class B 
employment uses and the Council is subsequently seeking to release some employment sites, to reduce its employment land stock.
3.46 Site BUC 046 is identified in the HELAA as having potential for 420 units with 1ha of employment land and is identified in the 
Local Plan as a potential allocation for the 420 units.  Given the surplus of employment land and the Council’s intention to release 
existing employment sites, there is no demand for employment uses on this site. We support these conclusions and consider that the 
site should be considered for residential and associated uses only.

VALP16-09-09-01415 Cllr Liz Gifford (Milton 
Keynes Council)

Policy D3 - Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Draft Plan
Thank you for the opportunity to consider and comment on your draft Local Plan.
Through Policies S2 and D3, the draft Local Plan provides for about 4,300 new homes on four sites adjacent to Milton Keynes. The 
two largest of these sites are immediately adjacent to our shared district/borough boundary and appear to be unrelated to existing 
settlements in Aylesbury Vale. They are therefore presumably proposed as urban extensions to Milton Keynes.
In addition to housing, Policy D3 requires the provision of the services, infrastructure and facilities necessary for these sites, whilst a 
Master Plan and Delivery Supplementary Planning Document will consider how the transport challenges for the sites can be 
addressed. Since it is apparent that the proposed strategic allocation would principally rely on Milton Keynes for services, 
infrastructure and facilities, it is crucial that the likely impact on Milton Keynes is fully considered and, where any lack of capacity 
exists, that this is compensated for in a planned and co-ordinated manner, and that a commitment to do this is included within the 
Plan.
The importance of adopting such an approach is highlighted by the Jacobs ‘Countywide Local Plan Modelling’ report (July 2016), 
which comments that:
“… around the edge of Milton Keynes, close to the A421, some significant travel time increases are observed. These are particularly 
prevalent in the DS2 [do something] scenario, which includes a large amount of development
near Winslow, as opposed to the DS1 (which does not). Whilst on the A421, travel time increases in the AM peak are relatively low at 
around 5%, on Coddimoor Lane, Nash Road, and Warren Road, which are all minor arms of the A421, there are significant travel 
time increases occurring as a result of delays at the junctions with the A421.”
“The same is true for the PM peak scenario, and in addition, the westbound A421 shows significant increases in congestion and 
travel time on approach to the Bottledump Roundabout on the edge of Milton Keynes. This congestion is caused by delays at the 
downstream roundabout, the junction with Coddimoor Lane and Whaddon Road.”
The report concludes that there would be significant increases in travel time in the DS2 (Do Something) scenario along the A421 and 
adjoining roads around Milton Keynes. It is potential impacts of this nature which we are keen to understand and for appropriate 
mitigation to be provided for in a timely fashion.
I am aware that our respective officers are arranging for us to meet in the coming weeks. I would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
these issues with you during this meeting.
Our officers have previously discussed the preparation of a statement of common ground or memorandum of understanding to set 
our respective positions on our emerging local plans. A draft memorandum of understanding is attached at Appendix 1 for your 
consideration. My officers and I would also be happy to discuss this when we meet.
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VALP16-09-09-01416 Kathryn Hedges Policy D1 - Agree with policy
VALP16-09-09-01416 Kathryn Hedges Policy D2 - Agree with policy
VALP16-09-09-01416 Kathryn Hedges Policy D14 - Not in the Green Belt or near area's of natural beauty.
VALP16-09-09-01416 Kathryn Hedges Policy D6 - Must be aligned with NDP's and infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01417 David Wilson Policy D1 - Many policies are written in a way that would allow them to be disputed. They need to be much more explicit. For 

example
 •Policy D1 seeks to put 15,845 new houses mainly to the South of Aylesbury but claims that this will be delivered to “maximize the 

positive and minimize the negative impacts of development on existing communities”. This is a meaningless phrase. Further, D1 
states, “All development should contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport Strategy”. This needs to be changed to “will contribute 
to the Aylesbury Transport Strategy” otherwise it will be rejected.

VALP16-09-09-01417 David Wilson Policy D2   - 2)Provision of a new settlement

The VALP needs to genuinely consider locations for a new settlement, not Haddenham or Winslow, with the potential for good 
infrastructure links to the M40 and East- West rail. One or two new settlements could significantly take the pressure off much of the 
housing growth ‘shoehorned’ in around Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-09-01417 David Wilson Policy D5 - Many policies are written in a way that would allow them to be disputed. They need to be much more explicit. For 
example
 •Policies D5 and D6 state that housing numbers for Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Aston Clinton are included in 

Aylesbury numbers and thus no additional housing requirement is needed in these villages. Ppolicies D5 and D6 merely state that 
development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to say that development will be resisted in all 
circumstances. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”
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VALP16-09-09-01418 Emilia Keightley Policy D4 - I'm writing this comment as I have lived in Winslow for many years and am still very happy to live in this town. Winslow 

has a Neighbourhood Plan which had been approved by 98% by of Winslow residents for 35% sustainable development but the 
VALP goes well beyond this and I can't see how Winslow will ever sustain such growth with the current infrastructure.

I strongly oppose this VALP and my comments are as follows:

1. The new train station in Winslow is will not be ready until 2022 at the earliest and also it's still just a "plan". However, Aylesbury 
and Haddenham are much better sites for such a large development because they already have rail links. Also, Aylesbury and 
Haddenham have large, expanding employment sites. Winslow doesn't have this kind of employment site which means the new 
residents will need to commute to work and that will mean more cars on the road (Winslow already can't cope with the traffic!).

2. This proposal would change the rural nature of Winslow town and would destroy the neighbouring villages.

3. The proposal for extra housing development is caused by the failure of the councils in the south and is just a tactic not to have 
more housing in their towns! It would be better to build the required development in the southern areas as they have already excellent 
road, train stations, better infrastructure and are closer to London.

I hope that my comments will be taken into consideration so that the wrong decision is not made to ruin the area for future 
generations.
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VALP16-09-09-01419 Greg Anyon Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01420 G Lacey Policy D6 - Housing developments should be limited to small developments of 10-12, say, houses rather than "estates".
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VALP16-09-09-01421 David Robson Policy D1 - 1) I feel that AVDC has failed to explore other strategies for the provision of new homes and has clearly designed the 

whole strategy around the provision of a vast development to the south of Aylesbury.
2) The assumptions and calculations relating to the impact of development on traffic flows are based on an acknowledged flawed 
model and do not accurately reflect the impact on already congested roads of future transport. 
3) Most people moving to or residing in the development area will have to travel to their place of work, thus increasing trffic flows at 
key times.
4) There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals, surgeries, schools etc. will be developed to accomodate the 
increases in population.
5) As a result of 3) above the plan fails to reflect the necessary co-ordination with other agencies that have responsibility to provision 
and plan such facilities.
6) The number of houses planned is too high. We should not be required to accept over 10,000 houses from other places such as 
Wycombe and South Bucks. Plans to develop homes in those areas should be developed to meet their local needs.
7) The green spaces between identified communities such as Stoke, Mandeville, Wendover, Weston Turville, Aston Clinton, 
Broughton etc. need to be preserved in order to maintain the uniqueness and social infrastructure of these acknowledged villages 
rather than incorporating them in a conglomerate whole. .
8) The process should be paused until other options (including the non provision of the additional 10,000 houses noted at 6 above) 
are genuinely considered and evaluated and other agencies are consulted on the provision of appropriate additional resources in 
infrastructure and transport.

VALP16-09-09-01422 Jennifer and Gerald 
Groom

Policy D7 - Maintaining Whaddon as a separate and identifiable community and the requirement for Whaddon to provide 11 houses
Surely if the mass of houses at WHA001, within Whaddon Parish is taken forward into the plan Whaddon could be relieved of this 
requirement by revisiting the type and density of housing on this site.
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VALP16-09-09-01424 Lorna Robson Policy D1 - 1) I feel that AVDC has failed to explore other strategies for the provision of new homes and has clearly designed the 

whole strategy around the provision of a vast development to the south of Aylesbury.
2) The assumptions and calculations relating to the impact of development on traffic flows are based on an acknowledged flawed 
model and do not accurately reflect the impact on already congested roads of future transport. 
3) Most people moving to or residing in the development area will have to travel to their place of work, thus increasing traffic flows at 
key times. 
4) There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals, surgeries, schools etc. will be developed to accomodate the 
increases in population.
5) As a result of 3) above the plan fails to reflect the necessary co-ordination with other agencies that have responsibility to provision 
and plan such facilities.
6) The number of houses planned is too high. We should not be required to accept over 10,000 houses from other places such as 
Wycombe and South Bucks. Plans to develop homes in those areas should be developed to meet their local needs.
7) The green spaces between identified communities such as Stoke, Mandeville, Wendover, Weston Turville, Aston Clinton, 
Broughton etc. need to be preserved in order to maintain the uniqueness and social infrastructure of these acknowledged villages 
rather than incorporating them in a conglomerate whole. 
.
8) The process should be paused until other options (including the non provision of the additional 10,000 houses noted at 6 above) 
are genuinely considered and evaluated and other agencies are consulted on the provision of appropriate additional resources in 
infrastructure and transport.

VALP16-09-09-01425 David Shepherd Policy D1 - The plan is a flawed piece of work that according to the proverb throws the "baby out with the bath water". The existing 
infrastructure such as schools, hospitals and roads struggles to account for the current load. The A413 with no other changes will 
have 40 percent more traffic on it by 2025 so if you plan for the Hampden fields development the proposed tweak to the gyratory 
system will never deal with the additional traffic. The gyratory is the core of the Aylesbury road system and using current standards 
as a measure nothing will move by road. 

The land we build on will never be country side again and surely that puts a grave responsibility on the the council to at least get the 
development plan right. We cannot destroy more countryside with the only benefit being another failed development such as 
Buckingham Park.

In summary this is flawed piece of work and with the disruption that will affect this area due to HS2 other options must be considered.
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VALP16-09-09-01426 Claire Warburton Policy D4 - As a young resident of Haddenham, I felt compelled to comment on the new local plan.

My family has been living in Haddenham for over 20 years and despite moving away on several occasions, I have now made my 
home here permanently too, buying a house in 2014. I have always loved the village of Haddenham and do not want it to take on the 
5000 new homes as proposed as this would undoubtedly completely change the village. If it went ahead, it would absolutely lose 
precious, high-grade agricultural land and heritage as an historic village - which are just two great reasons for living here.

It seems only fair that other surrounding areas i.e. Wycombe District Council and South Bucks take their fair share of the new homes. 
I would also urge the councils to join up with their thinking about new developments (and HS2 plans) due to scale involved and the 
negative implications a further 5000 dwellings would have on highway and resourcing infrastructures.

As someone who regularly uses the Chiltern Line to and from London and Oxford Parkway, an increase in commuters using this line 
will be disastrous. As it is, at peak commuter times, it is already impossible to guarantee a seat. What is more, the ‘illegal’ parking on 
the Thame Road and Pegasus Way is already proving problematic to those of us who live in Chilworth Gate, Sheerstock and our 
neighbours.

I understand from the outcome of the Haddenham Parish Council meeting that Milton Keynes is keen to take on the 5000 houses – 
so I implore you to look at this option instead of rushing through these plans. I was able to see the plans on the 11 July in the centre 
of Haddenham, but I know many who weren’t able to see them due to work and holiday commitments – so I would have to question 
why this is being rushed through? On the 11 July, I was shocked and very upset to see the Western Expansion proposal. If this went 
ahead, I would question wanting to live in Haddenham in the future.

It would appreciate your reassurance to local people like me, that our comments do actually count please.

I am copying the local Parish Council for their information.
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
Policy D1 - 43. Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
44. We do not believe this level of growth at Aylesbury is sustainable without fundamentally conflicting with the principles of the 
strategic policies, specifically, those aimed at “minimising” impact on surrounding communities.
45. There are major gaps in the policy which make it effectively meaningless:
46. At a) it states it will “deliver key infrastructure requirements (in line with policy S5).” However, there are no key infrastructure 
requirements in Policy S5;
47. At c) it says it seeks to “minimise the negative impacts” on the existing communities but again “minimise” is not defined. The 
policy is at best weak, probably flawed and not SMART.
48. At e) it states all development “should” contribute to meeting the Aylesbury Transport strategy. This needs to read, “will”. In any 
case again there is at present no meaningful Aylesbury Transport Strategy. (See next)
49. An incomplete and flawed Transport Strategy
50. This section should be read in conjunction with the appended “TPP Review of Local Plan Transport Modeling and Assessment”.
51. The Council appears to invite comments on the Aylesbury Transport Strategy; however, it has not chosen to have a separate 
consultation on it. Given the importance of the Transport Strategy, this is, in our view, a significant omission. The consultation 
document only allows for comment on policies and not the transport strategy itself. In fact the only information on the Aylesbury 
Transport strategy is a very top line overview with inadequate detail on which to base crucial development decisions affecting future 
generations.
52. The ‘Transport Strategy’ in the plan consists of only four paragraphs on pages 60 & 61 (4.18 – 4.21). It is clear that the transport 
strategy is being worked up after the plan itself has been developed, rather than forming an integral part of the plan development 
work. This is clearly shown by the use in several places in these paragraphs of the phrases “working up”, “initial work”, or “is still 
evolving”. We find it unacceptable that transport -- one of the key enablers to the entire Vale of Aylesbury Plan -- is still in such an 
early and unformed state as the plan goes out to public consultation. The interrelationship between transport (especially traffic flows 
and the road network), housing and employment is so fundamental that for one of these three elements to be effectively absent from 
the draft Plan makes it all impossible for the public to comment with any degree of accuracy or confidence. This puts the validity of 
the democratic consultation process itself into question.
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
53. The Council will know that there was a full public inquiry, which sat during 2013 into Hampden Fields and the crucial role 
transport played in that appeal and both the Inspector and Secretary of State decision. The County Council very late in the day threw 
the towel in and agreed that the proposed housing would not give rise to an unacceptable highways impact. It therefore fell to the 
Hampden Fields Action Group to challenge the appellant’s highway case. If the Action Group had not had Rule 6 status or the 
resources to robustly challenge the appellant’s case (and the underlying assumptions upon which its case was advanced) by 
instructing Counsel and calling its own highway engineering experts, these important matters might not have been adequately 
ventilated. Both the Inspector and the Secretary of State accepted the Action Group’s concerns and rejected the case of the Council, 
County Council and the appellant that the proposal would not give rise to an unacceptable highways impact.
54. The Secretary of State found (at para 26-7): “He also agrees that the appeal scheme would compound the difficulties and delays 
currently experienced on part of the network which is already subject to considerable stress, so that mitigation would be essential in 
order to make the development acceptable, especially with regard to the Walton Street gyratory. Like the Inspector, the Secretary of 
State has taken account of the fact that a scheme of mitigation has evolved for the Walton Street gyratory, but that its final form 
leaves a number of matters uncertain and any such scheme could only be implemented, and any prior planning permission for the 
Appeal B scheme realised, consequent on the confirmation of a Traffic Regulation Order which would be subject to its own consent 
regime. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR9.586 that the benefits of such a scheme would be substantial. 
However, he also agrees (IR9.645) that it would not make sound planning sense to approve a major urban extension with known 
highway deficiencies, an incomplete solution and uncertainties about deliverability until it can be demonstrated that the full effects of 
the appeal scheme can be mitigated, managed and implemented.” [Emphasis added]
55. The Inspector was not satisfied by the solution proposed by the appellant and accepted by the Council and County Council. The 
onus is now very much on the Council to explain how the serious concerns of the Secretary of State and Inspector have now been 
overcome under the draft Plan. From the material published so far it would seem this has fallen far short of what would be required.
56. It follows that the highway impact of Hampden Fields is without question the key issue of the case. It simply cannot be allocated 
as a sustainable urban extension, as AVDC choose to do in the VALP, unless and until the clear and unequivocal concerns of both 
the Inspector and the Secretary of State have been overcome. It is no good for the Council to assert that the County Council as 
highway authority is content with the arrangement. That
was the situation before and both the Inspector and the Secretary of State found that the County Council’s confidence was misplaced 
and wrong.
57. These deficiencies are again clearly described in the accompanying TPP Transport Report to this submission. For the Council to 
consult on the overall VALP before these known highways deficiencies have been addressed is a significant omission from the plan 
and its process.
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
58. Summary of highway deficiencies in transport information published so far 
59. Even AECOM, the Council’s own consultants, have identified deficiencies in the model advanced by the Council. They state in 
their Technical Note One, page 16, paragraph
5.10 “it is unlikely that the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues in its current form”.
60. In a serious error, the modeling inflates the traffic situation in the “Do Minimum” scenario thus underestimating the true impact of 
the Council’s proposals. To explain: the Do Minimum scenario includes a 24,000 growth in jobs and yet only a 9,400 growth 
inhousing. This could only be achieved with significant extra commuting into the town and thus significantly increased traffic. The 
result is to set an artificially high traffic level, against which the further increases in traffic in the Do Something scenario do not look so 
bad. (In the Do Something no additional jobs have been added but a further 21,000 houses have been added. We see this as 
completely unrealistic from any point of view.)
61. At paragraph 100 of the TPP report they conclude the Jacobs’ assessment of the overall impact on Aylesbury as “moderate” is 
flawed not only because the Do Minimum is artificially high but also because:
62. the transport model used appears to underestimate traffic flows in the Aylesbury area, typically by around 5% in the AM and PM 
peak periods;
63. the definition of the Do-Minimum (comparator) land-use scenario is questionable given the assumptions that are made about the 
distribution of employment; and
64. whilst the Countywide Model may overestimate delays on the B4443 Mandeville Road, there are forecast to be significant 
increases in flow on a road that is already congested at peak times.
65. Analysis of the VISUM outputs also make it clear that the planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 
Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road and in particular the Gyratory system in Aylesbury. (Paragraph 101 of TPP Report). TPP 
conclude:
66. “In particular, there are increases shown in the vehicular delays at the Walton Street Gyratory. Given the importance placed on 
this junction in the 2012 Public Inquiry and the Secretary of State’s subsequent decision, this must be a serious concern to BCC and 
AVDC.”
67. Such a crucial piece of work as the VALP demands that an appropriate and accurate model should be used. The Council, of 
course, is well aware of the importance of this work, given that it has recently experienced a significant adverse Secretary of State 
decision, which cited traffic as a major issue in Aylesbury Town. The Council will be aware that this is not some technical, 
methodological point: if the traffic assumptions and calculations are invalid and unreliable, the transport proposals on which the entire 
VALP is built cannot safely be depended upon.
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
68. In a further, strategically important point, the model does not address the fact that there is very little long distance traffic that 
bypass Aylesbury. The Jacobs traffic report demonstrates this, as do the limited Road Side Interviews that have been produced. 
What little transport information that is published with the plan clearly shows that the thinking behind the orbital link road strategy 
around the south of Aylesbury is seriously flawed. (Paragraph 103 of TPP report)
69. The Council should at the very least publish the information, which prompted AVDC and BCC to pursue an “Orbital Strategy” and 
indeed the need for the claimed “North-South” connectivity.
70. It is reasonably clear that the Council will argue that the Orbital route will be enhanced with a road through the Woodlands site (as 
per the proposals map). This road is highly questionable as a strategic road or even as an essential road to deliver the VALP 
development. With known flood deficiencies within the site the need for the road to run alongside the flood plain is highly 
questionable. (See paragraph 106 of this submission and the THDA Flood report appended to this document)
71. The Aylesbury Transport Strategy should be subject to a separate consultation, which is not currently the case. Chapter 7, 
Guidelines on Developing Urban Transport Strategies, The Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation, 1996 and DfT 
WebTAG guidance also stipulates that public consultation is undertaken as part of the development of transport strategies.
72. Crucially at paragraph 106 TPP conclude that it would be inappropriate to advance the Aylesbury Transport Strategy any further 
until a sufficiently robust model has been developed. This is not the case at the moment.
73. “Furthermore, the traffic modeling inputs to the consultation process should be based on a transport modeling tool that is 
considered sufficiently robust by BCC’s consultants. No such tool exists at the moment. Therefore, it would be premature to advance 
to the next stage of the Aylesbury Transport Study until the Aylesbury Transport Model has been suitably updated, enhanced and 
validated” 
74. We extend the invitation made by TPP on our behalf to meet with BCC and their transport consultants to discuss these serious 
issues:
75. “It is recommended that a meeting with BCC is arranged to discuss a number of issues and concerns that have arisen from this 
review. In particular, it would be helpful to understand the evidence base which prompted BCC and AVDC to advocate an orbital road 
strategy for Aylesbury.”
76. Comment on Green Infrastructure Plan for Aylesbury
77. The Aylesbury Linear Park Green Infrastructure Proposal Map on page 63 is erroneous, undeliverable in the proposed scale and 
completely misleading. The width of the “Aylesbury Linear Park GI” as represented is simply unachievable given the amount of 
development the Council proposes putting on the sites around, for example, Weston Turville. This has the effect of misleading the 
public that the Green Infrastructure accompanying this plan will be significantly larger than it actually will. In fact, the Aylesbury 
“Green Park” appears to follow the alignment of much of the proposed Orbital Road around Aylesbury, through Woodlands and 
Hampden Fields.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

78. The same is the case for the maps on pages 49 and 50 of the proposals maps (Appendix A of the VALP). They over represent 
the amount of green infrastructure between villages to the south and have the effect of misleading the reader into thinking that there 
is a much larger feeling of space than is actually achievable.
79. In effect this will mean much of the “Green Park” is more likely to occupy a small “corridor” or land strip, which immediately makes 
the connection with countryside meaningless.
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
Policy D2 - 80. We believe the VALP should not have gone out to consultation regarding this point until sufficient detail is available 
for residents to consult on.
81. We repeat the point that these proposals do not constitute a “new development”. They are merely an expansion of existing 
“strategic” as defined by AVDC in the draft plan. AVDC should have considered a genuine new settlement, which would have the 
future vision of being able to accommodate in excess of 25,000 people as the Vale grows. This failure is an inherent weakness in the 
proposed plan.
82. AVDC should come up with new development proposals and allow a full public consultation on those proposals.
83. The Jacobs modeling, notwithstanding its identified deficiencies, shows severe impact on the road network at the Thame 
Roundabout in the Hadddenham scenario. A full public consultation should be carried out to ensure the extent to which any proposed 
mitigation is likely to be successful.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D3 - Policy D3 Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes
84. There is considerable more scope for the development of Milton Keynes than the Council allows for given its size, scale and 
infrastructure provision.
85. Point b. only states that the Master Plan SPD “will need to consider” the following issues. This policy should be changed to 
“ensure”.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury)
86. We do not agree with the proposed development of Wendover into the Green Belt. The proposals immediately impugn this policy 
in that they will not “be of a scale and in a  location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement, and not adversely affect 
its character and appearance” (bullet point c).
87. Allowing development to be “adjacent” to the village footprint could in essence mean anything.
88. The proposed expansion into Green Belt in Wendover will in effect destroy any meaningful gap between Halton and Wendover.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D5 & D6 - Policies D5 & D6 Housing development at larger and medium villages
HFAG RESPONSE To VALP v.7.docx Page 21 of 37
Hampden Fields Action Group
Quince House, School Lane, Weston Turville. Bucks. HP22 5SE
89. We support the plan not to allocate additional houses to Aston Clinton. The fact that the amount of committed development 
exceeds the plan requirements is unfortunate given AVDC’s support of many applications resisted by residents.
90. Even if the 155 proposed requirement for Weston Turville was not allocated to Aylesbury there is are not suitable sites within the 
village or at any “adjacent” areas.
91. Once again the use of “adjacent” could mean anything and needs to be defined.
92. In this policy at least the grounds on which development might be permitted is better defined in the third paragraph. This cannot 
be said for many other areas of the plan.
However, policies D5 and D6 merely state that development “will not normally be permitted”. This wording needs to be changed to 
say that development “will be resisted in
all circumstances”. Sites in other areas need to be considered first in the event of the plan “not being delivered at the anticipated rate”
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VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 

Fields Action Group)
Policy D7 - Policy D7 Housing development at smaller villages
93. The potential for larger development in some small villages should be explored especially in sustainable locations. See 
comments under Policy S2.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D8 - Policy D8 Housing at other settlements
94. Once the plan is adopted we agree with this policy but to discount locations for development at too early a stage in the process 
has restricted the Council from looking at
sites for a genuinely new settlement.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D9 - Policy D9 Provision of Employment Land
95. Bullet point b. needs to be better defined. “Intensification or extension” of existing premises could lead to large-scale application 
for employment sites in inappropriate
locations.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D10 - Policy D10 Town, village and local centres to support new and existing communities
96. As we understand it, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow are villages and not towns.  These village centres should be kept as 
such and not expanded into town centres. The policy appears to confuse this, containing as it does intertwined references to town / 
village / local centres.

VALP16-09-09-01427 Phil Yerby  (Hampden 
Fields Action Group)

Policy D13 - Policy D13 Housing in Aylesbury town centre
97. Development of residential units in the town should still accommodate parking places. The argument that people who live in town 
centres do not have cars is far too simplistic and leads to parking issues in surrounding streets which were not designed to 
accommodate additional on street parking e.g., Queens Park, or roads off New Street, Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-09-01428 Nick Morgan Policy D2   - 1.I started to complete the structured form on your website but was driven mad by its lack of user friendliness so that I 

have resorted to sending you this email with my comments.
 2.In particular I believe that the VALP has been hastily rushed out before sufficient data has been gathered in order to substantiate 

some of the proposals – in particular the proposal to locate a “village” potentially of over 6,000 houses on productive agricultural land 
largely in the parish of Aston Sandford, a conservation village and in full sight of the Chilterns AONB.

 3.Under the National Planning Policy Framework AVDC is I believe bound to deliver a local plan which soundly based and 
supported by supporting evidence.  This is clearly not the case as for example at the end of 4.43 there is a section D2 which says 
“Policy to follow, awaiting further evidence”.  The report prepared by G L Hearn in June 2016 is certainly not “evidence” as it has no 
detailed transport plan and takes no account of the future plans of the neighbouring planning authorities.  It also grossly 
misrepresents the potential physical size of the new “village” as a small orange blob whereas in reality its size is likely to be larger 
than the footprint of Thame.  The VALP proposals therefore are fundamentally unsound.

 4.I see no reason why AVDC should have to accept overflow needs from other councils when those councils use much lower 
housing density levels for their own developments and say they have no space for extra developments.

 5.The Chiltern line train service into Marylebone is already straining at the seams – even outside rush hour the trains often have 
standing room only.  Marylebone only has 2 tracks for entry and exit to their 6 platforms and no realistic way of expanding.  Yet the 
line will be expected to take thousands of extra passengers as a result of the VALP plus the extra load resulting from the extension of 
the line into Oxford.  I also understand that SODC is planning major expansion of housing which is justified by them through the use 
of Haddenham and Thame Parkway station.  The Chiltern line cannot possible manage such a load.

 6.By 2019 there will be a new East / West train line which will in due course be expanded further to reach Cambridge.  This line will 
therefore have the capacity to handle a new housing development thus providing access to significant employment locations without 
adding to the problems of the Chiltern line.

 7. I also believe that as there are so many un-developed brown field sites across the county, 
including numerous old airfields, serious consideration should be given to using these before building over productive agricultural 
land in Aston Sandford.
I trust that the VALP will be re-written with the removal of the threat of building a significant new “village” largely in our peaceful and 
tranquil parish.
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VALP16-09-09-01430 Claire S Creamer Policy D1 - I write to voice my utter dismay regarding the proposals for the new housing developments that are being considered for 

the South of Aylesbury. 
Where are the council's infrastructure plans for all the new schools, roads, doctors surgeries etc that will be needed to accommodate 
all the new people coming to the area. As if our roads are no busy enough and how the hell do you expect Stoke Mandeville hospital 
to cope? I am so disappointed in the council's agreement to have all these new homes built it is far too many it is seriously going to 
have a huge impact on everyone's quality of life and we already feel that life is stressful enough. The secret to a happy life is balance 
in all aspects and the environment that you live in plays a huge part in that if all these new houses get built the pollution will increase 
the water resources will be put under strain and the roads will become the roads to hell as if getting in and out of Aylesbury is not bad 
enough already. I strongly urge the council to re-think these plans it is far too much for our area I understand we need a certain 
amount of growth but this is not acceptable. Myself and many others are of the same opinion we do not want to become the city of 
Aylesbury we want to stay as villages and lead balanced lives therefore we are prepared to keep fighting to stop these developments.

VALP16-09-09-01431 Helen Ellis Policy D4 - This has been part of a green belt forever. How can you just override these old laws. I understand the need to build 
houses but on such an area of natural beauty, which is used and loved by many, is just getting ridiculous.
There are many patches of waste land that can be built on. 
We also have the added problem of road congestion and services. Schools and doctors can not cope with such demands either.
You are taking the essence of what Wendover is away!
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VALP16-09-09-01434 Emma Piquemal Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01435 Mike Hargreaves Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 572 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01436 Frank Fraioli Policy D3 - Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

I am writing to object to the proposed development at Saldon Chase on the edge of Newton Longville and Whaddon, equally at the 
constant applications to build more houses in Newton Longville.

I appreciate that at present there is still a demand for more affordable housing but I feel that Saldon Chase will not alleviate that need 
for local residents. Most new housing developments are predominately luxury 3/4/5 bedroom houses with a token few smaller 
houses/flats built to satisfy the social housing criteria. This development will not be for “Local People” it will be for whoever can afford 
the premium prices that will be charged. In fact it could encourage more Londoners to move to a cheaper area with good rail-links to 
the Capital, therefore fuelling higher property prices as the demand increases. Please note that there are hundreds of houses already 
for sale in the Milton Keynes area already.

The current resources we have at present are under immense pressure to cope with the population growth as it is. With the addition 
0f over 4000 new homes in the area will put added pressure to the nearest Hospital in Milton Keynes and also local GP’s. There are 
no assurances given under this proposed development to put the infrastructure in place – roads, schools, hospitals, shops etc prior to 
building the first houses. Equally there are no assurances given that once the houses were built, that the developers would not just 
walk away from their responsibilities and leave it to local/parish councils to deal with the lack of facilities. 
Having lived in Newton Longville for over 16 years I have seen the village grow with new development on its fringes and also by the 
conversion of some commercial buildings and infilling between vacant plots of land. None of the new properties were social housing 
/affordable homes; in fact they were all aimed at the private sector commanding premium prices. 

I appreciate that the village has to grow however not to the detriment of the existing residents. Equally we need to preserve our 
Village Status and peaceful village life and these continued planned developments are gradually encroaching our boundaries and 
raising concerns that at some point we will be just another housing estate in Milton Keynes. 
We have seen traffic increase through the village to excessive levels and therefore certainly a bypass around the village should be a 
priority to divert traffic as our roads, in the deplorable state that they are currently in, were not built to deal with the volume of traffic 
movements we currently experience through the village on a weekly basis. Further development as proposed will only exasperate the 
situation.

I hope you will see reason as reject the proposed developments.
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VALP16-09-09-01437 Lawson MacKellar Policy D4 - Impact on Haddenham in Particular

Dear Sir or Madam,
I wish to protest in the strongest possible language as to above which would result in the destruction of our village & the surrounding 
countryside, the impracticality of in effect linking out lying villages with larger communities ie Thame & so on is mind boggling in its 
high handed arbitrariness. 
Specifically, my objections could be classified as follows:-
• The scheme would result in the loss of a considerable amount of high quality agricultural land, rendering a number of farms 
uneconomic. Also denuding the environment (grubbing up of hedge rows, mature pasture & arable land) to the detriment of wild life. I 
would be most intrigued to see the full environmental impact study of such an extensive housing plan on the area. Where can I view 
same? Especially with respect to disruption in construction phase & considerable infrastructure requirement of so many new 
dwellings.

• The infrastructure is already strained to a point where the quality of life is being significantly affected for existing residents. For 
example ‘overflow parking’ for  Haddenham Rail Station is making life miserable for the residents of surrounding area. Entrances 
blocked, accidents (thankfully as yet all minor), impossible access for refuse collection, delivery vans & Emergency services.
Congestion on the roads (now very much third world standard causing actual damage to cars) is already a source of extreme 
frustration, wasted time, & increased pollution.  How will the increased pressure on the ‘choke points’ such as road into Aylesbury & 
High Wycombe (M4, M40) be alleviated? Also what about the ‘rat runs’ to other motorway junctions,  many of which have extensive 
single track section.
Then there is the question of new Schools, Health centres & so on.

• Clearly existing utilities power, water, gas, sewage will require considerable investment to meet the increased demand! Will the new 
power lines be run above (to further detriment of environment) or below ground? Where will the proposed site of the new sewage 
plant be, We have only just got fibre optic cable broad band, are the cables capable of coping with all the new users without knocking 
back the speed?
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VALP16-09-09-01437 Lawson MacKellar

Drainage the positioning of the proposed new houses on either side of the village could increase the risk of flooding in the village 
(loss of fields & increased run off). If this were to happen whose responsibility would it be ?
 •I am also very concerned as to the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ clause in latest planning legislation. This could be used as a device to

disregard the Local plan as put together by residents. The Haddenham one has already has been over-ridden on basis of a legal 
technicality!

 •What is the balance of local employment to commuters envisaged? Is it based on purely on a dormitory district for London? How has
the vote to exit common market been factored in, with the possible down turn in employment & softening of the housing market, 
making it less attractive for developers? Together with the inevitable increase in cost of food stuffs imported from the European 
Union, making the need for ‘home grown’ produce more imperative?

These are but a few of the more pertinent points that require specific answers.
VALP16-09-09-01438 Ruth Ruston Policy D3 - I write to object to the 2000 houses proposed to be built to the west of Milton Keynes.
VALP16-09-09-01440 Nick Butler Policy D1 - Transport strategy to meet congestion is poor in Aylesbury/Bicester.

VALP16-09-09-01440 Nick Butler Policy D2 - How do you deliver "great place to live, walk and grow" with no leisure activities, no place to work availability?
VALP16-09-09-01440 Nick Butler Policy D6 - We aren't served with good services and facilities for a medium village (e.g. decline of pubs, shop and difficulty getting 

funding for leisure).
VALP16-09-09-01440 Nick Butler Policy D14 - Nothing on the strategy about ability of live in harmony with neighbours. Response attached.
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VALP16-09-09-01441 Dr Katherine Hodder Policy D1 - I wish to object to the current Vale of Aylesbury plans for the following reasons:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01442 Penny Braithwaite Policy D2 - I'm writing to raise my concerns about the proposed development in Winslow. 

The town cannot expand by 50% as it does not have the infrastructure to support this.  We are a rural community and we have 
committed to growth that is hopefully sustainable under the Winslow plan. To disregard the plan, which was voted on by the people of 
the town would be most I democratic.   Winslow does not have industry, schools or retail space to cater for such a big increase, 
whereas Aylesbury has all these things and would benefit from the expansion.   Please do not allow this unsustainable and unwanted 
expansion of our rural town.
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VALP16-09-09-01444 Richard Barrie Policy D4 - Objection to the Vale of Aylesbury Draft Local Plan

I would firstly like to comment on how difficult it has been to find all of the information required to be able to make an informed 
objection to the Draft Plan. The Vale of Aylesbury website seems to be particularly difficult to navigate as there does not appear to be 
a simple page that only contains the relevant information. Instead it is spread over several pages and some of the links given end up 
as being circular. The online objection form requires reference to some of these documents and filling in the online
form has been particularly time consuming and awkward.
Is the poor web site design and the layout of the information a deliberate ploy to reduce the number of objections, or just simple poor 
design?
My objection is based on the simple premise that the whole Draft Plan is fundamentally flawed both in terms of the underlying 
numbers that the plan is based upon and in the way that the Draft Plan shows a only limited options that are biased towards an unfair 
distribution of housing development 2013 -2033 where a few communities are expected to bear the majority of the proposed 
development rather than any development being shared around the District in an equitable manner.
Firstly the underlying numbers. The Draft Plan states that there is a requirement to build 33,300 houses in the District by 2033. Of 
these 12,000 are to fulfill the unmet need of adjacent Districts, but these Districts have not been able to demonstrate that their unmet 
need is actually valid. For example Wycombe District, which claims an unmet need of 5000 houses is only prepared to build future 
developments with unrealistic building densities of 11.3 dwellings per hectare whereas if this unmet need is imposed on us
Aylesbury Vale is content to allow a density of 30 dwellings per hectare. If these adjacent District Authorities were to build at even 
50% of the Aylesbury Vale densities then there will be no unmet need.
The requirement for 12,000 to be built in our District to meet this unmet need is therefore absolutely unnecessary and wrong and 
should be totally rejected.
Secondly there is a clear case of double counting in your figures for housing requirements. The Draft Plan includes a figure of 2670 
dwelling needed for accommodation for the elderly. As this requirement is for the elderly of Aylesbury Vale then each one of these 
new dwellings taken up will free up the vacated property to be available for new occupation. This means that the housing requirement 
for the elderly does not need to be included and reduces the rest of the requirement by 2670 and this number can also be subtracted 
from the total.
Thirdly, the numbers that the Draft Plan have been base upon do not take account of the UK leaving the EU and the effect that this 
will have on migration numbers. These are going to certainly drop in the period up to 2033.  This means that the true figure for 
housing development on the Vale of Aylesbury, rather than being the
33,300 that you quote in the Draft Plan should actually only be about 15000, less than 50% of your quoted figure.
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VALP16-09-09-01444 Richard Barrie The options given in the Draft Plan on how any new housing should be distributed in the District are very limited and heavily biased 

towards what appears to be a foregone conclusion.
Society in the United Kingdom is based upon the concept of all citizens shouldering an equal burden rather than a small minority 
being made to carry the lion’s share. The Draft Plan is based upon the concept of Settlement Hierarchy where it has been decided in 
an arbitrary manner that certain communities are to be forced to accept development far, far in excess of what a fair and equitable 
distribution of the burden should be.
For example Haddenham, which by your own figures represents 2% of the population of the population of the District is expected to 
take nearly 25% of the proposed District Development. This is absolutely unfair and unacceptable and there will be total opposition to 
this from the residents of Haddenham as well as from residents of other communities that are similarly threatened with these levels of 
development.
Using my figures for the true housing requirements in the period up to 2033 of 15000 new dwellings, the Haddenham, representing 
2% of the District population, should only need to accept 300 new dwellings in this time period. Planning for more than this number 
has already been granted so absolutely no more housing development should take place in Haddenham.
The Draft Plan also does not discuss the development plans of adjacent Districts. With the proposed expansion of Princes 
Risborough by Wycombe District and also plans from South Oxfordshire for development is the vicinity of Haddenham along with the 
proposed New Settlement in or near Haddenham will mean that the locality of Haddenham is in danger of developing into urban 
sprawl.
Haddenham sits in a network of small, nearby communities and prime agricultural land that businesses in Hadenham play a key part 
in supporting. Even although not registered as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty nor as Green Belt, Haddenham and its 
surrounding area is a very unspoilt and productive neighbourhood. The threatened development in the Draft Plan will destroy this for 
ever.
In combination with being cut off from the rest of Aylesbury Vale by the construction of HS2, the upgrading of the A418 as an ‘Outer 
M25’ linking through to the M40, which I believe is again under active consideration, and the threatened urban sprawl from the 
development by adjacent authorities along with the proposed New Settlement in or near Haddenham as well as the 50% increase in 
size of Haddenham stated in the concept of Settlement Hierarchy, this peaceful corner of the Aylesbury Vale is going to be destroyed 
forever.  I therefore absolutely oppose the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
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VALP16-09-09-01445 Robert Della-Sala Policy D2 - Background

2. 
1.1 Aylesbury Vale District Council has proposed a local plan, Vales of Aylesbury Local Plan (the Plan) for public discussions.
1.2 In the Plan, under section 4, there is a sub-section of “Delivering a new settlement”, shortlisting Haddendam or Winslow for the 
establishment of 6,000 dwellings (4.32 in the Plan).
1.3 However, there are no details (in D2, it says policy to follow, awaiting further evidence).
1.4 A map available which fails to indicate some established housings within the said area. (attachment A).
1.5 It is alleged that the Plan is a result of ADVC trying to help Wycombe District Council because WDC themselves could not or 
unwilling to come up with suitable plans to fulfil their own quotas or obligations.
1.6 The Plan is understood to be incomplete and not yet supported by evidence and yet residents are asked to comment.

2. I strongly object to the Haddendam option.

3. Reasons:
3.1 As a matter of principle: There is no detail to go through it objectively. No reports are available on the area in terms of studying 
the traffic, environment impact, social impact etc. 
3.2 Sustainability:
The proposed development will be bigger than, for example, Thame where the infrastructure has been built up through centuries. 
With a new town of this size, there will be a need of schools, high street shopping, medical and other services, new roads and railway 
structures, employment opportunities to support it to make sure that this will be a viable, self-sustained community.
This is going to be a huge project and decisions can only made after detailed studies have been carried out. Questions need to be 
asked whether a project of this size is sustainable in the area proposed.

3.3 Needs:
There is no doubt about the increase in population and therefore an increase in housing needs. However, this should be examined in 
a wider context. Do we need such a large development in Aylesbury Vale or are we trying to shoulder the needs from our neighbour, 
namely WDC’s unfulfilled needs?
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VALP16-09-09-01445 Robert Della-Sala Someone should also look into the ratio of population over areas of land available to see if it is a fair distribution between AVDC and 

WDC.
3.4 Road Networks:
It is definitely not possible for the existing road network in the area to cope with the inevitable in the increase in traffic volume as a 
result of the settlement planned. Roads with the Haddendam village, Thame Road, (A4129), Lower Icknield Road, Aylesbury (A418) 
and the A4010 between Aylesbury, Princes Risborough, and Wycombe, will inevitably need to be widened to cater for the increase in 
traffic, especially during rush hours and school run hours.
Also more traffic load will be added to all the feeder roads to M40.
At the moment, the above mentioned roads are very congested as they are now.
3.5 Rail Network:
To serve the settlement’s needs, unless there is enough employment opportunities for the new resident locally, which is highly 
unlikely, the obvious choice for jobs for residents will be London.
Chiltern Railway will have to increase the number of trains serving the area and London during rush hours (which is already very 
crowded), Marylebone Station is unlikely to cope with the increased number of trains without major work to lengthen or increase the 
number of platforms available.

4. Environment Impact
The proposed settlement within the area designated as Area of Natural Beauty. Obviously building a settlement of 6~7,000 houses in 
the area will have a significant impact in the local environment.
In addition, currently the land is productive agricultural land and losing that will be an irrevocable loss to food production.
In view of the above, it will be much more preferable with much less environmental impact to offer brown field sites for the proposed 
settlement.
5. Alternatives
I am sure that there are alternatives in identifying more suitable sites to build enough houses to satisfy the needs of AVDC.
Some possible solutions are:

- New houses are added to existing settlements but spread evenly or appropriately so that there is no “big bang” effect;
- Brown field sites to be identified instead of building on green field sites
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VALP16-09-09-01446 Roland & Margaret 

Childerhouse
Policy D2 - We are writing in connection with the above proposals to include within the draft Aylesbury Vale Local Plan a so called 
“Garden Village” south west of Ford. 

It is hard to understand the rationale behind such a proposal and the reasons against such a project are extensive, however, we will 
attempt to set out below the total sheer folly of such a proposal under various headings:

1. Scale

 Just by calling something a “garden village” does not take away the fact that the proposal is for a housing development of some 
7000 dwellings over an area of one sq mile. This proposal will dwarf the existing ancient villages of Ford and Aston Stanford and will, 
we understand, be larger than Haddenham both in area and the number of dwellings envisaged. The proposal would fundamentally 
alter the total area and its impact will be felt both by nearby property and villages but also beyond due to major changes to 
infrastructure that would necessarily be required.

2. Infrastructure

For 7000 homes to be built that must suggest that the number of cars generated by the scheme would be in excess of 14000. This, 
we suggest, would be a minimum as invariably homes in the area have more than 2 cars and this does not take into account visitors’ 
cars and service vehicles. The roads feeding into the new “village” would, we presume, be off the A4129 Kingsey Road. This is 
already a fast road and we assume that this road will require roundabouts, widening and additional works to accommodate the 
development. Such infrastructure therefore will seriously impact on the village of Kingsey, and the surrounding farms and settlements 
and the impact on the natural environment will be devastating.

3. Visual impact

In view of the above how can Aylesbury Vale District council put forward such a proposal when only a few months ago it fought, and 
won, an application for a wind turbine in broadly the same place?  The argument put forward by the District Council was that such a 
wind turbine would be detrimental to the visual aspect of the surrounding area. We would argue that the same is true of some 7000 
dwellings with all the associated link roads, schools, shops etc that would be needed to service such a large number of dwellings.
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VALP16-09-09-01446 Roland & Margaret 

Childerhouse
4. Loss of Agricultural land and Wild-life habitat.

The District Council has the duty to preserve the environment and to promote the diverse range of species that inhabit our open fields 
and woodlands. It is hard to overestimate the damage such a development would have on the local wildlife. We are sure that there 
will be attempts to mitigate effects of the large development by “buffer” parcels of land. I have spent my life in the property world and 
know that developers consider such sops to the Planning Department as merely temporary and these areas of land are earmarked 
for a future development “creep” when the original scheme has been completed. It is not hard to imagine a scenario, if this 
development proceeds, for local villages such as Aston Stanford and Ford being consumed in later years and/or Haddenham 
merging with the scheme.

5. Local Amenities 

The proposed scheme will, of course, include a school, surgery etc as part of the “planning gain” required by the Planning Authority. 
There will be inevitably increased pressure on the existing facilities, and in any event developers will wish to under supply such 
facilities that are expensive to build and cut into the profitability of the development. As in the case of Fairford Leys the District 
Council will take on the responsibility of these increased costs when the schools are found not to be sufficient for the increasing 
needs of the “village”.

6. Conservation areas and Archaeological Sites.    

The area is blessed with the inheritance of the past. Owlswick, Aston Sandford, Dinton Hall, Waldridge Manor, Tythrop House are 
just an example. Is the District Council really going to destroy these areas and the whole environment on such a scheme? We have 
enough faith in the Local Authority that they will have the good sense to realise that the idea of a “Garden Village” in such a location 
is reckless, ill-advised and verging on the insane.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 582 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01446 Roland & Margaret 

Childerhouse
We trust that you will take into account the above comments and other objections that have been submitted which have been made 
with a genuine concern over the safety and congestion of this beautiful part of the Vale.^ We are writing in connection with the above 
proposals to include within the draft Aylesbury
Vale Local Plan a so called "Garden Village" south west of Ford.
It is hard to understand the rationale behind such a proposal and the reasons against such a project are extensive, however, we will 
attempt to set out below the total sheer folly of such a proposal under various headings:
Scale:
Just by calling something a "garden village" does not take away the fact that the proposal is for a housing development of some 7000 
dwellings over an area of one sq mile. This proposal will dwarf the existing ancient villages of Ford and Aston Stanford and will, we 
understand, be larger than Haddenham both in area and the number of dwellings envisaged. The proposal would fundamentally alter 
the total area and its impact will be felt both by nearby property and villages but also beyond due to major changes to infrastructure 
that would necessarily be required. For 7000 homes to be built that must suggest that the number of cars generated by the scheme 
would be in excess of 14000. This, we suggest, would be a minimum as invariably homes in the area have more than 2 cars and this 
does not take into account visitors' cars and service vehicles. The roads feeding into the new "village" would, we presume, be off the 
A4129 Kingsey Road. This is already a fast road and we assume that this road will require roundabouts, widening and additional 
works to accommodate the development. Such infrastructure therefore will seriously impact on the village of Kingsey, and the 
surrounding farms and settlements and the impact on the natural environment will be devastating.
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VALP16-09-09-01446 Roland & Margaret 

Childerhouse
Visual Impact:
In view of the above how can Aylesbury Vale District council put forward such a proposal when only a few months ago it fought, and 
won, an application for a wind turbine in broadly the same place? The argument put forward by the District Council was that such a 
wind turbine would be detrimental to the visual aspect of the surrounding area. We would argue that the same is true of some 7000 
dwellings with all the associated link roads, schools, shops etc. that would be needed to service such a large number of dwellings.
Loss of Agricultural land and Wild-Life habitat:
The District Council has the duty to preserve the environment and to promote the diverse range of species that inhabit our open fields 
and woodlands. It is hard to overestimate the damage such a development would have on the local wildlife. We are sure that there 
will be attempts to mitigate effects of the large development by "buffer'' parcels of land. I have spent my life in the property world and 
know that developers consider such sops to the Planning Department as merely temporary and these areas of land are earmarked 
for a future development "creep" when the original scheme has been completed. It is not hard to imagine a scenario, if this 
development proceeds, for local villages such as Aston Stanford and Ford being consumed in later years and/or Haddenham 
merging with the scheme.
Local Amenities:
The proposed scheme will, of course, include a school, surgery etc as part of the "planning gain" required by the Planning Authority. 
There will be inevitably increased pressure on the existing facilities, and in any event developers will wish to under supply such 
facilities that are expensive to build and cut into the profitability of the development. As in the case of Fairford Leys the District 
Council will take on the responsibility of these increased costs when the schools are found not to be sufficient for the increasing 
needs of the "village".

VALP16-09-09-01446 Roland & Margaret 
Childerhouse

Conservation Areas and Archaeological Sites:
The area is blessed with the inheritance of the past. Owlswick, Aston Sandford, Dinton Hall, Waldridge Manor, Tythrop House are 
just an example. Is the District Council really going to destroy these areas and the whole environment on such a scheme? We have 
enough faith in the Local Authority that they will have the good sense to realise that the idea of a "Garden Village" in such a location 
is reckless, ill-advised and verging on the insane.
We trust that you will take into account the above comments and other objections that have been submitted which have been made 
with a genuine concern over the safety and congestion of this beautiful part of the Vale.
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VALP16-09-09-01447 Iain Rodger Policy D2 - I write to oppose in the strongest terms the proposal in the draft AVDC Local Plan to build 5,000+ new houses on green 

fields between Haddenham and Thame. The impact of this on services and infrastructure in the area would be highly undesirable, 
especially when combined with other proposed large scale house building schemes in neighbouring districts. It would also have a 
negative impact on the amenity of the area and would unaccountably involve building on high grade agricultural land when more 
suitable sites are available within AVDC.

The proposal to build so many houses near Haddenham could be deleted from the draft Local Plan at a stroke if Wycombe District 
Council's request for AVDC to accept one-third of their new housing allocation were given the short shrift it deserves. WDC should 
have to demonstrate that it has done all it can to meet its own allocation before seeking to pass on housing needs. It is clear that at 
present it is a long way from having done so. It should be a simple matter of proper process for WDC to do everything possible to 
absorb its own allocation before passing on housing to other councils.

WDC has proposed lower growth for High Wycombe than AVDC is planning for Aylesbury, and has set much lower building densities 
than those in AVDC. Also, WDC has not given enough consideration to releasing appropriate parcels of green belt land, which are 
designated to help control development and not because of the quality of the landscape. It would be shameful if Haddenham and 
Thame were to be joined together by a vast housing estate built on green fields simply to spare WDC the trouble of looking hard at its 
own options. Given that AVDC has been asked to accept an additional 7,000 new houses from Chiltern and South Bucks, it would 
seem there is a lot of scope to remove the need for 5,000+ houses at Haddenham by resisting pressure to accept passed on 
allocations. 

In so far as the "duty to co-operate" with neighbouring district councils is concerned, while one element of this can be interpreted as 
accepting passed on housing allocation, a greater duty to co-operate is to have a unified planning approach with a clear and detailed 
assessment of impacts across district boundaries. There is little evidence that this level of co-operation has taken place with respect 
to Haddenham, with the result that the combined impact of proposed growth in AVDC and all neighbouring districts would be 
catastrophic for local infrastructure and services.
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VALP16-09-09-01447 Iain Rodger The Local Plans of all districts must comply with the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework. One of its fundamental 

principles is to provide sustainable development and this includes "improving the conditions in which people live, work, travel and 
take leisure". It is very difficult to see how AVDC's draft Local Plan could be said to comply with this requirement. On the travel side 
alone, the A418 is already very congested and does not have capacity to address the growth proposed, nor do the routes linking to 
the M40, which is itself already in heavy use. The AVDC plan does not allocate significant development areas for employment locally 
so it is clearly anticipated that the residents of the thousands of new houses will travel to work. The new residents will also want to 
send their children to schools already at capacity and will expect to have access to medical facilities suffering the same plight.

It is unrealistic to suggest that the infrastructure would grow to meet demand because it would be far too expensive. A few million 
pounds spent on roundabouts will not make the A418 flow freely, and a glance at the recent track record of developing local 
infrastructure shows that even the creation of a much-needed cycle path between Haddenham and Thame has repeatedly failed 
despite more than 10 years of vigorous lobbying.
The reality is that if the 5000+ additional houses were to be built at Haddenham, high grade agricultural land would be lost to the 
economy, a small number of people would make a huge amount of money and the local community would pay the price indefinitely 
through poorer conditions in which to live, work, travel and take leisure – the very opposite of the aim stated in the NPPF.

Another very clear directive in the NPPF is that "Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser environmental 
value." In this respect, building houses at Winslow, for example, where much of the land in question is a disused airfield, would 
comply with the NPPF. This advantage is observed in AVDC's own Scoping Study, as is the potential to "strengthen the provision of 
services and infrastructure and enhance the employment offer."

VALP16-09-09-01447 Iain Rodger
There is the opportunity to regenerate disused unproductive land, it would be more scalable, local services (e.g. schools) have 
capacity to expand and would potentially welcome it, and the injection of development would stand a good chance of improving the 
conditions in which people live, work, travel and take leisure. This is especially so if the Milton Keynes strategy to 2050 is taken into 
account (surprisingly not mentioned in the Scoping Study), in which growth is vigorously encouraged and large numbers of new 
potential employees will be needed nearby.

So there are overwhelming reasons to remove the proposal to build 5,000+ houses west of Haddenham from the AVDC Local Plan. 
The houses could be relocated back to the original districts which have attempted to pass them on to AVDC or they could be 
relocated to a more suitable site such as Winslow. What is clear is that there is absolutely no supportable case for creating a vast 
housing estate on high grade agricultural land between Haddenham and Thame resulting in a devastating negative impact on local 
amenity, infrastructure and services.
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VALP16-09-09-01448 Jared Wood Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. There is no consideration of the impact on existing rail services, 
which are already close to capacity in peak hours.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-09-01449 S & G Tulley Policy D6 - We would like to object for the plans for Marsworth in the Vale of Aylesbury local plan.

1-We do not think it should be classified as a medium village, but as a small.
2- The land proposed for development is agricultural land in use.  Have the owners of the land actually agreed to it being developed?
3-Please keep greenfield sites as greenfield.  
4-It will alter the character and community of the village.
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VALP16-09-09-01450 Brian and Zoe Brown Policy D2 - As residents of Haddenham we wish to object to the proposals in the VALP that Haddenham should be a "new 

settlement" of 4,500 to 6,000 new homes.
We have read the comments of The Haddenham Village Society, with which we are in full agreement.
We have the following additional points to make:
1. Amenities.
1.1. We have lived in Haddenham for 21 years. It is an amazingly friendly village with an incredibly wide range of groups and 
societies. This will be lost by the addition of a nearby "new settlement".
2. Infrastructure.
2.1. The only downside of living in Haddenham is the lack of local shops, secondary school etc., and parking and traffic.The "new 
setllement" will do nothing to resolve these matters but will add to the considerable traffic problems especially at the already over-
crowded St. Mary's School and the station.
2.2. The existing road network cannot deal with the traffic demands of The Haddenham and Thame Parkway Station. The traffic 
generated by an additional 4,500 to 6,000 homes will be impossible to accommodate. Especially as the vast majority will be beyond a 
reasonable walking distance from the station.
3. The Environment.
3.1. Haddenham is a jewel. Much appreciated by film and TV companies and increasing numbers of visitors. The "new settlement" on 
high grade agricultural land will destroy the village "feeling" and turn Haddenham into another characterless dormitory town.
3.2. The proposed site SW of the station is an area of great archaeological importance as can be seen from aerial photographs.
3.3. It also straddles The Wychert Way an 11 mile circular walk which links the wychert villages of Haddenham, Chearsley, 
Cuddington, Dinton, Ford and Kingsey. The route passes through the proposed setllement across open fields with fine views of the 
Chilterns etc. This will be replaced by urbanisation.
3.4. Also crossing the site is The Miller's Way, a bridle path leading to Scotsgrove Mill.This a green lane of great antquity and beauty.
3.5. The Site near Owlswick appears to be located on Waldridge Manor and "The Medieval Village of Waldridge", both of which are 
mentioned by Pevsner in "the Buildings of England".
4. Conclusion.
This proposal should be rejected and the real need for such a "new setlement" in this area should be re-examined.

VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 
(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D1 - 4.1 We support the principle but the calculation is incorrect. There is disharmony between the share of total growth being 
proposed for Aylesbury and the aspiration for it to develop as a Garden Town. The plan does not indicate that Aylesbury will take the 
majority of the Districts’ Growth. In fact it is less than half as currently proposed. In order to maximise the Garden Town opportunity 
the percentage of total growth should increase significantly to 60% of the total requirement. Additional growth levels to the west of the 
town where there is a new and under-utilised rail connection should be included. Expansion to the immediate north of Aylesbury 
should also be re-considered.
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VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 

(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D2 - 4.2 There is no policy provided in the draft VALP for us to comment on. However, we would draw your attention to 
submissions from Great Horwood Parish Council and Winslow Town Council in respect of the New Settlement Scoping Study 
prepared by GL Hearn. Both of these councils are members of NBPPC.

VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 
(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D3 - Policy D3 Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes
4.3 For all purposes the two proposed sites are an extension to Milton Keynes and in fact the Salden Chase site is even described by 
the promoters as such. We fail to understand why AVDC are promoting development which supports the western expansion of Milton 
Keynes when that authority has vast areas of undeveloped land to the east.
4.4 The relative scale of these two sites in relation to the existing communities phenomenal. Whaddon parish would grow by 375% 
and Newton Longville by 138%. As stated in our comment on Policy S2 the scale of the combined developments would be equal to 
the proposed New Settlement. It is worth noting that this area did not even figure in the initial list of ten possible sites examined by GL 
Hearn in the New Settlement Study.
4.5 Policy D3 refers to the need for a Master Plan and delivery SPD and highlights most of the issues we have raised ourselves. We 
do not believe that these sites should be included in the submission VALP without the Master Plan and SPD being included as 
appendices.
We would refer you to our comments at paragraphs 3.3 to 3.5 of this document and to the separate submissions of Whaddon Parish 
Council and Newton Longville Parish Council which are both members of NBPPC.

VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 
(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing developments at strategic settlements (excl. Aylesbury)
4.6 The suggested growth of 50% at strategic settlements (SS’s) is entirely arbitrary. No explanation of the rationale for this is given. 
Opportunities for growth clearly vary in each of the SS’s. We would draw your attention to the separate submissions of Winslow and 
Buckingham Town Councils, both of which are members of NBPPC.
Policies D5-D8 Housing development at larger villages, medium villages, smaller villages and at other settlements.
4.7 We would refer you to our comments in respect of PolicyS2 which for convenience we repeat here. The differences in percentage 
growth levels between settlements is entirely arbitrary. There are large settlements with almost the same population as two of the 
strategic settlements and small settlements restricted to 5% growth which could accommodate more as they are strategically located. 
(e.g. Whaddon is in 5% category but growth will actually be 375% whereas Great Brickhill which is equally close to MK will only be 
5%) More work needs to be done to explain and rationalise the settlement hierarchy which appears to be a ‘blunt tool’. Whilst we 
have severe reservation about elements of the draft Wycombe Local Plan we do believe that it has a good methodology for its 
comparisons between settlements.

VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 
(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D9 - Policy D9 Provision of employment land 4.8 The proposed reduction in already consented or reserved employment land 
presents both opportunities and problems. It is vital that employment opportunities are created in all areas where significant growth is 
proposed. This is particularly so at strategic settlements. Reserved sites must be protected and there should be specific requirements 
foremployment land within major new development sites. Policies should make it clear that applications for conversion of employment 
land to housing will not be considered within the first ten years of the plan. VALP must ensure that a sound geographic spread of 
employment and sites across the vale is maintained. We are concerned that the provision of employment is under-valued in VALP. It 
is an important parameter for development.
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VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 

(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D10 - Policy D10 Town village and local centres to support new and existing communities
4.9 This policy makes provision for new and expanded facilities in town centres but does nothing to protect existing facilities. Para 
4.106 indicates that the strategy is to resist the on-going loss of local facilities but this needs to be given full policy status by inclusion 
in D10 or via a specific policy. The provision and / or retention of offices for voluntary services providers (e.g. Citizens Advice) and 
local authority services (e.g. Libraries and Parish Council offices) should be added to local shops, pubs and post offices which are 
mentioned in P4.106.
4.10 It should be noted that in some development locations the slavish adherence to providing new facilities at so-called ‘district 
centres’ can result in an adverse affect on existing service facilities nearby which would adequately serve the new developments.
Change of use from retail / service uses to residential should be strongly resisted. Residential use ‘above the shop’ should be 
supported.

VALP16-09-09-01451 Geoff Culverhouse 
(North Bucks Parishes 
Planning Consortium)

Policy D12 - Policy D12 Aylesbury Town Centre
4.12 For a majority of NBPPC members Aylesbury Town Centre is not as relevant as Milton Keynes Centre where there is a more 
significant provision of retail and leisure options.

VALP16-09-09-01452 Tracey Mann Policy D2 - I have discovered- from a flier circulated by local residents- not via any official council channels- that there is a proposal 
to build a ‘garden village’ close to Haddenham and Longwick.
It transpires that this garden ‘village’ will actually be over 1.5 times the size of Thame town, with 7,000 houses proposed.
The obvious counterarguments to this proposal are that:
 •Traffic on our roads will increase by around 14000 cars, from this proposal alone 
 •It will have a massive visual impact on an area of outstanding natural beauty in the Chilterns 
 •There will be a loss of wildlife habitat and productive agricultural land (such as Pasture Farm) 
 •The buffer with Longwick may be very small, impacting directly on our village 
 •It will put pressure on local amenities – schools, health centres etc 
 •There will be an impact on listed buildings such as Dinton Hall and Waldridge Manor 
 •We already have a proposal for 2,600 houses to be build in Risborough plus a yet unknown number in Longwick of which one plan is 

directly behind my own property.
I am shocked that we have not been made away of this proposal through official channels. Whilst I understand that new houses need 
to be built, this seems way too much for one small area to support. 
I very much look forward to your response.
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VALP16-09-09-01454 Sandra Tingle Policy D4 - I wish to object to the current plans to develop Haddenham for the following reasons -

1. Use of high grade agricultural land for building. With the current unrest in Europe, we would be foolish to lose any land suitable for 
food production. Brexit apart, there was a recent item in The Times that suggested Russia was trying new war weapons/techniques in 
the Ukraine with a view to declaring war on Europe at some point in the future. Considering this country could not grow enough food 
to sustain a very much smaller population in 2 previous world wars we would be foolish to treat farmland as unimportant. The middle 
East is unstable.... food production/purchase from the rest of the world is by no means set in stone..... Developers and politicians and 
those who make decisions for the rest of us need to look at a broader picture and not one small piece of a larger picture.
2. Haddenham has an historical and cultural value - at present it remains a village but more housing which could double the the 
housing provision will turn it into an urban sprawl with an old bit here and there. Why spoil something good? The roads are narrow, 
schools are full, the health centre functions badly and few repairs/maintenance appears to take place rergarding drains etc. The 
community is just about served currently but will not be with the proposed plan for a 50% growth. Traffic and car parking from train 
commuters cripple parts of the village now - emergency vehicles such as ambulances or fire engines are effectively blocked from 
some roads by parking.
3. 6 growth proposals in local area by different authorities -half a dozen large developments are planned without it seems, any overall 
view of just how these things will impact on the area. These plans include a reservoir, Chiltern rail extensions through to central 
Oxford, HS2, housing development in many areas besides Haddenham in SouthOxfordshire, 2,600 in Princess Risborough (H 
Wycombe DC), 17,300 houses proposed for Bicester and Banbury. It seems questionable that the rail and road network will be able 
to support this degree of development. (See details provided by Haddenham Village News leaflet)
4. The duty to co operate with neighbouring District Councils - Please see notes in Haddenham Village News. The Parish Council 
have provided information regarding current development plans which are a cause for grave concern as it seems that Haddenham in 
particular is designated to fulfil more development because other areas are not doing so.
The overall picture seems chaotic - too many bits of a picture being developed without a reference to the whole . No one seems to 
care about the impact of massive development on the people who work and live in this area now or even if it will work or serve the 
purpose of the multiple developments and plans. No one thinks that housing isn't required - people want it to enhance an area, for it 
to work, not ruin an existing community - it shouldn't mean we sacrifice farmland which one day may be regretted - development 
needs to be well planned and fairly balanced. Local people know their area and should be listened to and not have poor plans foisted 
on them by distant politicians, planners and developers etc. When money is to be made, care and reason, fairness and sense seem 
to fly out of the window. It shouldn't do. It may be more difficult to find sensible solutions for required development but it should be so - 
Ease and profit should come last.
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VALP16-09-09-01455 Dr Alexander and Mrs 

Priya Thompson
Policy D2 - We are writing to express my deep concern about the draft Vale of Aylesbury local plan, and that Haddenham has been 
identified as a possible site for a new settlement of approximately 4500 new houses. 

It is manifestly wrong that Aylesbury Vale should be forced to absorb “needs” “unmet” by Wycombe District Council, when their own 
development plan uses inappropriately low housing densities and excessive greenspace: surely it is incumbent upon WDC to review 
these unrealistic expectations before passing their responsibilities on to other authorities?

Furthermore, the proposals as they relate to Haddenham have numerous flaws: it fails to take into account the impact of other 
developments taking place locally (such as those in Princes Risborough and Chalgrove) on local transport infrastructure, which 
already struggles under the strain of the current local population. The plan fails to make sufficient educational and medical provision 
(and the limited provision will likely not be delivered in any case, given past experience). It also threatens to destroy valuable 
agricultural land and decimate the character of an ancient village, already under threat.

We would also be interested to know the basis of the decision by AVDC to withdraw support for the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan 
during the High Court Hearing in March, but it seems strange that within months of this decision there is a proposal to override the 
clearly expressed wishes of the local population (the Neighbourhood Plan receiving approval from over 85% of those voting).

VALP16-09-09-01457 Andrew Smith Policy D1 - This is to record my concern about the lack of professionalism in the preparation of this plan and therefor it's lack of 
relevance.

- The only "strategy" appears to be a vast development to the south of Aylesbury, incorporating some 10,000 houses from other 
areas of Bucks such as High Wycombe and South Bucks. No other option appears to have been given serious consideration.

- The transport strategy and infrastructure use a model has been acknowledged as flawed and it is "unlikely that the model can be 
used to accurately define existing and future traffic needs". If this is the case then it does AVDC's case no good and questions must 
be asked as to why AVDC commissioned and perseveres with this - and was this a good use of Council resources.

- It is the Council who have the responsibility for planning infrastructure such as hospitals, schools and roadways - this cannot be left 
to other statutory authorities such as the beleaguered NHS on a piecemeal basis.

- Bottom line - the VALP looks to me to be classic "Answer Analysis" . The outcome was predetermined, based on who knows what, 
and the assumptions in the various models flexed to give the "right answer" - except that as noted above even this did not happen, 
certainly in the case of transport..

- Please - suspend this whole operation until other options have been fairly considered and where modelling is required realistic and 
challengeable assumptions are used using proven models.
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VALP16-09-09-01458 David Ramsay Policy D1 - I am writing to raise my concerns and objections to the "DRAFT VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (‘THE VALP’)" 

which has the strap line "Our Plan Is Your Plan".

Firstly it is extremely disappointing that my objections to the Planning Application Hampden Fields 16/0042/AOP sent 21st Feb 2016 
is yet to receive a reply or have any of my objections and concerns addressed. For completeness, I have added the text from that 
email to the bottom of this email, and these objections and concerns remain in regard to any planning applications for large scale 
developments to the South of Aylesbury regardless of the planning application's name or number. So, please accept that email 
(below) as an objection to this plan. 

Secondly, in regard to the "DRAFT VALE OF AYLESBURY LOCAL PLAN (‘THE VALP’)", I very much agree with the objections 
raised by the Hampden Fields Action Group.

I would like to hear the explanation of why it is seen as desirable to 'import' the London housing crisis at the detriment to Aylesbury 
residents. Rising housing prices and dormitory-town syndrome will do nothing to help those in Aylesbury trying to purchase homes 
such as key-workers, young people leaving home and those on minimum wage - what is the council's strategy to help those already 
in need?

I would appreciate a response to the points I have raised in this email and the text below..
Dear All,

I am writing to you to express my concerns regarding the Planing Application Hampden Fields 16/0042/AOP.

I agree with the Hampden Fields Action group that the main causes of concern are:

1. Effects on road congestion. Have you experienced the problems there are at present getting in and out of Aylesbury on the A41 
and A413 at rush hours. Introducing further vehicles on to these roads to service the houses, shops, etc. will surely just lead to 
further problems. 
Can you please explain your evidence or provide the information that you have to show that the road infrastructure can cope with this 
increase in traffic. 

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 593 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01458 David Ramsay 2. The effects of the other developments since the original plans of 2011. There are more and more small scale housing 

developments being built in which the developers have no interest in how the occupants are supported by local infrastructure and 
resource
3. Will the 'link' road actually remove traffic from the gyratory system? Of course it won't, traffic will just enter the gyratory system at a 
different point and swap traffic from te already congested roads A41 and A413. 
4. The effect on surrounding villages and localities. This planning application will substantially change the nature and character of 
Bedgrove, Wesron Turville, Aston Clinton, Stoke Mandiville in a way that a development to the North of Aylesbury would not.
5. Loss of countryside. This was supposed to have been greenbelt and to change this without local consent is a betrayal of the 
residents of those areas effected.

However, there is another aspect to this development that I believe is even more worrying than the concerns raised above and by the 
Hampden Fields Action Group.  Who are these houses for ? 

I very much doubt that these houses will be purchased by Aylesbury Vale residents currently in social housing, living with their 
parents or currently in rented properties. If the developer was restricted to only selling the houses to purchasers or couples in which 
the main wage earner was employed in Aylesbury area, and that this was a on-going condition of future sales of these properties, 
then that would be a novel and interesting approach to providing much needed affordable housing for Aylesbury residents.

However, I suspect that the houses will be purchased, in the main, by those priced out of London, Uxbridge, Hemel Hemstead, 
Amersham etc., which means that this planning application will simply further exacerbate the problem of there not being affordable 
housing where the jobs are.

This will simply be Aylesbury Vale solving the housing problems of other areas, but doing so at the disadvantage of local residents. 
Those earning London salaries but unable to purchase in London will force local house prices up and out of reach of local workers 
earning Aylesbury wages. The answer is surely for London boroughs to build affordable houses for people working in their boroughs, 
not for Aylesbury Vale to build these houses and effectively turn Aylesbury into a dormitory town for the benefit of London. Where 
then do the key workers, often low paid workers, then live in order to work in Aylesbury. Where do we push the low paid and 
unhoused to ? Milton Keynes, Northampton, Banbury ?
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VALP16-09-09-01458 David Ramsay

We have seen this happen through the Chalfonts, High Wycombe and Hemel Hemstead, is Aylesbury next in prioritising sort term 
developer's greed in front of the needs of the Aylesbury residents that you are supposed to be serving.

Before you do anything else, I would like to see a report from a respected and independent economist regarding the possible 
unintended consequences regarding,
a) future housing prices in the Vale through 'importing' London waged workers, 
b) risk of dormitory-town syndrome, 
c) key-worker housing strategy,
d) social housing strategy , specifically for 18 to 30 year olds and young couples.
d) social demographic risks and change through unaffordable housing,
e) road congestion through dormitory-town syndrome, 

I would suggest that to push forward with this planning application in the absence of an independent investigation of these issues is 
at best full-hardy and more than likely negligent in regard to you positions as public servants charged with acting in the best interests 
for the residents of Aylesbury Vale.

I look forward to hearing your thoughts on the points that I have raised.
VALP16-09-09-01459 Julie Jackson Policy D1 - Don't pretend to know the answer but do know that the Aylesbury I knew from childhood is no more.   The people coming 

to the town for whatever reason need somewhere to live;. They did back in the sixties when  Silver Street and other historic      places 
were ripped apart.  Now  destruction of this part of Bucks is relentless in its creep outwards to the villages.  I don't believe anything 
anyone says will make a jot of difference.  About to see the huge disruption of HS2  and  the final desecration of the Broughton  
countryside many of us feel disenfranchised ;  helpless in the face of  the inevitable.   Hope it all turns out OK !
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VALP16-09-09-01461 Graham Owen Policy D5 - After attending a local meeting concerning the proposed building plan for housing in the southern region of Aylesbury I 

found out that the farming land to the rear of my property is being considered for development. We were told that this is part of the 
governments requirements for housing stock and that Aylesbury vale has to supply land for a minimum of 23000 houses and 
because of over needs of surrounding councils this is likely to rise to 33,000. 

I would like to point out the consequences to persons already living in these areas and how unfair I consider the spoiling of the Stoke 
Mandeville Parish Council area. 

The infra-structure is not in place to cope with an additional 40, 000 to 66,000 persons. Obviously this could be higher depending on 
the family groups that move into the areas being redeveloped. The Hospital is already full to capacity with the closure of other 
hospitals in the surrounding areas, The schools cannot accommodate the influx of additional children which is already an issue and 
nor can the Doctors surgeries. Will the service that the council provides be increased to cope with these people, refuse collection, 
gritting of roads, maintenance of new roads, etc, etc….

Traffic congestion - it already takes me up to 10 minutes in the morning to get out of my road safely. Is there going to be by-passes 
built? Or are the existing roads being improved?

Are all of the brown field sites being utilised? I have spotted several around Aylesbury.

Why has the entire concentration of building plots been issued to the south of Aylesbury when there are just as many fields to the 
north, east and west? This seems to be very unfair and it appears that it is also a lazy option to clump them all together.

I purchased my house with the lovely field views being the biggest consideration, I will be more than sorry to lose the views of farm 
land to be overlooked by some other property and the de-valuation to my property.

Will the properties be affordable living accommodation? Or will it be the most profitable for the deveolpers to sell off?

VALP16-09-09-01462 Jill Mead Policy D3 - I would like to voice my concerns about the number of houses that are planned around our village. I accept a certain 
number of homes are needed but not the 154 proposed with no proper plan to finance it.
We live here because we like quiet village life which would be ruined by the proposed plans. The huge Salden Chase development 
would also bring us within a whisker of Milton Keynes, something no one wants, quite apart from the enormous disruption.
General traffic and speeding vehicles would increase, a huge problem already. Even more so when housing planned for nearby 
villages are also in place. 
Green belt land is needed to guarantee separation from Milton Keynes permanently.
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VALP16-09-09-01463 Unknown Not supplied 

(Montpelier Ltd)
Policy D1 - I must object strongly as detailed below:
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01464 David Broom Policy D1 - Further to reading the recent circulars sent out by the Hampden Fields Action Group (and having been indeed struck by 

the ridiculously-high levels of peak-hours congestion already evident in the area) I would like to add my voice to the argument for a 
much steadier hand on what is a one-time-only opportunity to make the right decisions. Whilst I have lived in Aylesbury for over 
twelve years but no longer live in the Vale itself, I still consider myself an interested party; now living on the periphery near Wigginton. 

It’s always the same picture: if one needs to travel past Aylesbury at peak times, you have no alternative but to use nearby villages 
as rat-runs. Further wholesale expansion (that is what is in essence what is proposed: the Sale of the Vale) will only exacerbate 
these issues unless proper and thorough forethought goes into “those concerns appropriate for the area/community” rather than the 
expediency of commercial domestic development and profit for the interested parties other than those that have to endure the 
drawbacks of such rash and hasty decisions.

I’m also thoroughly opposed to excessive infilling of those “green belt zones” around the surrounding areas/villages: between each 
other and Aylesbury itself. These communities deserve to be distinct from the hub/each other. 

I trust that you will think long and hard about the moves AVDC and its partners make. Wouldn’t it be much better were posterity able 
to smile upon the choices we make now, rather than they become an example of “how not to” expand development around what was 
once a picturesque provincial market town?
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VALP16-09-09-01465 Nigel Eastwood Policy D1 - I most strongly disagree with the local plan being proposed. My reasons are as follows:-

 1.No new thinking. AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development 
to the South of Aylesbury.

 2.The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues”.

 3.There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. More rat runs through villages.

 4.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.

 5.The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

 6.The thinking is not joined up. There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The 
Council has a responsibility here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

 7.The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

 8.Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01466 Simon Hope Policy D2 - I, Simon Hope, and my wife, Margaret Hope, wish to write a formal email opposing the proposed development east of 

Aston Sandford identified in the draft local plan and by the G L Hearn report. We are the owners of Aston Mullins Farm which is a 
family run stud farm and have lived in the area for 16 years – I set out the reasons below:
1. The proposal is not deliverable as the majority of landowners are opposed to the proposed development including ourselves, the 
Belgroves, Edwyn Good of Aston Sandford and also Mr Whitney. The proposal would therefore not meet the tests of soundness set 
out in the NPPF. In addition to the landowners, the majority of the residents in Dinton and Ford are opposed to this new development.
2. The proposed site is a significant distance from the nearest train station, which is located to the far side of Haddenham. Therefore 
the proposal would be dependant on the use of the private car contrary to the aims of the NPPF to encourage sustainable transport 
proposals. 
3. The surrounding road network is not suitable for the level of traffic that would be generated by the scale of development. The cost 
of upgrading the local road network would not be viable or feasible. Moreover, the landscape and environmental impact of such 
upgrades and traffic generation would not accord with the guidance in the NPPF to protect valued landscapes. 
4. There is little or no utility infrastructure (gas, electricity, foul water) in the vicinity. The cost of upgrades is likely to render the 
proposal as unviable. 
5. There is no social infrastructure in the vicinity of the site. Secondary schooling is in High Wycombe which is not sustainable. The 
level of development would not be able to fund the infrastructure needed. 
6. The proposed development is on low lying ground that is in part subject to ground and surface water flooding. 
7. Alternative options set out in the New Settlements Study are more appropriate, deliverable and developable. 
8. The area of land proposed in the New Settlements Study has been grossly under represented and is expected to be significantly 
greater in scale. This is likely to engulf the surrounding settlements of Ford and Dinton. Both of these settlements have important 
heritage assets that would be adversely affected. In addition the proposal would force many local businesses to have to relocate 
leading to the loss of valued rural employment contrary to the NPPF. 
9. The proposed new settlement would not be able to deliver housing at the rate proposed in the New Settlement Study. Based on 
evidence of delivery rates for other similar strategic developments a determination of an application is likely to take a minimum of 5 
years from now. At best this scheme would contribute around 1000 units in the plan period. The proposal therefore offers little benefit 
to AVDC to meet its housing needs over the plan period and is high risk. It is unlikely to be found sound by a Local Plan Inspector. 
Other spatial options would have greater levels of delivery with less overall environmental impact, for example increasing the levels 
of development within the Strategic Settlements or larger and smaller villages. 
I look forward to hearing from you.
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VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 

(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Policy D1 - Aylesbury Transport Strategy
It is noted that the District and County Council are working on a transport strategy for the Garden Town proposal and that this 
strategy will build on previous and currently planned improvements to transport infrastructure. Potential transport interventions for 
Aylesbury have been identified based on completing a series of outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre, 
including implementing an overarching strategy to connect new developments, with each other.
The transport strategy is still evolving in which case it is considered that given the proposals for a North East Link Road (to link the 
Berryfields MDA) and the Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook), that further consideration should be given to those sites in the Bierton 
area which can be brought forward to assist in meeting housing supply.
Concern is also expressed about the Green Infrastructure and the area proposed at Bierton which “cuts across” site ref BIE004 and 
would appear to be part of the Aylesbury Linear Green Infrastructure identified on the proposals map on page 63 of the consultation. 
(The Aylesbury Linear Park is identified on the proposals map on page 63 (which needs to be illustrated on an OS base to provide a 
legible
plan) and includes a number of flagship GI Projects: Aylesbury Linear Park east and west and Quarrendon Lease to the west and 
Grand Union Triangle, Wendover woods and Regional Wetland Park to the east). 
“Part of the ‘Area Around Aylesbury’ GI Priority Action Area 2 in the County GI Strategy. Selected due to large scale planned and part 
implemented growth (developer led GI through development at Berryfields and Aylesbury East) and the fact that the area around 
Aylesbury is already the focus for many positive strategic GI proposals – Linear Park, Quarrendon Leas, Regional Wetland Park, 
Grand Union Triangle, plus Vale Park and thematic projects such as ‘Trees Please’ in the Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy. A number of 
these address the strategic ANGSt deficits identified in the county GI Strategy (e.g. Quarrendon Lees, Wendover Woods). Deficit 
continues to be experienced at the district ANG level and this should be a focus for future urban GI planning. The area is linked into 
key GI area corridors via the River Thame, plus Grand Union Canal corridors and foothills/scarps of the Chilterns to the east, which 
include strategic accessible natural green space (ANG) resources which are the focus of strategic projects e.g. Wendover Woods. 
BOAs at Thame Valley and Wendover Woods.”
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VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 

(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

It is noted that the Aylesbury Vale’s Green Infrastructure Strategy was produced in 2011 (ref para 11.4 of the Draft Plan) and this 
covers the period 2011 – 2026 and provides more detail following the  preparation of the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure 
Strategy produced in 2009. The Strategy identified a deficiency in green infrastructure and proposed two priority areas i.e. Aylesbury 
Vale and
Aylesbury Environs. Para 11.4 of the Draft Plan states that the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan was produced in 
2013 which sets out two specific proposals in Aylesbury Vale: Aylesbury Linear Park and Whaddon Chase. 
The purpose of the Linear Park is to create a Linear Park around Aylesbury that joins up existing sites, providing the link between the 
existing settlement and the new housing growth around Aylesbury. It is one of 10 “Flagship” Projects identified in the strategy.
“A flagship project identified in the Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy 2011-26, with capital costs set out in the Vale of Aylesbury Plan 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). Parts have already been delivered through section 106 contributions e.g. at Quarrendon Leas.” 
Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
Para 11.4 goes on to state:
“Part of the Aylesbury Linear Park proposals are delivered through Berryfields Major Development Area (MDA) which is currently 
under construction, the approved MDA site to the east of Aylesbury will also provide approximately 100ha of Wetlands Park. Further 
development sites around Aylesbury should deliver green infrastructure in line with the delivery plan.”
However, it is not clear how the stretch from the A418 north of Bierton is to be delivered and an objection is raised to it cutting across 
Site reference BIE004. It is also considered that the stretch  running north of BIE005 should move further north and follow the course 
of the River Thame.

Policy D1 Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
Paragraph 4.5 identifies that the principles of development can be split into four categories, namely sustainable development, 
movement, community and green infrastructure. This appears to suggest that sustainable development is isolated from the other 
three, which is not in accordance with  paragraphs 7 and 8 of the NPPF. It is suggested that the wording should be amended to 
reflect the NPPF such that sustainable development includes by definition consideration of movement, community and green 
infrastructure amongst a range of other social, economic and environmental considerations. There are three dimensions to 
sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to 
perform a number of roles: an economic role, a social role and an environmental role, indeed these roles should not be undertaken in 
isolation, because they are mutually dependent.

VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 
(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Whilst in general Policy D1 is supported, it is considered that in order to boost the housing supply and maintain at least a 5-year 
supply, then a range of sites should be allocated in the plan rather than relying brownfield sites which do not necessarily come 
forward as anticipated; and the remainder from linked and integrated sustainable urban extensions on greenfield sites around the 
town, which may take some time to come forward. Consequently, a number of smaller sites in sustainable locations can provide a 
range and choice of sites and assist in delivery in the short term.
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VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 

(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Policy D3 - Policy D3 sets out the proposal for some of the housing requirement of Aylesbury Vale to be provided on sites adjacent 
to Milton Keynes. This will impact upon the infrastructure provision of Milton Keynes, and will have implications for the existing 
distribution and scale of development within Milton Keynes itself, as well as prejudicing the ability of Milton Keynes Council to meet 
it’s objectively assessed needs through sustainable urban extensions in Aylesbury Vale in the future.
Inspector Ward in his letter of 7th January 2014 identified that there is a “potential need for the growth of the urban area of Milton 
Keynes into Aylesbury Vale”. Indeed, the Plan:MK Strategic Development Directions Consultation (January 2016) identifies that 
development within Aylesbury Vale adjacent to
Milton Keynes is one of the options to meet the needs of Milton Keynes. The proposal for this to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale 
therefore prejudices the assessment of reasonable alternatives to meet the needs of Milton Keynes. Any such proposal would 
therefore need to be agreed under the duty to cooperate with Milton Keynes Council and will need to be considered in the context of 
the future development of Milton Keynes.
Furthermore, the proposal to deliver extensions to Milton Keynes to meet the needs of Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and 
Wycombe will displace the supply from where the needs arise and in some cases this displacement will be over very large distances 
(for example from South Bucks). This can be partially addressed by linking the supply to the needs, such that any delivery at Milton 
Keynes would not meet the needs of Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks. but that these would be addressed at specific allocations 
at locations as close as possible to those authorities within Aylesbury Vale.

VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 
(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Policy D4 - Paragraph 4.56 identifies that in some settlements there may not be sufficient capacity to deliver the identified housing 
requirements. In such circumstances the settlement will be unable to deliver the housing requirement and this will result in a shortfall 
against the strategic housing requirement. Paragraph 4.56 goes on to identify that no village will be allocated more than their housing 
requirement. It is therefore implicit within the Local Plan that the shortfall will either not be met, or
will be provided at strategic settlements and/or the new settlement. The Local Plan will need to provide clarity as to where this 
shortfall will be addressed. As referred to above it is suggested that the Council should consider a range of smaller sites in 
sustainable locations i.e. sites that are available at Bierton.
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VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 

(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Policy D6 - 5.14 An objection has already been made to the reassessment of Bierton and its “down grading” to a Medium Village. 
The village lies in close proximity to Aylesbury (approximately 1,8 miles) and to the new development at Land East of Aylesbury 
(Kingsbrook), yet its residual housing requirement of 131 dwellings, is subsumed into Aylesbury. The Draft Plan at para 4.75 
acknowledges that medium villages are moderately well served with services and facilities and can therefore be considered as 
reasonably sustainable villages. Individual housing requirements for the medium villages is set out in Table 2 which accompanies 
Policy S3 (with the exception of Bierton, Stoke Manderville and Weston Turville). 
5.15 The Plan proposes no further allocations to Bierton or Weston Turville as the requirement from these settlements is included in 
Aylesbury. Instead development will not be permitted, except in exceptional circumstances. It is noted that Bierton and Broughton 
Parish Council has resolved to develop a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Bierton with Broughton and have applied for the 
designation of the parish as a neighbourhood area. Whilst the commitment of 2,460 dwellings i.e. Land East of Aylesbury 
(Kingsbrook), is located with the Parish it is noted that BIE022 which is to the south of the Grand Union Canal is
identified as a potential site to be allocated in the Draft Local Plan.
5.16 The HELAA identified that BIE022 has a capacity of 350 dwellings, however the site is not without constraints, and the 
assessment implies that it will come forward once the MDA area to the north has been delivered, as it would be reliant upon the 
Eastern Link Road, provided by the BIE018 i.e. Land East of Aylesbury (Kingsbrook) MDA which would: “come to the north of the site 
and this would need to continued south through the site. The area of the site to the west of this link road could then be suitable, 
allowing for a buffer between the village of Broughton, the Scheduled Ancient Monument to the south of the site and the listed 
building adjacent the site. Broughton Manor Farm Barn is within the site boundary and is a Grade II* building at risk, there is an 
opportunity to repair this building as part of the development.”
5.17 The southern part of BIE022 is within flood zone 2 and 3.
5.18 The HELAA anticipates that this site BIE022 would not deliver until years 6 – 15, however, it is not clear from the HELAA in 
respect of BIE018 how the site will be built out. The HELAA envisages for BIE018 that 680 dwellings will be delivered in years 1 – 5 
i.e. approximately 27% of the site. The planning application 10/02649/AOP includes a phasing plan which shows the area abutting 
the Grand Union Canal in Phase 1 i.e. years 1 – 7, however, the area immediately adjacent to the canal is identified as land for 
mitigation purposes also land to the south of the canal is identified for mitigation so land in BIE022 would appear detached from the 
MDA and furthermore it is not clear how BIE022 would access the Eastern Link Road. BIE022 appears to be related to Broughton 
rather than to the MDA in which case its development could lead to coalescence issues. There seems to be some uncertainty as to 
the deliverability of this site and consequently we object to its allocation in the Draft Plan.
5.19 Policy D6 seems to suggest that unallocated development even within the footprint of villages would only be allowed where 
allocations have not delivered at the anticipated rate. This contradicts the approach to Bierton and Weston Turville in para 4.78 
where development will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances.
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VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 

(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

5.20 The approach in Policy D6 would prevent any windfall delivery in the short-term and undermines any windfall allowance which is 
currently relied upon by the Council.
5.21 Paragraph 4.83 also identifies that not all of the medium villages will be able to meet their identified housing requirement (see 
Brill, Cuddington, Gawcott, Grendon Underwood, Ickford, Maids Moreton, Marsh Gibbon, Newton Longville, North Marston, Padbury, 
Quainton and Stewkley). Therefore, these unmet needs may need to be addressed at other locations and yet the Local Plan does not 
provide any indication of where these needs will be provided and includes a very restricted approach to the settlements close to 
Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-09-01468 Sarah Hamilton-Foyn 
(Pegasus Group 
(Revera Limited on 
behalf of M&G Property 
Limited Partnership))

Policy D7 - 5.22 Paragraph 4.90 identifies that not all of the smaller villages will be able to meet their identified housing requirement 
(see Adstock, Akeley, Aston Abbotts, Bishopstone, Chackmore, Charndon, Dagnall, Dinton, Ford, Halton, Hardwick, Ivinghoe Aston, 
Ludgershall, Mentmore and Ledburn, Mursley, Thornborough, Turweston, Weedon and Whaddon). Therefore, these unmet needs 
may need to be addressed at other locations and yet the Local Plan does not provide any indication of where this will be provided.

VALP16-09-09-01469 Ben Brownlee Policy D1 - Regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) I wish to submit the following: 
 •AVDC appears to have ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than a large development to 

the south of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy, just a few outputs from the county wide traffic model. These state that there will be significant 

additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here, it 

cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC says it wants. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 

will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is not viable. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It appears to be a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-09-01470 Edith and Brian Butler Policy D2 - We object to the proposed development of a ‘Garden Village’, between Aston Sandford and Owlswick, in the draft 

Aylesbury Vale Local Plan. The proposal for 7000 houses will totally obscure all the local villages and hamlets, being 3½ times bigger 
than the village of Haddenham and 1½ times bigger than the local market town of Thame.

None of the local roads could handle the volume of traffic to be expected from a development of this size. Presumably the A4129 
would be expected to bear a significant amount of the extra traffic, this road has many bottle necks in Longwick and Princes 
Risborough, and cannot accommodate many more vehicle movements during rush hours.

A development of this size would be a blot on the landscape, particularly from the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

We request you re-locate this development to a more suitable location within the District.

VALP16-09-09-01472 Nigel Rosier Policy D1 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury

VALP16-09-09-01473 Denis Corben Policy D4 - 1. The proposed growth of Winslow by 50% seems to disregard the 35% agreed by the people of Winslow in the Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan. The WNP indicated that Winslow accepted that it had to take a fair share of housing need. Now we appear to 
have had a figure clutched from thin air with no indication of how this size of development will be sustained.

VALP16-09-09-01474 Christine and Dennis 
Clarke

Policy D1 - We have been told that one person in every household would have the opportunity of a job in the Aylesbury, but the 
council could not confirm that any companies have signed up to come to the area. It is our contention that many of the inhabitants of 
this new estate will be driving to work and schools and/or using the train station at Stoke Mandeville.

VALP16-09-09-01475 Chris Staples Policy D2 - I would like to express my concerns regarding the proposal for a large Garden Village near Haddenham.  My main 
objections are:
 •Major Developments of typically 5000 homes are already planned for the area in Princes Risborough, Thame, Longwick, 

Haddenham, and surrounding areas.
 •Further Developments within such a small area will overload roads, services, and infrastructure.
 •The current rail system already seems full at peak times with limited parking at the key stations available.
 •The A4129 and A4010 are already very busy and will be beyond capacity with the already planned development.
 •These roads handle traffic from Bicester and Aylesbury as car users seek routes to avoid the Motorway system delays.
 •Loss of productive agricultural land.
 •Pressure on schools and health centres.
 •It is difficult to see where the inevitable huge number of cars will be routed with all routes already so busy.
 •Real dangers of overdevelopment and degeneration of the area with this level of housing and assuming employment opportunities.
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VALP16-09-09-01476 Charlotte Goodrum 

(Daniel Watney LLP)
Policy D4 - Strategic Settlements
Wendover has been identified as a ‘strategic settlement’. The Settlement Hierarchy July 2016, which assessed the capacity of 
settlements to accommodate sustainable development, determined Wendover to be one of the most sustainable in the district. As 
such, development to meet those objectively assessed needs, which should be established by and identified within the draft Plan, 
should be directed towards Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover. Aylesbury is considered to be a sub-regional 
strategic settlement. We agree with the identification of Wendover inter alia as a strategic settlement and recognise the value in 
establishing a settlement hierarchy. This should ensure that, consistent with national policy, development is directed to the most 
sustainable locations for growth.

We are concerned that this hierarchy is undermined by draft Policy D4. Further, that draft Policy D4 is inconsistent with national 
policy and could exacerbate housing need and supply issues.

Draft Policy D4 sets out that the housing requirement for the strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury) is 5,511 homes, or just 16% 
of the 33,300 housing requirement established by the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
January 2016. This represents a clear disparity between the aspirations of the VALP to deliver sustainable development and its 
actual commitment to achieving this through identifying sites for development. Whilst this percentage increases significantly when 
development at Aylesbury is accounted for, what this represents is far too greater reliance on bringing development forward at 
Aylesbury to offset the limited development proposed to the other strategic settlements.

If more opportunities are not identified within the strategic settlements, even without the significant and real risks presented by under 
delivery, this would increase pressure on settlements lower down the hierarchy, and therefore direct development to less sustainable 
locations for growth. An inevitable conflict with the presumption in favour of sustainable development would arise and housing need 
and supply issues would be exacerbated.

It is considered that the limited supply directed towards the strategic settlements is not justified, when a reasonable alternative would 
be to acknowledge that as the most sustainable locations for growth, they should accommodate a greater quantum of development.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 607 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-09-01476 Charlotte Goodrum 

(Daniel Watney LLP) This is most evident in the case of Wendover. Wendover is identified as having a requirement to deliver 834 new homes. The HELAA 
(Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment) failed to identify a single suitable site however (page 74 VALP). The inability 
of the plan to identify the potential delivery of a single residential unit in Wendover makes the plan unsound as it is clearly not justified 
(not being the most appropriate strategy) nor effective (deliverable).

Whilst we acknowledge that the HELAA does not allocate sites and is only used as an assessment tool, it reflects the most up to date 
list of sites which have been identified by or to the planning authority. In short, the planning authority cannot, at this moment in time, 
identify any additional sites to deliver housing in Wendover. Instead, the VALP makes reference to a potential site which could 
provide 800 new homes in Wendover. However this site is yet to be clearly identified, only being described as forming part of 
potential future Greenbelt release.

In trying to identify this site, we presume it to broadly comprise two sites identified within the ‘VALP Policy Map Insets’. We have 
reproduced these below for ease [see attachment].

The two sites are located towards the north of Wendover. Whilst we discuss the limitations of these sites to deliver future 
development shortly, in brief they comprise two sites in disparate ownerships, are currently in use, and are subject to nationally 
important designations alongside site specific planning constraints. As we will describe, we have significant concerns as to their 
deliverability.
Draft Policy D4 exacerbates this by stating that development in sustainable settlements not allocated in this plan or in a made 
Neighbourhood Plan will not normally be permitted. Further development beyond allocated sites will only be permitted where the 
council’s monitoring of housing delivery across the district shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated 
rate.
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VALP16-09-09-01476 Charlotte Goodrum 

(Daniel Watney LLP)
As the VALP neither identifies the Wendover site nor does it provide any indication of when it would come forward, draft Policy D4 
has the ability to prevent any further development in Wendover in perpetuity. By failing to identify a timescale for delivery, the policy, 
as currently worded, would allow the VALP to refuse future unallocated development on the basis that the site they have identified is 
not failing to be delivered at the anticipated rate. Should the VALP retain Policy D4, it is essential to identify the timescale for the 
allocation to be delivered in order for a proper assessment against progress to be made. Until this is the case, the plan is not sound.
Secondly, we consider that this part of Policy D4 is perverse, being entirely inconsistent with national policy and contrary to the 
settlement hierarchy set out within the same draft plan. The NPPF is clear that there should be a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The plan sets out that the sustainable settlements can accommodate sustainable growth. Therefore, if an unallocated 
development coming forward within one of these sustainable settlements (a positive baseline for making the assessment against the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development) can demonstrate that it supports environmental, economic and social 
considerations, it should be permitted. Policy D4 should instead build upon the proposed settlement hierarchy and ensure that any 
additional development clearly satisfies the presumption.

In conclusion, we consider that this part of Policy D4 could exacerbate housing need and supply issues by placing a too greater 
reliance on one site, for which we will identify significant deliverability issues, whilst preventing the development of other sites despite 
falling within a settlement which has been identified as a sustainable location for growth.
Whilst we support the creation of the settlement hierarchy and consider that, in principle, it would effectively direct development to 
those most sustainable locations for growth, it is undermined by failing to identify sufficient sites for development within these areas 
and proposing a policy stance which would limit development beyond (as yet unmade) allocations.
This draft policy is not justified, not effective nor consistent with national policy. As such, the Plan is not considered sound in this 
regard.

VALP16-09-09-01477 Jane Eden (Aylesbury 
Town Council.)

Policy D1 - Commercial provision
Aylesbury is already a significant dormitory town, the recent conversion of much of the town center offices to residential will only 
worsen this problem, forcing companies to either relocate to other towns or remove the incentive to locate in Aylesbury at all.
There has to be an attraction for companies to locate and grow in Aylesbury and the wider vale, therefore it makes sense to locate 
commercial premises where the companies wish to be located with a wide range of commercial facilities available.
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VALP16-09-12-01478 Judi Earl Policy D2 - I have discovered- from a flier circulated by local residents- not via any official council channels- that there is a proposal 

to build a ‘garden village’ close to Haddenham and Longwick.
It transpires that this garden ‘village’ will actually be over 1.5 times the size of Thame town, with 7,000 houses proposed.
The obvious counterarguments to this proposal are that:
 •Traffic on our roads will increase by around 14000 cars, from this proposal alone 
 •It will have a massive visual impact on an area of outstanding natural beauty in the Chilterns 
 •There will be a loss of wildlife habitat and productive agricultural land (such as Pasture Farm) 
 •The buffer with Longwick may be very small, impacting directly on our village 
 •It will put pressure on local amenities – schools, health centres etc 
 •There will be an impact on listed buildings such as Dinton Hall and Waldridge Manor 
 •We already have a proposal for 2,600 houses to be build in Risborough plus a yet unknown number in Longwick

I am shocked that we have not been made away of this proposal through official channels. Whilst I understand that new houses need 
to be built, this seems way too much for one small area to support.
I very much look forward to your response.

VALP16-09-12-01479 Sue McClean Policy D2 - I object to the proposed garden village between Haddenham and Princes Risborough.  This scale of development is 
totally out of character for a rural area.  

The rural roads cannot cope with the extra traffic from this huge development

Schools and Health centres will be under increased pressure.

Productive agricultural land and wildlife will be lost.

There will be severe visual impact on the Chilterns A.O.N.B

Proposed  buffers to existing small villages will gradually disappear over time, leaving the whole area urbanised.

Please stop this destruction  of the countryside.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 610 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01480 Brian Crowford Policy D1 - Let’s be honest about this.  Basically you people are just blinded by greed and do not give a hoot about the well being of 

Aylesbury or it’s residents.  This will only benefit the avaricious and materialistic land developers and construction companies.   No 
doubt a few palms are being greased along the way in order to bulldoze this scheme through. (No pun intended).  Your competency 
to try and implement this disaster has to be in question.  One only has to consider even smaller recent ‘’so-called  improvements to 
the local infrastructure’’ then it is abundantly clear that the decision makers in these projects are several tiles short of a roof.

I refer of course to the Tring Road traffic lights fiasco which has caused congestion around Bedgrove/Tring Road/Broughton to reach 
levels not seen in the last 30 years.
The other fiasco is the ridiculous waste of money, time and resources which were invested in the Stocklake link road. A complete 
joke. Is your answer to everything traffic related in Aylesbury to throw a two lane merging in to one lane disaster at it. Apparently not 
as I noticed the other day that on the Oakfield Road end of this silly scheme they have installed a three lane merging into one lane. 
Because that’s a huge improvement isn’t it. 

VALP16-09-12-01481 Paul Sorrell Policy D1 - I have lived in Aylesbury Vale for 18 years, the last 6 in the Hampden Hall area.  I think that the developers plans are, 
again, seriously flawed.  The traffic situation in the area is already unacceptable and dangerous. The planned size of the 
development would add significantly to the strain on the existing roads with no effective mitigation.

I also question the need for such a large additional development in the area. Does Aylesbury actually need that many new 
houses???  The local infrastructure cannot cope with the extra burden, no allowance has been made for education or healthcare for 
the additional local population.   Please take the time to listen to hone views of the local residents that will be severely impacted by 
these plans.  I strongly feel that they should be rejected.

VALP16-09-12-01482 John Cox Policy D1 - I find it difficult to believe that this plan is still being pursued. Before this is even considered, a proper transport system 
should be in place. In the late afternoon and early Evening the traffic coming into Aylesbury from the A41 is chaotic, This will not be 
improved by sending some of the traffic via an inadequate new road onto the A413. Through traffic needs to have a By-Pass to the 
Oxford Road and the A41 north. 
Thousands of new homes will only exacerbate the present problems.
How are the other services such as the National Health service, schools etc., expected to cope?
This flawed planning must be put on hold until it is deemed viable or should be completely scrapped.
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VALP16-09-12-01483 Andrew Kimpton Policy D2 - We would like to object to Aylesbury Vale Planning Department about the proposed building of 7,000 houses between 

Aston Stanford, Longwick, Owlswick and Ford. 
We live in Owlswick and are already faced with High Wycombe’s plan to build 2,600 new houses half a mile from our village. This will 
effectively join up the villages of Longwick and Owlswick to Princes Risborough. (there are is no mention of provision of medical 
facilities, schools, etc.).

Your plan for 7,000 houses - SEVEN THOUSAND HOUSES - on beautiful, unspoilt farmland, strikes us as highly irresponsible. It will 
mean that there will be one huge mass of housing stretching from Princes Risborough to Haddenham and, probably on to Aylesbury.
The small country lanes cannot cope with the traffic as it is, nor can the train service cope with more passengers. What about schools 
and doctors? What about shops? What about the annul floods around this area?

It is sad that no consideration seems to be given to the preservation of our precious countryside which gives so much pleasure to the 
people of this small island we live in. Once destroyed it is gone forever.

VALP16-09-12-01484 Peggy Watson Policy D2 - I feel very strongly about the suggestions submitted by AVDC about the porous all of near to 6000 houses in Winslow, 
and am writing to register my objections to this proposal. I believe that such a vast amount of housing would have a devastating 
effect on the character of the historic town of Winslow. 
The residents of Winslow set out a very reasonable growth plan in the Winslow Neighbourhood plan, and this suggestion from AVDC 
would increase the growth of our area by 50% which I find totally unreasonable and unsustainable.
The proposals of 2000 houses at Whaddon plus 2500 houses at Newton Longville in addition to the suggestion of between 5000 to 
6000 houses in Winslow is just not sustainable in this rural area. 
Surely such development would be more sustainable to the West of Aylesbury at the Westcott Enterprise Zone and easy access to a 
rail connection at Aylesbury Vale Parkway.
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VALP16-09-12-01485 Sue & Norman Lloyd Policy D2 - We would like to express our deep concern regarding the proposed new housing developments in Haddenham. 

As residents since 1990 we have seen the gradual eroding of the village boundaries as new housing developments have been built 
but the new proposal of 1050 new homes would completely change the village . This number of houses, assuming a minimum of 2 
inhabitants per property would increase our population from 4502 [2011 census] to 6602, barely smaller than Princes Risborough 
with a population of 7978. 

Haddenham does not have any of the infer structure to support such an increase , especially compared to Risborough with numerous 
schools, including a secondary school and a comprehensive high street of shops and services which Haddenham simply does not 
have.

Our health centre is stretched already and schools do not have the capacity for large intakes of children. The roads are a disgrace 
with holes and broken surfaces which are ignored or simply patched up which is a short term solution. Construction traffic will only 
make this worse. Similarly our roads , especially Station Road, is narrow in places and not suitable for large heavy vehicles . This will 
become a 'rat run' to the station if one of the proposed sites goes ahead.

Haddenham is expensive to buy property and most young people who grow up here cannot afford to buy. If any of this proposal goes 
ahead there should be a proviso that people with a link to the village should have support to remain here through government 
schemes to preserve at least some of the ethos of our village.

As residents we are proud of our village and wish it to remain a village . With this new proposal it will lose it's identity and become a 
small town struggling to support it's population. AVDC needs to apply some joined up thinking with county council and all other 
relevant parties with common sense prevailing to address the issue of housing shortage without ruining communities and making 
people's lives a misery in the process.

VALP16-09-12-01487 Carole Hawkins Policy D6 - I am a long term resident of Marsworth having lived in the village for more than 30 years and I would like to ask you to 
review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and ament it in two respects; firstly to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth to 
review the one area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brownfield sites instead as the areas 
most suitable for development.

VALP16-09-12-01488 Turner John Policy D2 - I strongly object to this planned development on such a scale.
It is well known that once property developers have got planning permission, they change their plan halfway through to include much 
less affordable housing and more executive properties to make more profit.  Not enough brownfield sites are being developed upon 
(the proposed site is by no means brownfield). Once our beautiful English countryside is gone to building it is gone forever.  As a 
resident of Winslow for 15 years, I know that resources are already stretched here with the recent building. Up to 6500 new homes 
would mean not enough schools,doctors surgeries, employment; crowded roads and very unhappy residents.
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VALP16-09-12-01489 Rosalind Nicholls Policy D6 - I have read the plans for my village and although the size has been reduced I still believe it is still too large.

Although we pay our taxes to AVDC I use the facilities of Milton Keynes I am concerned that the hospital and medical facilities are 
inadequate to cope with the proposed  expansion. Will our sewage and water supply be able to cope with the extra families that will 
move to the development.

Our roads are already in a poor condition and will deteriorate further with the additional use.

The internet where I live is inadequate and painfully slow will the service be affected even further or will the whole village be able to 
access super fibre.

I believe that the size of the expansion will be significantly detrimental to village life and ask you to reconsider the plans being put 
forward
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VALP16-09-12-01490 Zac Scurlock Policy D2 - I am writing ref: the AVDC plans as detailed at the Winslow Town Hall earlier in August.

- Winslow has shown its willingness for growth in a controlled manner by voting 98.2% in favour of the Neighbourhood Plan, which 
will accomodate growth of 35%. This alone will be putting strain on public services and increase congestion in the town, without the 
other proposed growth to 50%. This would be completely unsustainable due to the lack of local employment, meaning that there 
would yet be more cars travelling through Winslow's narrow and often congested roads. Further, the lack of investment in 
infrastructure, such as health facilities means that Winslow is not a viable town for the proposed new influx of housing. Winslow has 
shown that it's not a NIMBY community by putting forward the Neighbourhood Plan and other towns and communities need to do 
their bit to allow for the growth in housing facilities for Buckinghamshire.

- Aylesbury has much better infrastructure than Winslow, with better and more regular public transport, suitable health facilities and 
adequate retail and leisure facilities. It is already planned that Aylesbury will take 42% of the growth, but this must be increased due 
to suitability of the town. Expansion, for example, to the West, where there is already a rail connection at Aylesbury Vale Parkway 
would be much more sustainable. The close proximity of the train station would reduce the amount of commuter traffic into London 
and would be reduce the congestion effects that any large development of houses would have in a town centre.

- Any new settlement should be built in the South of the vale, where the housing need is actually required. Haddenham, in 
comparison to Winslow, is unquestionably the better location with regards to its transport links and facilities. With its own railway 
station, any development nearby would have minimal effects on the volume of commuter traffic due the alternative transport option. 
Also, it has much better public transport links, with half hourly buses to Oxford, and being within a 10 minute drive to the M40, giving 
people the ability to quickly travel around the country. Comparatively, Winslow has no motorway or railway station nearby. 
Furthermore, Haddenham has the Health facilities required to allow for more housing development, with the newly built centre.

For the above reasons, I strongly urge you to respect the Winslow Neighbourhood plan and direct any further build requirement away 
from the Winslow area.

VALP16-09-12-01491 W.G. Hawkins Policy D6 - I am a long term resident of Marsworth having lived in the village for more than 30 years and I would like to ask you to 
review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and ament it in two respects; firstly to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth to 
review the one area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brownfield sites instead as the areas 
most suitable for development.
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VALP16-09-12-01492 Rosie West Policy D2 - I am concerned about the huge development proposed for the Winslow area. Having read the plan relevant to the 

Winslow area, I see that the proposed 50% development for this area is above that proposed in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan for 
which there is such support. The neighbour plan took into account the total infrastructure required to sustain the increased housing 
development. There is no detail of increased infrastructure provision to accommodate the 50% increase in housing development. The 
roads are becoming more congested through the town already and it is a great concern that this would be exacerbated especially 
with the huge expansion planned in Buckingham.

The attraction of Winslow currently is that it has a delightful community atmosphere with a commercial hub suitable for its current 
needs eg shops, surgery, post office, schools. (one being currently developed etc.). The primary school, for example, has no space to 
develop further and would not be able to sustain a 50% housing development. Please could the infrastructure be considered before 
the plan to build houses.
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VALP16-09-12-01496 Yvonne Whipp Policy D3 - Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the VALP Draft Plan.

I know that you are required to produce a plan as per our government directives and to include housing numbers for future growth. 

As your last plan was withdrawn, it has meant developers have taken advantage of this situation and submit developments to any 
land they have a financial interest in, mainly at the detriment of local residents wishes and against the idea of Localism.

My concerns are mainly focused on Newton Longville, as we appear to be faced with proposed large developments, one in our 
Parish Boundary (NLV001) and the other at Whaddon, (WHA001). Both these will add no benefit to AVDC with regard to encouraging 
business development and will put a further strain on Milton Keynes. We rely on MK's hospital, for medical and education services, 
plus the extra burden of traffic through Bletchley, Newton Longville and surrounding areas on inadequate roads, will only make 
access to these worse.
Building any major development in this area of North Bucks, is against the Consultant’s recommendation that AVDC housing is 
required in the South of the County. This also means AVDC would not benefit from any commercial and business development 
growth in its boundary, especially around Buckingham and Winslow.
I do feel that our area is having to bear a disproportionate share of the proposed development and I am not convinced that the 
proposed developments around our village are appropriate.

Policy S3 supports the strongly held village requirement, as established in Newton Longville’s Village (Community) Plan and 
confirmed in the emerging Newton Longville’s Neighbourhood Plan, that the identity of Newton Longville should be protected and as 
a consequence, coalescence with other settlements must be avoided. The persistence in showing the very large development site 
(NLV001), which is a part of the previous development called Salden Chase as a potential development within the Parish boundary is 
clearly at odds with this Policy. 
Its edge is very close to the village boundary, although separated by the South West railway embankment, and would threaten that 
coalescence. 
I have previously written and pointed out my objections, regarding the development of Salden Chase and the Draft Plan does nothing 
to ease my concerns, in fact now that you have advertised and published in your Draft Plan, it appears that this development is one 
step closer to realisation.
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VALP16-09-12-01496 Yvonne Whipp In Summary;

• There is no positive commitment by either the private or public sector for dealing with the traffic impact on local roads, particularly in 
and around the village that will arise from this development. Without a proper road improvement plan and infrastructure in place, the 
proposed development should not proceed. 
• The road network from A421 at the Bottle Dump roundabout to the A4146 Stoke Hammond By-Pass is used as a “Rat Run” through 
the narrow roads and village, by increasingly more vehicles. Our MVAS equipment (moveable vehicle activated signs) record traffic 
volumes of 144,000 vehicle movements a month at present, along this route. Any development of this proposed scale would be 
unacceptable, unsustainable and criminal. 
• The Development would impose an unacceptable situation with regard to landscape and visual impact on the village.
• There is sufficient capacity in undeveloped land in Milton Keynes, in brownfield land and in unoccupied properties elsewhere, to 
meet the housing needs for the Plans duration.
• The Development removes productive farmland at a time when the nation's food security is at risk.
• There is insufficient capacity in other infrastructure services including water, telecoms, education and healthcare to support such a 
Development.

AVDC's Draft Plan states 155 new homes should be provided in Newton Longville and from the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, I 
believe that this could be achieved, subject to consultation with villagers.
I do not understand why our housing requirement from the Draft Plan is set on a percentage for a medium village, this a fundamental 
mistake made by AVDC, as all villages should have the same percentage, similar to that of a large village. This minor change would 
increase the number of homes and reduce the need for new infrastructure, it would also have the benefit of gaining homes more 
quickly and by using smaller builders. 
Given my concerns noted above I am of the view that both large developments (NLV001 & WHA001), should be withdrawn or at 
least, held in abeyance until the present Salden Chase Application is determined. This is because over 1855 homes in our Parish 
area plus a possible further 2000 in Whaddon, would over-provide housing numbers in this area and encourage the expansion of 
Milton Keynes, at the expense of our village.

VALP16-09-12-01496 Yvonne Whipp
A significant number of people work and commute to Milton Keynes & Bletchley, the capacity of the road and rail network is over 
stretched. This applies to the health service and education provision, which is inadequate to meet the current demand. 
In Newton Longville, altough we live in a different district but these issues impact dramatically on residents in our village as Milton 
Keynes is the nearest place to shop, to go to the doctor, and catch trains.
Perhaps more directly, our village roads have been adopted by drivers who want to shave a few minutes off their journeys north, 
south, east or west to the detriment on our residents.
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VALP16-09-12-01497 Ian Evans Policy D1 - I am writing in response to the Consulation on the draft AVDC Local plan.

I - and my family - are seriously concerned that AVDC seems determined to contribute to, even encourage and facilitate, the further 
erosion of the distinct character, geography and community of Stoke Mandeville. 

Coming on the back of HS2 and Hamden Fields, AVDC needs to be aware that local residents will not meekly allow further attacks on 
this area, albeit in the more subtle form of labelling large tracts of parish and village land as 'suitable for housing'. This amounts to an 
open invitation to speculative developers keen to make quick profits by building over the rural heart of this settlement. 

The areas that you have so labelled are in many cases surrounded by long-established, existing residential housing, and, as such, 
this would be 'backland development' on a grand scale, with huge housing infills creating a solid mass of development from the 
Aylesbury boundary to Wendover. 

Again, as always, infrastructure needs around schools, GPs, transport and traffic management are inadequately addressed - if at all. 
This might be expected of cynical property developers, some of whom have been very evident in Stoke Mandeville village. Higher 
standards are expected from local council planners and policy makers. 

Much more could and needs to be said, but the key facts are:
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
• The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 619 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01497 Ian Evans  •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

In conclusion - for now - 
 •this process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport, other infrastructure and the lasting impact on our historic rural communities.
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VALP16-09-12-01498 Chris Webbley Policy D1 - 5. I am particularly annoyed at the poor quality and incomplete status of the Aylesbury Transport Strategy. 

a. I find the quoted jobs and house growth figures quite unrealistic. 
b. This means that the “Do Minimum” and “Do-Something” scenarios significantly underestimate the true traffic impact of the council’s 
proposals. 
c. I sought to clarify this and the next question are at your recent stand at the County Show. Your staff member there was quite 
unable to deal with it, as he was obviously aware that there is not yet a valid strategy. 

6. There is a ‘fixed idea’ at AVDC and BCC that more orbital road building will improve traffic in and around Aylesbury. All the 
evidence I have unearthed says the opposite. The majority of trips either start or end in the central area. Thus a ‘ring road’ would cost 
a huge amount and be the wrong investment of public money. A better-based set of evidence from roadside survey interviews would, 
I am sure, reinforce this point. The Council should at the very least publish the information, which has prompted AVDC and BCC to 
pursue an “Orbital Strategy”. 

7. I am seriously worried at the inevitable coalescence between Aylesbury and Weston Turville, and Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville 
that would occur under the current plan. This directly conflicts with Policy S3.

8. The Sustainability Appraisal shows serious issues of flooding on the ‘Woodlands’ site. This brings the whole strategy to develop 
Woodlands into question and especially the alignment of the road through the site. 

9. Many of the draft policies are worded so weakly that any developer will be able to get round them or even ignore them. I rely on 
AVDC to ‘hold the ring’ in the debate between the different perspectives of public, future public, Government and developer.

10. In relation to national Government, I was heartened to read the Prime Minister’s comment that 
“I am acutely aware of the need for good local infrastructure, more school places, protection of green space from 
overdevelopment...”.
and urge you to take courage from that.
In summary, the draft VALP process is not fit for purpose. To go ahead without pause will look and feel like a ‘tick-box’ exercise, not 
the true and full public consultation that our democracy demands. Fresh options should be framed and considered based on better 
evidence, notably on transport and infrastructure. 

VALP16-09-12-01498 Chris Webbley
Finally, I do have some sympathy with the planners who are probably short of resource to conduct this extensive exercise. But I 
would simply add that the VALP impacts not some marginal quality of life areas but fundamental social, economic and ecological 
issues across the whole area and for the long-term. For such a significant plan to still be under-developed when the process started 
in 2014 is highly unsatisfactory and needs remedying.
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VALP16-09-12-01499 M.J.A Flitney Policy D2 - It is clear the proposed development of a Garden Village is totally unacceptable on the current information available.

It would difficult, if not impossible to build 7000 houses on an area of 1sq mile, particularly if this inclusive of all the necessary 
amenities required to support a substantial population e.g. schools, health centres etc.
The current road via Haddenham could not sustain, what has been estimated, as an additional 14000 cars. The development of 
further roads would not only have an impact on Haddenham but also possibly Ford and Aston Sandford.
The loss of productive agricultural land and life habitat has to be seriously taken into consideration.
The question of Visual Impact and the possible effect on local listed buildings and archaeological sites needs also to be addressed.
Taking all these factors into consideration, and those currently unforeseen, objections to the development is the only viable response.

VALP16-09-12-01500 Maureen Simmons Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people’s explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors.  Even AVDC’s own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is “unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues”.
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. These state that 

there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based upon flawed thinking.  There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the Draft Plan.  If 

those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the “orbital road “around 
the south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for.  The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
 •The policies set out in the Draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want.  For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the Area Local Plan is meaningless.  It puts the “cart before the horse” in key areas such as traffic planning, health and 

education provision.  It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based upon appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01502 Nigel Gimbert Policy D1 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01503 Simon White Policy D1 - I'm writing to you to object to the proposed development plans in the AVDC draft vale of Aylesbury Local Plan for the 

following reasons:
 1.AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 2.The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 3.There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 

state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 4.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.

 5.The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 
houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

 6.There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility 
here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

 7.The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

 8.Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

 9.Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome
The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-12-01504 Ann Abraham Policy D2 - I wish to object to the proposals by AVDC Planners, outlined in the Draft VALP, specifically with reference to the potential 
development in excess of 6000 homes bordering Winslow. 
It is my opinion that this would have a significant detrimental impact on the area; I judge it unsuitable on various grounds but 
specifically the transport infastructure - both currently and in the near future. 
The proposed site is served by two existing *A roads* which already struggle to cope with current traffic demands. This problem will 
only be exacerbated by this development. The lack of local employment in the immediate vicinity, suggests that future residents of 
this development would have to travel to work, and without decent public transport they will be totally reliant on cars. 
The proposed East-West railway, with a station at Winslow, has been continually postponed to date, without any firm guarantee for its 
future implementation. But should it ever happen, the volume of trains anticipated is unlikely to significantly ameliorate the transport 
issue.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 624 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01505 Paul Sypko Policy D1 - I am writing to object to the proposed Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). It needs to take a completely different 

direction to what is proposed. 
• The proposed “Woodlands” development area (including the proposed link road) shouldn’t go ahead. Other sites are far more suited 
to a large development such as what is being proposed, and it would in any event mean building roads and houses on a flood plan. 
Only a foolish council, a very foolish council indeed, would permit a flood plan to be developed, especially when to do so would come 
at the expense of greenfield countryside and would displace wildlife. This part of the Vale shouldn’t be developed at all. 
• Hampden Fields shouldn’t go ahead, either. A large development such as this is more suited to the west side of Aylesbury, where 
there are train stations and where there would be less impact on wildlife and countryside. 
• AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. The collective wisdom, knowledge and experience of the Vale’s own residents are not being used to their full potential; the 
council would do well to listen properly to these very legitimate and well-informed opinions and then act accordingly.
• The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
• There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
• The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
• The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
• There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
• The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
• Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-12-01505 Paul Sypko
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01506 Niamh & Jon Burton Policy D1 - We are writing to protests against the Councils plans for overdevelopment int he Aylesbury area:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-12-01507 N Abraham Policy D2 - I wish to register my objections to the proposals by AVDC Planners, outlined in the Draft VALP, specifically with 

reference to the potential development in excess of 6000 homes bordering Winslow. 
It is my opinion that this would dramatically change the nature of the area; I judge it unsuitable on various grounds but specifically the 
transport infastructure - both currently and in the near future. 
The proposed site is served by two existing *A roads* which already struggle to cope with current traffic demands. This will only be 
exacerbated by this development. Given there is no significant employment in the immediate vicinity, future residents of such a 
development would have to travel to work and without decent public transport, they will be totally reliant on cars. 
Despite the promise of an East-West railway, with a station at Winslow, this project appears to be continually postponed. Should it 
ever happen, the volume of trains is unlikely to significantly ameliorate the transport issue.
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VALP16-09-12-01508 Mr and Mrs Marsh Policy D6 - We firmly believe that the housing allocation for Cuddington in the Draft Plan is too high and should be based on all the 

criteria for sustainable development and should take account of the characteristics of each settlement and its capacity to 
accommodate change. Therefore we need a reduction in the housing numbers for Cuddington to fit its size by:-
Asking for Cuddington to be defined as a 'Small Village'
Objecting to the % allocation for each village type and replacing it with a more qualitative approach
Strengthening the policy for the protection of the Area of Attractive landscapes (Ml) designation that
covers the village
Questioning the need to accommodate so much housing from neighbouring districts.
The details of our objections to the Draft Plan are as follows: -

VALP16-09-12-01510 Steve Smith Policy D5 - Marsworth has been designated in your draft plan settlement Hierarchy (DSH), as a large village and as such has been 
allocated a potential housing increase of 19% (57 dwellings) in the Vale of Aylesbury local plan. The plan also proposes that all new 
housing be built on one site on the margin of the village. I believe that there are good grounds for contesting both of these proposals.

Firstly let us look at the large village designation even when one accepts the methodology employed by AVDC, Marsworth only just 
makes it into the higher category. It has a population of 741, The DSH defines large as typically having between 700 and 3000, thus 
there is no hard and fast rule but Marsworth seemingly has some 41 too many people for lower division- only two villages in this 
category within Aylesbury vale have smaller populations and one of these is Lvinghoe which to all intents is part of Pitstone. 
Marsworth also only scores 6 on the amenity points system, AVDC own document says "Those settlements which have between 5 to 
7 of the key facilities were less clear in terms of their designation as large village, so the qualitative assessment, combined with a 
consideration of the population size, plays an important role in the classification. " I put it to you that the qualitative assessment of 
Marsworth 9one very small first school (age 5-7 only), no shop within walking distance, no post office, very poor bus service, no 
doctor and almost no employment possibilities) and the small population leads firmly towards the small village classification. 

I therefore conclude, and I trust you will agree, that Marsworth is indeed a small village and should accommodater only the 5% 
housing increase that this would require.

On the other factor, that of the location for the proposed building of some 57 houses, this size of development will be totally out of 
keeping with the nature of the village and with the way in which is has grown over the years, New houses have been built in the 
village over many years, most of these ( Luke`s Lea, Stepnells, Vicarage Gardens, Marsworth Wharf) have been a number of houses 
built by one developer but they have been limited in number and have been tastefully distributed around the village. These 
developments have not provided an estate fell to any particular area of the village but have been incorporated into the overall village 
scene. One outcome of three of the aforementioned development is that they have been all at the south east end of the village, 
around the pub, church, school and historical buildings. The proposed development of c.60 houses on agricultural land at the same 
end of the village would further detract from the core of the village with the resultant degradation in community feel and loss of the 
village atmosphere that encouraged the current residents to move here in the first place.
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VALP16-09-12-01510 Steve Smith There are several brown filed sites to develop one being the White Lion site where there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses and 

develop the former put into 2 dwellings. A second site is that of the former lower end garage, which again the same owner wishes to 
develop after the white Lion development. These is also a further site at lower end suitable for development, which is rough pasture 
land. These sites and not the Stepnells green field site, were identified in the previous draft plan and are most suitable for 
development of small group of houses, which are far more in character with the existing village.

Therefor in summary I ask you to review the large village status that has been applied to Marworth by strict application of process 
that actually contains sufficient lea way to allow individual adjustment. I also ask you to review the location of the planned 
development on green field, productive agricultural land, on the margins of the existing village and away from the true heart of the 
community.
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VALP16-09-12-01511 Cameron Branston 

(Grendon Underwood & 
Brill Ward)

Policy D6 - 2.1 Brill
The draft VALP states that Brill has a residual requirement of 96 houses over the next 20 years.   During the call for sites period, only 
one site was put forward.  The HELAA states that at present no suitable sites exist for Brill, which does cause concern for Brill 
residents.  

I met with the Brill Society, spoke with Brill Parish Councillors including the Chair and held a joint-surgery with County Councillor 
Angela Macpherson.  

The unique nature of Brill’s geography, a flat hill top village, with narrow roads, makes development difficult.  Public transport is cited 
Fact on Brill as being a key issue for Brill primarily for young people, which notes that the Local Area Plan (2009) raised this concern.  
A number of Old-Age Pensioners also rely on public transport and the recent closing of Dial-a-Ride, a community bus service, has 
only augmented this problem.   

The Brill Fact Pack notes that development of Brill has been constrained over a number of years.   Brill’s centre is deemed a ‘large 
designated Conservation Area”, which includes Temple Street, High Street, Church Street, The Green and Windmill Street.  
Development is therefore restricted, with listed buildings and protection of important views, calls for preservation of these restrictions 
when determining planning applications .  What is more, the document suggests that further development of Brill will be challenging 
to meet.  “It is very unlikely that there is much scope for the village to be developed further due to these [setting and environmental] 
constraints” .  

The draft VALP observes commitments for two houses to be built in 2015/16 and one completion from 2013 - 2016.  Additionally, the 
Brill Fact Pack records the number of houses completed from 2005 - 2010 recording only two completions per annum.  The pattern of 
completions for Brill mirrors the 2015/16 figure of roughly one or two completions.  In fact, from 2005 - 2010 only seven houses were 
completed in Brill.   “This reflects the constrained nature of the village” .  

Given the development constraints in Brill, residents worry about having an unmet target of 96 houses for their village.  Furthermore, 
residents are not opposed to housing, but are keen to maintain the sensitive nature of Brill’s environment.   During a village hall 
surgery which about 50 residents attended, there was a call for a more holistic approach to development in Brill over the next 20 
years and I agree with their concerns.  
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VALP16-09-12-01511 Cameron Branston 

(Grendon Underwood & 
Brill Ward)

Currently, Brill’s school is already under pressure and takes in students from Long Crendon and this pressure will only increase given 
that Long Crendon, designated as a large village, has been asked to take 218 homes, although, there is a potential shortfall of 134 
homes. 

At a July VALP Scrutiny Committee meeting, I asked about Brill’s ability to meet its target given the backdrop of constraints.  AVDC 
Planners agreed that Brill’s needs may go unmet.  I am, therefore, inclined to conclude that Brill’s target of 96 homes should be lifted.  
There is significant documented evidence from AVDC already concluding that housing completion in Brill is curtailed by the physical 
topography and conservation orders placed on the village.   Arguably even developers, who are often prepared to try their luck with 
the planning inspectorate, have shied away in large numbers from attempting to put forward planning applications; which although 
only an anecdotal supposition, further leads me to believe that Brill is very unlikely to meet the draft VALP target of 96 homes by 
2033.  

2.2 Grendon Underwood
Unlike Brill, a number of developers have approached Grendon Underwood to develop plots of land.  During the Call for Sites, nine 
sites were put forward for consideration by the HELAA from which only three sites were deemed suitable according to the HELAA 
criteria.  The draft VALP identifies Grendon Underwood as having a housing requirement for 80 homes, with commitments for 16 in 
2015/16 and completions of 13 homes from 2013 - 2016 and a residual housing requirement of 51 homes.   

Although well-situated in relation to Bicester Village, the A41 and Aylesbury, public transport links are poor and Grendon Underwood 
residents face many of the same transport difficulties faced by residents in Brill.  

In collaboration with the Parish Council, I have sought to obtain feedback from Grendon Underwood residents on the draft VALP and 
the future of their village.  It is clear that residents want to keep the historic linear nature of Grendon Underwood.  This means that 
they tend to oppose any development that could be construed as “back building”.  Residents are apprehensive about the challenges 
that development will bring, increasing strain on the local doctors’ surgery at Waddesdon, more traffic along Main Street and a desire 
to ensure that Grendon Underwood remains a village.  Despite their concerns about development, residents of the village realise 
some of the benefits that housing could bring such as increased trade for the village shop and pub.  Moreover, residents 
acknowledge the overall national demand for housing and the request for all of us to accommodate more housing.  
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VALP16-09-12-01511 Cameron Branston 

(Grendon Underwood & 
Brill Ward)

 The Aylesbury Vale Fact Pack on Grendon Underwood comments on the constraints of development in the area.  These constraints 
are both historic and environmental.  Five conservations areas have been designated within the village on Main Street.  Flood risks 
are a significant problem for Grendon Underwood.  The Fact Pack comments that “the area of floodplain which runs parallel to the 
north of Main Street… is identified as areas susceptible to Flood Zones 2 or 3 flooding as defined by the Environment Agency”  .   

In addition to risk of floods, Grendon Underwood has a large Local Wildlife Site, which is a grasslands habitat.  The village contains a 
number of Biological Notification Sites.  Grendon Underwood is fortunate to have fine mature trees which protected tree preservation 
orders.  Finally, Grendon Underwood has 11 Notable Species Sites that are classed as being locations which contained Important 
Ecological Species .   

A series of meetings were held to invite comments from residents of the village on the draft VALP.   Residents overwhelming 
preferred sites SHLGUW009a and SHLGUW009b, notwithstanding the fact that they were deemed unsuitable in the draft VALP.   
Having spoken with planners regarding the sites in Grendon Underwood, I understand their concerns about SHLGUW009a and 
SHLGUW009b, but I’m inclined to believe that such concerns could be mitigated.  Furthermore, I believe that this site would cause 
the least harm to existing residents.  Residents were keen to ensure that the right mix of houses were built recognising the ageing 
population of the village and the wider Vale.

VALP16-09-12-01511 Cameron Branston 
(Grendon Underwood & 
Brill Ward)

Policy D7 - Ludgershall is an ancient village, with a unique horseshoe shape and a protected village green that residents want to 
maintain.   I have spoken with residents in Ludgershall at length about the issues facing the village.  For the most part, residents in 
Ludgershall are prepared to accept housing, although there is some debate as to where houses should be built.   

Residents in Ludgershall are concerned about Brill 96 homes target in that they worry that this target could be transferred to them.   It 
is understood, that such a transfer would be difficult given the level of amenities in Ludgershall classed as a small village compared 
to Brill, a medium-sized village.   At the July VALP Scrutiny Committee meeting, planners responded to this worry by stressing that 
unmet housing targets will not be transferred to other villages.   

The Ludgershall Fact Pack remarks that few houses have been built from 2006 - 2011.  In fact, only two houses were built in 2009  .  
Consequently, it is likely that Ludgershall will be able to meet the 4 house target from 2013 - 2033, while protecting the village green 
and horseshoe shape of the village.
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VALP16-09-12-01512 Peter Chilman Policy D1 - 2) An Incomplete and Flawed Transport Strategy.

The council is inviting comments on the Aylesbury Transport strategy. Yet
the only information on the Aylesbury Transport strategy is a very top line
overview with inadequate detail to make future development decisions.
The basic premise of the model effectively inflates the traffic situation in
the “Do Minimum” scenario which underestimates the impact of the
council’s proposals. Even though the model underestimates traffic flows
the AVDC plan will have a severe impact on the road system.
AVDC own consultants conclude that “it is unlikely that the model can be
used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues in its
current form” .The model underestimates the traffic flows around
Aylesbury by typically 5% in peak periods - a significant error. The
council’s consultants need to go back to the drawing board and develop
an appropriate model for such a crucial piece of work such as this Local
Plan. The council, of course, should be well aware of the importance of
this work, given that it has recently experienced a significant Secretary of
State decision, which cited traffic as a major issue in Aylesbury Town.
It is clear that the planned development would make congestion
significantly worse on the A41 Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road and
in particular the gyratory system in Aylesbury.
The model does not address the fact that there is very little long distance
traffic wanting to bypass Aylesbury. What little transport information that is
published with the plan clearly shows that the thinking behind the orbital
link road strategy around the south of Aylesbury is flawed.
7) Sensitive or Highly Valued Landscape.
Sensitive and highly valued landscape between Aylesbury and the villages
should be protected particularly Hampden Fields and the area of the West
End Ditch that runs between Weston Turville and Bedgrove. The amount
of development proposed in the plan for Hampden fields is totally
inappropriate in this context and should be strongly resisted.

VALP16-09-12-01512 Peter Chilman 8) Flooding.
The Sustainability Appraisal shows serious issues of flooding on the
woodlands site. This brings the whole strategy to develop Woodlands into
question and especially the alignment of the road through the site.
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VALP16-09-12-01512 Peter Chilman Policy D2 - 6) Provision of a New Settlement.

The VALP needs to seriously consider locations for a new settlement,
other than Haddenham or Winslow, with the potential for good
infrastructure links to the M40 and East-West Rail. One or two new
settlements could significantly take the pressure off the housing growth in
and around Aylesbury.

VALP16-09-12-01514 Simon Proctor (Proctor 
Surveyors (Gawcott))

Policy D4 - The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and /or manmade features on the 
ground.

VALP16-09-12-01514 Simon Proctor (Proctor 
Surveyors (Gawcott))

Policy D6 - HELAA documentation should be kept up to date and reviewed throughout the plan period.  Development should not be 
restricted to those sites identified in ether the plan or Neighbourhood Plans rather should be encouraged in sustainable settings 
within or adjacent to the settlements.  Please see 3.17 above.  The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, 
topographical and /or manmade features on the ground.
Proximity of medium villages to strategic settlements within Aylesbury Vale and other large settlements in adjoining areas should be 
reflected in the level of services etc. theses villages enjoy.  Please see Table 3 above.
Below is a site that should be considered in the HELAA with appropriate commentary.

 4.81The quantum of housing need has not yet accurately assessed (paragraph 1.13) and it is acknowledged in the draft plan that 
capacity in the south of Aylesbury Vale does not meet need (paragraph 1.12).  The conclusion must be therefore that there should be 
greater provision of houses in the northern part of the district especially close to key strategic settlements.  Care must be taken in 
identifying commitments versus actual delivery.  Please see 3.17 above.
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VALP16-09-12-01515 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Churchway, 
Haddenham))

Policy D1 - RPS welcomes the proactive role which the Council has undertaken in promoting Aylesbury as a growth location being 
identified as playing a substantial and critical role in delivering growth for the district and the rest of Buckinghamshire (para .2), with 
15,845 new homes projected between 2013 and 2033.
Whilst RPS welcomes the Garden Town bid, it believes the ambitions stated above stand true for Aylesbury irrespective of the 
outcome of the bid proposals and will enable the delivery of high quality new homes, new jobs and transport and community 
infrastructure facilities.
Paragraph 4.12 and 4.26 indicate a priority for previously developed land (pdl) sites. However, there are considerable uncertainties 
associated with delivery of the supply of housing from the pdl sites and, given this, the local plan should not provide a preference or 
sequential approach to pdl over greenfield sites. Not only would this be inconsistent with the NPPF and NPPG, it would fail to ensure 
timely delivery of both market and affordable housing at Aylesbury, which can best be undertaken by allowing the market to deliver 
housing at both locations and not holding one back in favour of the other.
Given this, Criterion B is not considered soundly based as it provides a sequential approach to pdl land, only proposing to utilise 
greenfield land after pdl land has been prioritised.
The plan proposes a transport strategy for Aylesbury as part of a balanced and integrated package of measures, but as the plan 
acknowledges (para 4.21) this is still evolving. Whilst RPS welcomes the commitment to the transport strategy, it is critical that its 
evolution and eventual formation does not inhibit the delivery of otherwise suitable elements of sites which have been allocated for 
development in the plan.
Criterion C indicates the remainder of Aylesbury’s growth will be via linked and integrated urban extensions. Support is provided for 
this policy, but recognition should be provided that the land will inevitably be delivered at different timescales, due to the disparate 
nature of the landowners. The policy should be amended to allow for this, with recognition that parcels of allocated sites should not 
prejudice the delivery of adjoining areas of the allocation.
In relation to Policy D1 – it is the policy which cross refers to the allocations provided at Appendix A to the plan. This includes 
Richborough’s land interests to the south of Aylesbury on  site SMD004. The site has been identified as ‘Land south of Stoke 
Mandeville Hospital’ and capable of delivering 409 dwellings. Further site specific support is provided at Section 6 (Lower Road, 
Aylesbury) of these representations.
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VALP16-09-12-01515 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Churchway, 
Haddenham))

Policy D2 - RPS notes the New Settlement has yet to be defined by the District Council and as such there exists limited ability to 
make comment. RPS believes consideration of a new settlement does have merit and notes that one of the two options (para 4.27) 
involves expansion of an existing settlement beyond 50%. It is for this reason that the local plan as currently drafted which artificially 
places a ceiling of 50% on strategic settlements including Haddenham is inappropriate.
The supporting text to the policy appropriately indicates that Haddenham should be favoured over Winslow, due in part to the existing 
railway station and its proximity to higher order services. This is correct and supported.
Whilst it is noted that future Masterplanning and an SPD will define the nature of the new settlement, it is not appropriate as 
paragraph 4.0 states that the new settlement will benefit from its own community facilities, retail provision etc. If Option 1 is pursued 
for Haddenham this will entail expansion of existing facilities and services and represents a far more sustainable approach than 
seeking to deliver entirely new services in their own right.
Indeed the June 2016 New Settlement Scoping Study acknowledges that Haddenham is a:
”Strong candidate for major growth taking account of the physical potential to accommodate growth, the presence of existing social 
and community infrastructure which could help facilitate initial phases for development, and in particular its accessibility to other 
major centres”.
The document acknowledges that growth could come forward as an extension or as a standalone settlement. Appendix E to the 
document provides three potential spatial options. Within this Growth Option 1 is considered to represent the most suitable option, as 
this will concentrate growth at the settlement itself, making best use of the services and facilities which exist and build on the existing 
community.
This option does though indicate that based on the HELAA certain parcels might not be appropriate due to landscape impacts. 
However, in comparison to building at Options 2 or 3, the landscape impact of Option 1 (all parcels) is considered significantly lower 
and it would be wrong to rule out this option merely on that basis. An example of this is parcel 5, which is ruled out in Option 1, yet 
actively promoted in Option 3. RPS therefore strongly recommends that Option 1 is taken forward and re-assessment of the 
landscape impacts undertaken. In respect of parcel 3, Richborough Estates has undertaken an LVIA of this area, which demonstrates 
how the land can be sensitively developed in the wider landscape and should not be ruled out on this basis as the HELAA currently 
suggests.
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VALP16-09-12-01515 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Churchway, 
Haddenham))

Policy D4 - Delivering the Allocated Sites
It is noted that the allocation of sites is based on the HELAA. RPS has observations on the HELAA at Section 4 of these 
representations and therefore consideration of Richborough’s land interests at both Lower Road Aylesbury and Haddenham should 
be considered in this context.

Delivering the Allocated Sites at Strategic Settlements – Haddenham – Policy D4
This section of the plan (excluding Aylesbury as this is dealt with under Policy D1) deals with the other strategic settlements.
Paragraph 4.60 requires clarification, as this indicates that strategic settlements may need to accommodate development beyond its 
50% cap. In RPS’s view, this can only take place through the instigation of reserve sites should the 50% cap be maintained. RPS 
would suggest that reserve sites should be included in the plan (at Strategic Settlements) as a way of providing greater flexibility 
(NPPF para 14) and ensuring the Council delivers on its housing requirements and maintains a 5 year land supply post adoption. 
Such an approach creates greater certainty that the plan will endure without the need for an early review. A very recent example of 
this is noted at Stratford District where, as part of their Core Strategy, the Inspector agreed that a 20% reserve sites buffer was 
appropriate to ensure flexibility in the Plan.
RPS has previously expressed the view, particularly in the case of Haddenham, that the 50% maximum ceiling cap is inappropriate, 
given the settlements scale, its location on the transport network, proximity to other higher order services and its parkway station. In 
addition to which
Haddenham is the principal candidate location for a new settlement, whether that be by peripheral expansion (RPS favoured 
approach) or a linked new settlement. In either case, the village will need to expand by more than 50%, making the ceiling cap wholly 
inappropriate.
For the reasons expressed above, the unnamed table (page 74/75 is not justified) the ceiling cap of 50% (1,043 dwellings) is not 
soundly based and greater consideration and positive allocation of land should be provided at Haddenham.
The supporting text to Policy 4 is clear that sites not considered suitable for development in the HELAA have been ruled out. In the 
context of Richborough’s land interests at Churchway, Haddenham (HELAA HAD002), this site has effectively been ruled out due to 
landscape concerns. However, as explained in sections 4 and 6 of these representations, the HELAA assessment for the site was 
based on a larger land parcel than Richborough’s land interests. A new HELAA submission is included within these representations 
along with more refined landscape evidence (the full LVIA can be made available to the Council).
This provides new and compelling evidence to the Council that its land interests at Haddenham should not be ruled out on landscape 
grounds, with the site capable of being successfully integrated into the settlement and delivery early in the plan period. The element 
of HAD002 in Richborough’s promotion (see chapter 6), should be allocated for up-to 100 dwellings.
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VALP16-09-12-01517 Mary & Terence 

Hosking
Policy D2 - I would like to object most strongly to the proposed new settlement at Aston Sandford  for the following reasons.
The land in question is an area of great natural beauty, consisting as it does of productive agricultural land, farmed for the most part, 
with considerable care for environmental considerations, with several wooded areas, providing habitat for a rich and varied 
assortment of wildlife.
The site is easily visible from the Chiltern hills and other areas of high ground, and bearing in mind the huge increase of new housing  
taking place in Princes Risborough and Longwick, would make an almost continuous area of development and which, amongst other 
harmful effects,  would cause considerable light pollution.
As the AVDC policy is to house people close to their place of work, this is a most inappropriate site as the residents would all have to 
travel to get to their place of employment.
 The transport system for the entire area is already inadequate and the additional traffic would cause untold problems, especially at 
rush hour, particularly at pinch points such as the roundabout at Thame. 
The railway station at Haddenham and its facilities, car park etc is already under pressure and the new villages which are to be built 
in the South Oxfordshire area will also add considerably to this, even without any further development in the locality.
The schools and health care facilities locally are also under considerable pressure and experience has shown that where new ones 
are built there is always a time lag between need and the meeting of that need.
I understand that the majority of the land-owners are firmly opposed to the proposal having devoted their whole lives to the land in 
question.
To conclude, I strongly urge you to reject this proposal as being illogical, impractical and an appalling blot upon the area.

VALP16-09-12-01520 Maggie Beach 
(Thornborough Parish 
Council)

Policy D7 - 3. Comments with regards to Thornborough 
Thornborough Parish Council is pleased that Thornborough has been re-categorised from a larger settlement to a smaller settlement 
after representation with accurate facts made to the development team during the first consultation on the VALP in spring 2014. 
However Thornborough Parish Council remain concerned about the standards being applied to drafting the VALP and the collection 
of accurate information to support any plans.
With reference to Thornborough being a village that is prone to flooding Thornborough Parish Council are pleased to note the section 
of flooding and  risk assessment on pages 200 – 202.

VALP16-09-12-01521 Sean Carolan (Winslow 
Town Council)

Policy D2 - 28) The ‘Delivering a new settlement’ (4.27) section offers a welcome alternative to simply adding on to an existing 
settlement. As the NPPF says “The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale 
development”.
29) Para 4.43 states a number of objectives for a new settlement which clearly cannot be met at Winslow. Primarily the objective that 
the development “ensure infrastructure facilities and services are delivered in the right place at the right time”. As infrastructure is 
likely to be funded by the development it will naturally have to follow afterwards. Similarly the first objective refers to the need “to 
ensure that housing development is accompanied by employment”. Presently there is a deficit of employment opportunities in 
Winslow relative to the population, and this plan gives no suggestions as to how this would be rectified with the arrival of new 
settlements. With so many heavyweight factors overwhelmingly favouring the choice of Haddenham rather than Winslow as the 
location for the new settlement, why was the term ‘marginally preferable’ used in Para 4.35? What possible factor(s) could irrationally 
turn matters on their head and conclude that Winslow could suddenly be the better option? See separate report on the New 
Settlement Scoping Study prepared by Winslow Town Council.
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VALP16-09-12-01521 Sean Carolan (Winslow 

Town Council)
Policy D3 - 30) What is the rationale for the huge (4,135) increase in housing close to Milton Keynes? Milton Keynes Unitary 
Authority has more undeveloped land to the east of the M1 than is occupied by the whole of the existing city of MK. Including areas 
such as Whaddon and Newton Longville (and potentially Winslow and the Horwoods) will only serve to encourage the western 
expansion of MK. Ultimately this will be to the detriment of Aylesbury Vale as
these communities will relate more and more to MK and not Aylesbury, nor to those ‘unmet need Authorities.’

VALP16-09-12-01521 Sean Carolan (Winslow 
Town Council)

Policy D5 - 31) In the ‘Delivering the allocated sites’ section for large and medium villages, there is no mention of those with well 
advanced Neighbourhood Plans such as Wingrave, which are likely to be ‘made’ before VALP is considered for adoption and the 
housing delivery numbers of those NPs. NB It is recognised that to base the housing delivery target for one’s NP upon an emerging 
Local Plan is potentially fraught with danger at an Appeal Inquiry.
32) What is the rationale and the evidence base for the mere 3% difference between the target housing growths for medium and 
large villages? Heading the large villages is Aston Clinton with over 3,800 residents, followed by Edlesborough, Long Crendon, 
Pitstone, Stone/Bishopstone/Hartwell, Weston Turville and Wing all with over 2,500 residents and all these obviously because of their 
size have good infrastructure provision (schools, shops, good bus services, a range of community facilities etc) that many of the 
medium villages can only dream of. Contrast these large villages with the likes of Cuddington – pop. 650, Gawcott/Lenborough - pop. 
900, Ickford – pop. 690 and North Marston – pop. 700, some of the smaller ‘medium villages’ with minimal facilities. As the basic 
demographic growth over the 20 year period has been identified by AVDC at 15%, a figure of 19% for the medium sized villages is 
not unreasonable as it only covers a little more than their own anticipated growth in demand for new homes. What is highly suspect is 
asking the larger, very sustainable villages to only provide 22% growth. The fact that Aston Clinton is not expected to provide more 
than its existing commitments surely proves the point. This community is well able and should provide more homes than a mere 22% 
increase to 2033, as should other large villages. A minimum of 30% housing growth would seem more just and equitable for these 
large villages, if not a minimum of 35%.
33) D4 makes no mention of a Settlement Boundary or anything similar. The Neighbourhood Plan needs to be referred to.
34) In the ‘Delivering sites at smaller village’ (4.85-4.87) section, it can be agreed that on average the smaller villages will have a new 
housing growth need to purely meet their own requirements during the Plan period of about 15% (the baseline demographic growth 
identified by AVDC for the Plan period). The 5% increase on housing stock therefore looks unreasonably low when the district wide 
growth figure is 45%. Where is the evidence that underpins this growth figure? The evidence we see in the table in this section 
makes it abundantly clear that many of the smaller villages in the Vale are well capable of delivering far more than 5% housing 
growth to 2033. 38% of the smaller villages (17 out of 45) have been identified as already meeting the 5% growth figure via 
completions and commitments and VALP still has 17 years to run! It is not rational to state only 3 years into the Local Plan that 17 
villages “do not require further sites” and “only permit approximately x homes” for many others, which is tantamount to confirming that 
planning permissions will not be granted for applications for new homes beyond the 5% cap. It must make sense to allow smaller 
villages to grow at a rate relevant to their individual needs and aspirations. To constrain the likes of Calvert Green, Dinton, Great 
Brickhill, Oakley, Soulbury etc to 5% housing growth appears unjustified and unreasonable. What would be wrong with stating that 
the increase in the housing stock for small villages should be a minimum of X%?
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VALP16-09-12-01521 Sean Carolan (Winslow 

Town Council)
35) In D9 ‘Provision of employment land,’ there is mention of live-work developments. It is anticipated that nationally the need for live-
work units will steadily increase. In order to avoid ‘uncertainty’ in relation to planning applications for a change of use to a live-work 
unit, AVDC would be strongly advised to include a clear definition of what constitutes a live-work unit in the final version of VALP in 
order to eliminate inevitable uncertainty. Also, live-work does not appear in the Glossary with a definition.
36) 4.106 refers to the importance of community services and local facilities and the strategy to protect local shops, pubs and post 
offices to prevent the decline of communities. This also needs to make reference to the local Parish or Town Council office which is 
at the heart of the localism agenda, and offers the best opportunity to improve the local community. Likewise an extensive list of 
community facilities in 11.16 makes no mention of the local council office.
37) D10, in a similar vein to S1, seems to suggest that any proposals for town centres will be approved regardless of merit and the 
wishes of the local community. It needs to be made clear that high-grade retail needs to be given priority and that residential use 
should be a last resort. For strategic communities in particular, most of which are expected to grow by 50% by 2033 and will therefore 
have a very significantly higher population at the end of the Plan period than currently, which will undoubtedly increase demand on 
our High Streets, it will be vitally important to resist changes of use of existing retail units on the High Street. There does not appear 
to be recognition in the draft VALP of this issue accompanied by the necessary robust Policy. Section I3 states that the council will 
“resist proposals for the change of use of community buildings and facilities” the same assurance should be given that the council will 
protect retail buildings. This would go some way towards supporting the statement in 4.110 that Aylesbury Vale District Council 
recognizes the need for retail growth in communities and will encourage it.
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VALP16-09-12-01523 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Lower Road, 
Aylesbury))

Policy D1 - RPS welcomes the proactive role which the Council has undertaken in promoting Aylesbury as a growth location being 
identified as playing a substantial and critical role in delivering growth for the district and the rest of Buckinghamshire (para .2), with 
15,845 new homes projected between 2013 and 2033.  Whilst RPS welcomes the Garden Town bid, it believes the ambitions stated 
above stand true for Aylesbury irrespective of the outcome of the bid proposals and will enable the delivery of high quality new 
homes, new jobs and transport and community infrastructure facilities.
Paragraph 4.12 and 4.26 indicate a priority for pdl sites. However, there are considerable uncertainties associated with delivery of the 
supply of housing from the pdl sites and given this the local plan should not provide a preference or sequential approach to pdl over 
Greenfield sites. Not only would this be inconsistent with the NPPF and NPPG, it would fail to ensure timely delivery of both market 
and affordable housing at Aylesbury, which can best be undertaken by allowing the market to deliver housing at both locations and 
not holding one back in favour of the other.
Given this Criterion B is not considered soundly based as it provides a sequential approach to pdl land, only proposing to utilise 
greenfield land after pdl land has been prioritised.  The plan proposes a transport strategy for Aylesbury as part of a balanced and 
integrated package of measures, but as the plan acknowledges (para 4.21) this is still evolving. Whilst RPS welcomes the 
commitment to the transport strategy, it is critical that its evolution and eventual formation does not inhibit the delivery of otherwise 
suitable elements of sites which have been allocated for development in the plan.
Criterion C indicates the remainder of Aylesbury’s growth will be via linked and integrated urban extensions. Support is provided for 
this policy, but recognition should be provided that the land will inevitably be delivered at different timescales, due to the disparate 
nature of the landowners.  The policy should be amended to allow for this, with recognition that parcels of allocated sites should not 
prejudice the delivery of adjoining areas of the allocation.  
In relation to Policy D1 – it is the policy which cross refers to the Allocations provided at Appendix A to the plan. This includes 
Richborough’s land interests to the south of Aylesbury on site SMD004. The site has been identified as ‘Land south of Stoke 
Mandeville Hospital’ and capable of delivering 409 dwellings. Further site specific support is provided at section 6 (Lower Road, 
Aylesbury) of these representations.
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VALP16-09-12-01523 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Lower Road, 
Aylesbury))

Policy D2 - RPS notes the New Settlement has yet to be defined by the District Council and as such there exists limited ability to 
make comment. RPS believes consideration of a new settlement does have merit and notes that one of the two options (para 4.27) 
involves expansion of an existing settlement beyond 50%. It is for this reason that the local plan as currently drafted which artificially 
places a ceiling of 50% on strategic settlements including Haddenham is inappropriate.
The supporting text to the policy appropriately indicates that Haddenham should be favoured over Winslow, due in part to the existing 
railway station and its proximity to higher order services. This is correct and supported.
Whilst it is noted that future Masterplanning and an SPD will define the nature of the new settlement, it is not appropriate as 
paragraph 4.0 states that the new settlement will benefit from its own community facilities, retail provision etc. If Option 1 is pursued 
for Haddenham this will entail expansion of existing facilities and services and represents a far more sustainable approach than 
seeking to deliver entirely new services in its own right.
Indeed the June 2016 New Settlement Scoping Study acknowledges that Haddenham is a: ”Strong candidate for major growth taking 
account of the physical potential to
accommodate growth, the presence of existing social and community infrastructure which could help facilitate initial phases for 
development, and in particular its accessibility to other major centres”.
The document acknowledges that growth could come forward as an extension or as a standalone settlement. Appendix E to the 
document provides three potential spatial options.  Within this Growth Option 1 is considered to represent the most suitable option, 
as this will concentrate growth at the settlement itself, making best use of the services and facilities which exist and build on the 
existing community.
This option does though indicate that based on the HELAA certain parcels might not be appropriate due to landscape impacts. 
However, in comparison to building at Options 2 or 3, the landscape impact of Option 1 (all parcels) is considered significantly lower 
and it would be wrong to rule out this option merely on that basis. An example of this is parcel 5, which is ruled out in Option 1, yet 
actively promoted in Option 3. RPS therefore strongly recommends that Option 1 is taken forward and re-assessment of the 
landscape impacts undertaken. In respect of parcel 3, Richborough Estates has undertaken an LVIA of this area, which demonstrates 
how the land can be sensitively developed in the wider landscape and should not be ruled out on this basis as the HELAA currently 
suggests.
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VALP16-09-12-01523 Cameron Austin-Fell 

(RPS Planning & 
Development (on behalf 
of Richborough Estates 
Site - Lower Road, 
Aylesbury))

Policy D4 - It is noted that the allocation of sites is based on the HELAA. RPS has observations on the HELAA at section 4 of these 
representations and therefore consideration of Richborough’s land interests at both Lower Road Aylesbury and Haddenham should 
be considered in this context.
Delivering the Allocated Sites at Strategic Settlements – Haddenham – Policy D4 
This section of the plan (excluding Aylesbury as this is dealt with under Policy D1) deals with the other strategic settlements.  
Paragraph 4.60 requires clarification, as this indicates that strategic settlements may need to accommodate development beyond its 
50% cap. In RPS’s view, this can only take place through the instigation of reserve sites should the 50% cap be maintained. RPS 
would suggest that reserve sites, should be included in the plan (at Strategic Settlements) as a way of providing greater flexibility 
(NPPF para 14) and ensuring the Council delivers on its housing requirements and maintains a 5 year land supply post adoption. 
Such an approach creates greater certainty that the plan will endure without the need for an early review. A very recent example of 
this is noted at Stratford District where, as part of their Core Strategy, the Inspector agreed that a 20% reserve sites buffer was 
appropriate to ensure flexibility in the Plan.
RPS has previously expressed the view, particularly in the case of Haddenham that the 50% maximum ceiling cap is inappropriate, 
given the settlements scale, its location on the transport network, proximity to other higher order services and its parkway station. In 
addition to which Haddenham is the principal candidate location for a new settlement, whether that be by peripheral expansion (RPS 
favoured approach) or a linked new settlement. In either case, the village will need to expand by more than 50%, making the ceiling 
cap wholly inappropriate.
For the reasons expressed above, the unnamed table (page 74/75 is not justified) the ceiling cap of 50% (1,043dwellings) is not 
soundly based and greater consideration and positive allocation of land should be provided at Haddenham.
The supporting text to Policy 4 is clear that sites not considered suitable for development in the HELAA have been ruled out. In the 
context of Richborough’s land interests at Churchway, Haddenham (HELAA HAD002), this site has effectively been ruled out due to 
landscape concerns. However, as explained in sections 4 and 6 of these representations, the HELAA assessment for the site was 
based on a larger land parcel, than Richborough’s land interests. A new HELAA submission is included within these representations 
along with more refined landscape evidence (the full LVIA can be made available to the Council).
This provides new and compelling evidence to the Council that its land interests at Haddenham should not be ruled out on landscape 
grounds, with the site capable of being successfully integrated into the settlement and delivery early in the plan period. The element 
of HAD002 in Richborough’s control (see chapter 6), should be allocated for up-to 100 dwellings.

VALP16-09-12-01524 Clark Lynda Policy D3 - I wish to object about the proposed above development as I live in Far Bletchley 
Living on the edge of Aylesbury Vale and Far Bletchley I feel that future residents of the proposed development would use Milton 
Keynes facilities as they are nearer than Aylesbury Vale facilities. By this I mean hospitals, GP's taking excess rubbish to Milton 
Keynes tips possibly!
Also the Buckingham road is busy enough without the added strain this development will create 
You have not considered the infrastructure which cannot cope with Milton Keynes residents never mind adding in Aylesbury Vale
There is also the environment to consider, more pollution from more cars and lorries etc
Please do not go ahead with this development for the sake of our children and grandchildren and all future generations
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VALP16-09-12-01526 Andrew Wright (Kirby 

Diamond)
Policy D5 - We support the inclusion of Site Ref WGR004 as a proposed housing allocation as set out in Policy D5 and Appendix A. 
However, we object to the over reliance generally on site identification via Neighbourhood Plans as these inhibit and often conflict 
with the delivery of the most suitable and sustainable sites - particularly during the early part of the plan period.
It is considered that land north of Winslow Road, Wingrave (site Ref WGR 004) should be identified for the purposes of housing 
development now. It has been shown to be suitable and is deliverable now. The landowner is a private charitable trust and is 
committed to the delivery of housing and provision generally to benefit and complement the local community. Accordingly, the site is 
viable and achievable and its development would make a very positive contribution to the wider community.
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VALP16-09-12-01528 Linda Cannon Clegg 

(Risborough Area 
Residents Association 
(RARA))

Policy D2 - The Risborough Area Residents Association (RARA) is a community-led, non-party political organisation that works with 
local government and other organisations on behalf of local residents. RARA seeks to ensure our members’ interests are promoted 
and protected. 

We are writing to you as we are concerned with the proposal to build a new settlement of 6,000 homes in the Haddenham area as 
part of your AVDC Local Plan Consultation.

One of our representatives recently attended the Haddenham Public Meeting on 28th July where we were concerned to hear Tracey 
Aldworth, Director at AVDC, advocating the building of 6,000 homes in either Haddenham or Winslow. With the current WDC Local 
Plan intention to build 2,600 plus homes in Princes Risborough and circa 500 homes in Long wick, this places an extraordinary strain 
on infrastructure from Thame and Chinar through Risborough and Haddenham and up to Stoke Mandeville.  This we believe is 
unsustainable, unless there is prohibitively expensive investment from either local or government organisations to provide the 
necessary support systems.

Your plan to build a new settlement of 6,000 homes in close proximity to other areas of major build could easily become the start of 
an unplanned ‘new town’, with many obvious and unfavourable consequences. 

We were also surprised to hear your director’s view that many of these 6,000 homes could be re sited in the Princes Risborough 
area. Any build totalling circa 10,000 homes in the area is not a sensible suggestion. Like Haddenham, Risborough is not a suitable 
site for large scale development because of already strained infrastructure, low employment investment opportunities and inadequate 
communication links etc. As such, it is unsustainable.

RARA believes, unfortunately, this policy is a direct result of the ‘unmet need’ AVDC has been asked to meet from the other three 
Buckinghamshire District Councils. We are aware WDC are expecting AVDC to take a third of their housing needs with a higher 
percentage expected by South Bucks and Chiltern. 

RARA considers these figures illustrate an ‘exceptional situation’. To address this, RARA has asked WDC to look at increasing 
density of build in sites better positioned with existing infrastructure and population centres to close the gap of ‘unmet need’. Princes 
Risborough is expected to take a new build density of two to three times a hectare higher than existing median density and we expect 
WDC to apply the same formula across their district. Once reviewed, we can then be reassured any ‘unmet need’ is genuine and 
hopefully the reason for a new settlement in Aylesbury Vale is not just an easy solution.
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VALP16-09-12-01528 Linda Cannon Clegg 

(Risborough Area 
Residents Association 
(RARA))

Green Belt has been a key aspect of RARA’s review. At the presentation, your town planner appeared to support WDC’s view that 
Green Belt needs to be preserved and therefore Princes Risborough is the only area available to build. Please can you clarify your 
position on this?

We are aware, in contrast to Buckinghamshire’s outdated view that Green Belt is untouchable, this is not the case and other Home 
Counties have recognised the situation and incorporated 120,000 builds in these areas to meet targets. We therefore advocate a 
similar approach and recommend further review of Green Belt usage across Buckinghamshire which could lead to your 12,000 
homes of unmet need being significantly reduced.

Accompanying this letter, we have attached RARA’s responses to WDC’s Local Plan and Sustainability Appraisal Consultations for 
your information. 

We would welcome an opportunity to engage in future dialogues with AVDC to achieve the best solution possible within and crucially 
across council boundaries.

VALP16-09-12-01529 Andy Price Policy D2 - I am writing to express my concern that an area near Haddenham is being considered for a new development of 4,500 
new houses. It is essentially a rural area very close to Thame in Oxfordshire. I do not think there would be room for a large 
development between Thame and Haddenham. Nor do l think land to the northeast of Haddenham suitable.In the thirty years I have 
lived in Haddenham the land between it and Aston Sandford has been flooding every Winter and more in the last 5 years.
I am hoping that AVDC has progress in talks with South Bucks regarding the expected density of housing around Haddenham 
compared to a lesser total of houses per hectare expected in the Wycombe area.
 I would prefer to see a more organic natural growth in housing rather than the imposition of a large growth amongst hamlets, farms 
and open agricultural land.
We should wait to see the effects of all the new housing around the airfield and off Aston road before imposing a massive new 
development. How are the flood prone areas and the present roads going to cope with the present imminent housing?
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VALP16-09-12-01533 David Dilly Policy D6 - Local Consultation and Information

Although Brill Parish Council is preparing a submission, there has been no comprehensive information and consultation to, and with, 
the whole community.  Ninety-six extra houses within this hilltop community would have a very significant impact on all residents, and 
absolutely no final decision should be made, without proper direct consultation leading to a demonstration of community benefit 
through “planning gain”.

Community Responsibility
All communities should endeavour to fulfil its share of this national house-building objective.  However, arbitrary numbers imposed 
upon a hilltop community, such as Brill, with very limited space (no sites suggested or proposed in HELAA study) will require a new 
and radical approach.

Community Benefit
In attempting to fulfil its imposed housing allocation, priority should be given to creating a community-owned “estate” of affordable 
homes within any permission given to the larger comprehensive development.  This “planning gain” could well be financed by a 
community benefit bounty upon the enhanced site value of any land ultimately made available for development.  Any community land, 
and accompanying capital, so allocated could be held within a Community Land Trust (with asset lock) and the resulting houses 
(through a local housing association?) leased only to Brill (and those within the environs) residents (both young and old).

The “extended family” community benefits of such a proposition are self-evident.

A Brill “satellite” settlement  -   (LOWER BRILL?)
To meet the bulk of AVDC’s  S.1 Sustainable Development Criteria , S.2  Spatial Strategy, and mitigating the direct impact and 
burden on the existing community, then the creation of a satellite development that is “of” Brill rather than “in” Brill, would seem the 
most sensible and sustainable way to meet the full quota of 96 houses.

The flat land to the left and right of the Thame Road out of Brill, approaching the junction of the main Thame/Bicester Road (B4011) 
would have the benefit of minimising the impact on Brill village itself, whilst providing infrastructure and good vehicular accessibility, 
together with meeting a glaring historical community need for at least a measure of affordable housing for local people.

VALP16-09-12-01533 David Dilly This Thame Road site is just one of a number of possible sites outside the village envelope.  Its particular  overriding access benefit 
is its approach to the main village along the most suitable access road.

Whatever site(s) are eventually chosen, the potential to fulfil the overall arbitrary quota stated could provide for an allocation of at 
least 20% of affordable community-owned and managed houses within the democratic community- based legal structures suggested 
above.
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VALP16-09-12-01534 Ian Manktelow 

(Wycombe District 
Council)

Policy D2 - In relation to the options of either significant expansion of, or a new settlement, near Haddenham we would welcome 
further collaborative work to better understand the potential cross border transport impacts that this could lead to as well as pressure 
on infrastructure in Princes Risborough. We note that the new settlement study was undertaken within the administrative area of 
AVDC, rather than looking at the unconstrained areas of the Housing Market Area as a whole. If Haddenham is identified as the 
preferred location for a new settlement it is important that it is supported by an assessment of what the cross border impacts would 
be, especially in light of the significant level of growth that is proposed in our plan at Princes Risborough.

VALP16-09-12-01534 Ian Manktelow 
(Wycombe District 
Council)

Policy D9 - Regarding the oversupply of employment land in Aylesbury Vale identified by our joint work on the Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment, we look forward to the outputs of the further work we understand you have in hand, 
considering the potential of some of this land to contribute to housing need. This is an issue that could have serious implications for 
both the currently proposed level of housing need.

VALP16-09-12-01535 Zahra Poulter Policy D2 - I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed development of the area between Winslow and Great Horwood 
with up to 6,500 new homes, as outlined in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
This development would be vastly in excess of the current size of Winslow, and dramatically change the nature of this countryside 
community.

I also believe that it would be unsustainable on transport, employment and service grounds:

transport: current transport links are unsuitable to accommodation the vast increase of traffic which would result from this 
development. 
While the proposal east-west train link might provide some support for trasport, the majority of new residents would likely be travelling 
by car, and the links to the A421 into Milton Keynes or via the A417 into Aylesbury are inadequate to support a vast increase in 
traffic.

Employment: there is not a sufficient amount of additional employment in the areas to support the new population

Services: schools and health care services would be inadequate to support the new population.

The alternative site at Haddenham, with its excellent transport links directly into London seems to be a much more suitable location, 
offering excellent transport links, and a clear link to the M40, as well as greater employment opportunities and health care services.

Finally, I would note that the Winslow Town plan has been agreed by residents with a majority of 98% and an exceptionally high turn 
out of voters. This already allows for expansion of the town in a controlled manner: the current proposal is vastly out of proportion to 
the size of the community, and does not seem to be justified. Instead, I would propose that a greater share of the proposed new 
development required in Aylesbury Vale should be situated in the south of the Vale, closer to transport links and employment 
opportunities.
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VALP16-09-12-01537 Jacqueline Burnett Policy D1 - The development proposed to the south of Aylesbury is too large, and risks the coalescence of Aylesbury, Stoke 

Mandeville and Weston Turville. This is extremely undesirable, and it is important that a wide green buffer zone is left undeveloped 
so that the separate identity of Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville are protected. Furthermore, development on this scale will 
significantly add to traffic congestion and will place excessive strain on the health and education facilities available.

VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 
behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

Policy D2 - CSP does not object to the principle of a new settlement, though notes the complexities with enabling the 
provision/delivery. Policy D2 is awaiting further evidence in respect of deliverability, and we therefore object to the fundamental lack 
of clarity. The lack of evidence in Policy D2 suggests that uncertainty will continue across an extended time period. This underlines 
the need for deliverable sites such as the proposed development at Shenley Road.

VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 
behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

Policy D3 - 3.19. A list of features within the future development adjacent to Milton Keynes is provided. These features are generally 
supported, however CSP has specific comments as follows:
� Local infrastructure, services and facilities
These are supported, as appropriate for each site, based on identified and justified need. We note provision could either take the 
form of on site delivery or offsite contributions.
� Transport infrastructure
These are supported, as appropriate for each site and identified and justified need.
However, we object to the reference that only the four sites identified would be able to provide a Park and Ride site, given the 
numerous locations for this which Milton Keynes Council could identify pursuant to its strategy in its LTP3 - A Transport Vision and 
Strategy for Milton Keynes (2011-2031) document that merely identified the A421 corridor as a candidate for a Park and Ride site, 
rather than identifying a specific site. The success of a Park and Ride facility will also be dependent on a wider strategy to control 
parking at the ‘destination’ end of the services, such as the Milton Keynes Central Business District, through restrictions to car 
parking availability or pricing. Neither of these methods of control are committed or falls within the ability of site allocations to deliver. 
The reference should therefore be made to ‘facilitating’ the introduction of a Park and Ride, a concept which could extend to provision 
(if appropriate), additional patronage from a combined bus services, or a contribution.
We would also object at this stage to the suggestion that a financial contribution would be payable by development towards East-
West Rail, on the basis that no evidence has been presented within the VALP on the degree of reliance of development on the new 
services. The direct relationship and proportionality of any contribution is also not covered, leading to potential challenge in respect of 
the planning obligations tests set out in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (as amended) 2010.
� Green Infrastructure
The identified requirements are supported as appropriate for each site and based on identified and justified need. CSP supports links 
to Milton Keynes linear parks and other strategic rights of way. Links to Whaddon Chase are supported in principle, although the 
physical extent of Whaddon Chase should be clarified by AVDC along with the location of suggested links.
Draft VALP Table 8 - Suitable sites adjacent to Milton Keynes
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VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 

behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

3.20. We note that Table 8 indicates 2,000 dwellings at WHA001 on a gross site of 90.1ha, at 22per ha. However, the gross site area 
on the proposals map is 55ha. This would give a gross density of 36 dph. This would equate to a net density (the appropriate 
measure) of well in excess of 50 dph, which is high, particularly for an edge of settlement development.
3.21. After deduction of existing retained site features (e.g. woodlands), allocation of open space, road corridors and schools within 
the 55ha etc. the average net density would be substantially higher than 50 dph which we do not consider would be appropriate for 
the whole site and in particular the western fringes and may conflict with Policy BE2 on External Space standards and Policy NE3 
Landscape Character.
3.22. We therefore recommend that the allocation for the developable area of WHA001 should be extended to the north to 
compensate for the loss of housing numbers, to meet the minimum housing targets. The approach to increase the developable area 
and also retain a suitable buffer to Whaddon is set out in the supporting Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement (Appendix 2).
3.23. This approach would still lead to a shortfall below 2,000 dwellings but achieve ‘approximately’ 1,800 dwellings, minimising the 
degree to which housing numbers are potentially reduced, whilst still enabling the required infrastructure provision and design/ 
landscape separation with Whaddon.
Draft VALP Paragraph 4.50
3.24. A list of place making principles are set out. These features are generally supported, and have influenced the Masterplan 
Vision, however CSP has specific comments as follows:
� Use of Milton Keynes facilities
The VALP recognises that, whilst being located totally within Aylesbury Vale, the development will use some facilities in Milton 
Keynes, given its proximity. We comment that this would support the provision of vehicular, cycle and pedestrian linkage to the north-
east corner of Shenley Park. Facilities within the development may also be used by residents in Milton Keynes, reducing the need for 
these users to travel.
� Ensuring the long term retention of Newton Longville and Whaddon as separate communities
CSP notes the continued separate identity of Whaddon through the provision of buffer to prevent coalescence, which would include 
open landscape and additional planting in character with the local landscape. Detailed evidence on the nature of this buffer is 
provided as part of Landscape and Green Infrastructure Statement at Appendix 2. CSP notes the requirement to ensure a ‘sufficient, 
justified and defensible boundary to Whaddon’.
Draft VALP Paragraph 4.54
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VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 

behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

3.25. This Paragraph states that an SPD will be produced to set out a master plan for the site with key stakeholders and partners. 
The requirement for an SPD for each site linked to the progress of the Local Plan is unnecessary and restrictive for the early 
provision of housing to meet identified need. A masterplan with stakeholder engagement and Design Frameworks (which may lead to 
specific Codes at the detailed design stage) should be provided as part of a normal planning application process (outline and then 
detailed Reserved Matters).
3.26. The paragraph also states that, ‘Planning applications should be accompanied by design statements, which will need to 
demonstrate an understanding of the local natural and built environment; they should embrace sustainable urban design principles, 
including flood and landscape mitigation measures. Design principles will show how the development will relate to its surroundings 
and integrate with existing neighbourhoods and communities’. This approach is supported.
Policy D3: Delivering sites adjacent to Milton Keynes
3.27. CSP supports this policy overall, subject to the following principal comments:
(1) Extent of the allocation area
3.28. CSP objects to the proposed boundary identified for site WHA001, in relation to its positioning towards the north western 
boundary. It is recognised that AVDC’s concern in this respect is to secure an adequate buffer to Whaddon village; however it is not 
necessary to include such a large physical gap in order to achieve the desired aim. Furthermore, by constraining the site to a smaller 
area than necessary, it becomes significantly more difficult to accommodate the intended number of dwellings, at a density that is 
appropriate to the area. It also potentially restricts the delivery and control of publicly accessible green space within the buffer due to 
its location outside the proposed allocation boundary.
3.29. As set out in the accompanying Appendices and indicated in Figure 2 below, CSP proposes a modified area for the site 
allocation, to include wider areas to the north and north-west for semi-natural open space and containing development within an area 
of new woodland, the extent of which reflects an historic woodland boundary within Whaddon Chase. These combined landscape 
measures will achieve the intended permanent separation between Whaddon and the new development, whilst also contributing 
more fully towards the District’s housing land requirements at an appropriate density.
3.30. The Proposal Allocation has also been extended to the south-west corner by the inclusion of Woodpond Farm. This property is 
now within the control of CSP and can therefore be included as part of the site masterplan.
(2) Requirement for a Master Plan and Delivery SPD
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VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 

behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

3.31. Policy D3 outlines that sites should be developed in accordance with a Master Plan and Delivery SPD produced by the council, 
which will give detailed consideration as to further master planning requirements. Whilst agreeing to the need for careful 
consideration of the matters highlighted, including the protection of Whaddon, we object to this being included as a formal 
requirement in the policy. A standalone SPD document is not the only (or optimal) means of achieving the desired outcome, and at 
the same time the production of such a document will also cause significant delay and place unnecessary strain on AVDC’s 
resources. Rather, these matters could be appropriately considered by AVDC as part of a planning application. Specifically, a 
masterplan with stakeholder and Design Codes should be provided at an earlier stage as part of a normal planning application 
process led by the applicant and working with the local authority and other stakeholders. The accompanying Appendices to this 
document also provide a strong baseline for assessment of the development’s potential impacts, and mitigation thereof.
3.32. We also note that the Draft Policy refers to the areas as one ‘site’. This is inappropriate and should be amended to ‘sites’. 
Modifications to Policy D2 sought by CSP - Modify the allocation to encompass the larger area proposed by CLP (see Figure 2 and 
Appendices). - Allocation for ‘approximately 1,800 dwellings’. - Remove the requirement for a Master Plan and Delivery SPD
3.33. More generally, we would highlight that the proposed allocations around Milton Keynes are consistent with wider aims and 
objectives in the planning system. The NPPF (paragraph 52), for example, states that “the supply of new homes can sometimes be 
best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns 
that follow the principles of Garden Cities. Working with the support of their communities, local planning authorities should consider 
whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable development”.
3.34. In addition, Milton Keynes has sought to gain city status and is one of the most sustainable and largest settlements in the 
region, for reasons set out repeatedly within AVDC’s evidence base (see Section 4). The Milton Keynes Futures 2050 Commission 
Report (July 2016) in particular emphasises Milton Keynes as an emerging and prosperous UK city with the fastest growing 
economy. The Garden Suburb proposed by CSP will complement Milton Keynes’ plans to develop, grow and emerge as an important 
UK city.

VALP16-09-12-01538 Jon Gateley (Savills (on 
behalf of Crest 
Strategic Projects))

Policy D7 - We note that this policy includes an identified residual requirement for 11 dwellings at Whaddon (See table on page 94 of 
the draft VALP). We do not object to this policy but comment that the additional provision of 11 dwellings at Whaddon may not be 
necessary, given the allocation of Shenley Park within the same Parish. The deletion of the requirement for 11 units at Whaddon 
would also reduce pressures for development on the periphery of Whaddon, which could be beneficial in the context of aiming to 
secure a substantial buffer to Milton Keynes.
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VALP16-09-12-01541 Sarah Copley (Stoke 

Mandeville Parish 
Council)

Policy D1 - Growth of Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville
Stoke Mandeville Parish Council has some understandable concerns about the way the draft Local Plan identifies Aylesbury as the 
key growth point within the Vale. The reality is that, whilst Aylesbury will grow with some redevelopment and regeneration of 
‘brownfield’ sites, the majority of the allocations that make up the growth are actually within neighbouring Parishes, namely Bierton, 
Weston Turville, Stoke Mandeville and Stone.
The Parish Council notes that Aylesbury Garden Town will grow using a combination of ‘brownfield’ sites and ‘sustainable greenfield 
urban fringe sites’. These urban fringe sites fall within adjacent Parishes, including Stoke Mandeville, and it would appear they have 
been selected as they ‘will provide or support delivery of identified strategic infrastructure requirements and sustainable transport 
enhancements…’. However, with the ongoing uncertainty about the scale of growth, the Parish Council believes that allocations 
should not be considered until there is greater clarity.
The Parish Council is disappointed that the major growth of Aylesbury is not being led by or at the very least supported by 
neighbourhood planning, as much of the growth is planned for areas and Parishes that are developing neighbourhood plans, 
including Stoke Mandeville. It is very surprised that this particular aspect of Aylesbury’s growth is not mentioned in any of the top ten 
aspirations for the town.
The Parish Council wonders how the District Council plans to achieve “well-designed, connected, healthy, safe and integrated 
greenfield urban fringe sites” that will help “deliver identified strategic infrastructure without compromising the character of 
surrounding villages or community cohesion.” Stoke Mandeville Parish Council is sure it is not alone in asking how these ‘urban 
fringe sites’ proposed for neighbouring Parishes will actively avoid coalescence.
Stoke Mandeville Parish Council does not challenge the village’s designation as a larger village in the proposed settlement hierarchy, 
but does remain very troubled about the potential for coalescence between the village and an expanding Aylesbury bearing in mind 
that Stoke Mandeville Village is shown as a separate entity in the consultation document. A map of the settlement boundary for the 
village is attached to this response for which there should be no coalescence between this and what is being termed Aylesbury 
growth. The strategic gap between the two settlements should be retained to prevent urban sprawl. The Parish Council urges the 
District Council to significantly strengthen its position on coalescence in Policy S3 and set out clearly what specific protection will be 
given to locations that are, or will be experiencing, the strongest pressure for development.
Strategic Delivery
Para 4.4
The Parish Council believes that reference to the Aylesbury transport strategy is tangled and unclear and must be further clarified 
and enhanced in the final Local Plan. The final section of this paragraph also feels rather idealistic, some might even suggest 
‘motherhood and apple pie’.
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VALP16-09-12-01541 Sarah Copley (Stoke 

Mandeville Parish 
Council)

Para 4.7
The Council considers that the vision for Aylesbury Garden Town includes little that sets it out as unique or specific to Aylesbury.
Para 4.8 – Second bullet point
The Parish Council welcomes the aspiration to design and build to high standards in ways that are sensitive to the District’s local 
character, but is unclear how this will be achieved, managed and enforced. It looks forward to seeing more detail on this aspect in the 
near future.
Para 4.8 – Fourth bullet point
The Council looks forward to working with the District Council to help shape the accessible, sustainable and well managed green 
infrastructure network, especially the aspiration for a linear park next to HS2 in the Hawkslade ward. It does, however, question how 
a small corridor of approximately 180m width can accommodate housing, a linear park, a distributor road and enhanced visual 
mitigation for existing homes that the Parish Council continues to petition for.
Para 4.8 – Sixth bullet point
The Parish Council is keen to understand how the District Council will ensure how ‘the residents of the new growth areas at 
Aylesbury will feel a strong sense of their own community identity as well as feeling an integral part of a successfully growing, vibrant 
town.’ It looks forward to further discussions to help inform and shape its emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Para 4.8 – Eleventh bullet point
The Council trusts that the District Council is working closely with the education authority to achieve this specific aspiration.
Para 4.8 – Twelfth bullet point
The Parish Council looks forward to understanding how the District Council will narrow the gap between the most affluent and less 
well-off communities and what specific actions it will take.
Para 4.12
Stoke Mandeville Parish Council trusts that Aylesbury Vale will soon specify exactly what number of houses will be accommodated in 
the existing Aylesbury urban area on previously developed land. This would clearly help give an indication of the number needed on 
greenfield sites elsewhere.

VALP16-09-12-01541 Sarah Copley (Stoke 
Mandeville Parish 
Council)

Para 4.21
The Parish Council notes that the transport strategy is still a work in progress but hopes that it will be involved in consultation and 
engagement on the strategy and plans as they develop in coming months.
Policy D1 – Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town
The Council is concerned that the housing requirement set out in this policy appears to differ from the number set out elsewhere in 
the draft Plan. The District Council must ensure that there is total consistency throughout the Plan.

VALP16-09-12-01541 Sarah Copley (Stoke 
Mandeville Parish 
Council)

Policy D5 - Table following Para 4.69
Stoke Mandeville Parish Council expects the District Council to clarify the commentary about Stoke Mandeville in this table. It 
believes that this should read as follows – ‘The residual requirement of 172 homes will form part of Aylesbury’s requirement, meaning 
that it may be part of growth in Stoke Mandeville Parish but NOT in Stoke Mandeville village.’
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VALP16-09-12-01545 Duncan Nickless Policy D2 - Firstly, why can’t Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks take responsibility for their own housing needs. For example, High 

Wycombe is a large town that is in the process of building new retail and leisure facilities. It has no problem accommodating these so 
why not further housing? In fact, there are several locations within High Wycombe that are crying out for re-development and 
rejuvenation. Green fields should not be sacrificed and cherry picked because it’s quicker and more profitable than genuine urban 
regeneration.

The plan proposes, an entire new settlement of at least 4,500 homes (and potentially over 6,000) is to be grafted onto Haddenham by 
the year 2033 to meet WDC’s needs, yet densities proposed in High Wycombe itself are extremely low and apparently in the range of 
10 – 15 dph. If WDC adopted a more realistic approach to density, WDC could meet its own need within its borders. WDC is allowing 
lower housing densities in its own area, thereby forcing more houses elsewhere to accommodate its unmet need.

AVDC must challenge the unmet needs from other Districts, and highlight the inequity in proposed housing densities.

It is totally unacceptable that Aylesbury Vale identifies Thame as a growth town and uses that as an excuse to allocate higher 
numbers of new homes in Haddenham, plus the threat of a new settlement. This population growth cannot be allowed to rely on our 
already overstretched infrastructure of Thame.

It is apparent that SODC and AVDC have not consulted on their respective plans. Under their respective plans, it seems that 
Haddenham and Thame are destined, in time, to become virtually a single entity, sandwiched between the M40 and HS2, and 
serving commuter demand for housing. Thame is a historic market town with unique character and a strong community, and 
Haddenham is a peaceful rural village with its own identity, yet both could be sacrificed to the housing numbers game and without 
sufficient infrastructure provision to compensate.

It seems apparent that each of the planning authorities (Cherwell, SODC, AVDC, WDC) is concentrating on its own plan in isolation, 
with little strategic cooperation and joined up thinking about the combined effect of proposals from the various authorities and the 
ability of communities and infrastructure to cope. There seems to be no element of ‘planning’ in this plan. It is just a process for 
dumping numbers on communities with little thought to the impact.
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VALP16-09-12-01547 Marguerite Hill Policy D1 - The AVDC has ignored local people's views that the Hampden Fields development to the South of Aylesbury  These 

views are

Consider another strategy for the development of houses
Put in adult planning for the road system, instead of the poorly contructed county wide traffic model
The number of houses is too high - the A41 Tring Road- is already very congested and ca,t accomodate at least 6,000 more cars 
travelling round Aylesbury from this site
Highly valued landscapes between villages need protection as do the green buffer areas
The whole process should be paused while other options are considered so the South of Aylesbury approach does not turn into a 
concrete jungle, which reflects poorly on this market town
I have lived here for 41 years and because of the traffic congestion on the Tring Road, Aylesbury has changed from a pleasant town 
to drive and walk around, to one of increasing congestion and pollution especially on the A41 Tring Rd approach.
The more congested the roads in this area South of Aylesbury become, the more irratic and bad tempered drivers become in their 
haste to get to their destination. It will become a greater danger to our citizens and children the more houses they build in this area 
with the present transport system and the proposed changes for the development.
Please improve the road structure for this area before any more building plans are approved, especially large planned developments 
like Hampden Fields.

VALP16-09-12-01549 Rhona Grant Policy D2 - As a resident of Thame I am concerned about the impact of any large scale expansion in Haddenham on Thame – its 
closest town.
I believe there is a duty to co-operate with neighbouring councils but there is nothing to indicate that this has happened with SODC, 
who seemed to be unaware of what was being proposed by AVDC. The proposals set out in the Aylesbury Vale plan do not appear to 
take into consideration any of the proposed development in the SODC plan which will also impact Thame. 
I do not support a new settlement in the Haddenham area for a variety of reasons:
Haddenham already relies on Thame's amenities and infrastructure and the proposal to increase Haddenham by 50% will have a 
significant impact on Thame, overstretching the already limited resources of the town .
The VALP appears to be taking into account (4:35) the fact that a new settlement in the Haddenham area would be close (and the 
assumption is will benefit from) the high order services of Thame. Yet Thame's infrastructure/amenities are already overstretched as 
the SO local plan highlights that Thame does not have adequate infrastructure to support its current needs.
There is also a danger that placing a new settlement near or in Haddenham will not provide the much needed homes to meet local 
needs. It is more likely to encourage commuters to move out of London. 
There is a danger that this could lead to the development of an urban sprawl between Haddenham and Thame and I believe that any 
potential merging of the two would have a detrimental impact on both communities 
I believe it is vital that any further development built in Haddenham is self-sustaining and should not rely on the services and 
amenities in Thame. This will also greatly benefit the existing residents of Haddenham.
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VALP16-09-12-01550 Steve Foster-Jones Policy D1 - I wish to express my opposition and make the following points in advance of the 5th September deadline;

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
VALP16-09-12-01552 Tony and Alison Hadley Policy D1 - > The proposed Garden Village south of the village of Ford near Waldridge Manor/ Lower Waldridge Farm consisting of 

7000 new houses is unbelievable and cannot in anyway be supported by the current infrastructure that exists in the surrounding area. 
> 
> In order to support a development of this size, additional primary and secondary schools, extra  medical facilities and massive 
reconstruction of all surrounding roads would be required. Additionally Haddenham and Thame Parkway station already experiences 
huge parking issues as London is so easily commutable - the station would not be able to cope with any increase in demand let alone 
the numbers from potentially 7000 new houses. 
> 
> The need for new houses is essential and especially affordable ones for young families etc, but building on this scale in an area of 
outstanding natural beauty is a step too far. At what point to do we stop building on our green belt land and in this case prime 
agricultural land? I fear that the legacy we will leave to future generations will be concrete landscapes where every village and town 
will merge into one.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 656 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01553 Louise Parbat Policy D1 - I wish to express my opposition and make the following points in advance of the 5th September deadline;

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01554 Lesley Fisher Policy D1 - I am opposed to the draft local plan and fully support the views of the Hampden Fields Action Group. 

For clarity the grounds on which we oppose the plan are as follows: 
 •VDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01555 Chris collins Policy D2 - We are writing to express our concern over the housing development planned for our village. 

As a village, Haddenham has grown steadily over many years to the point now, where we face many issues which will only be 
exacerbated by further development on the scale proposed.
With an important conservation area containing many listed buildings and buildings of note at the core of the village, there is no 
capacity to take the increasing volume of traffic. This is particularly evident at Church End during term time when parents drop off and 
collect their children from school. More recently, increasing numbers of cars parking along Thame Road rather than use the train 
station car park are stopping the free flow of traffic on this major route between Aylesbury and Thame. Residential areas close to the 
station such as Sheerstock are becoming increasingly difficult to navigate, a cause of great concern and anguish for residents. It is 
not clear in the plan how an increasing number of vehicles will be accommodated.
We are most concerned to read in the plan that Haddenham has been designated as a strategic settlement and is expected to grow 
by 50% in the near future and by another 4500 homes by 2033. Whilst we understand the need for housing, particularly in the south 
east of England, we believe that any new development should be on an appropriate scale to fit within the infrastructure of the existing 
village. The planned growth will irreversibly change the character and landscape of Haddenham and the plan clearly makes no 
attempt to work new development into the existing structure of the village.
We do hope that the views of local residents will be taken into account when completing the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and ask 
that our concerns are expressed as such.

VALP16-09-12-01556 Reeves Anthony Policy D2 - The townsfolk of Winslow spent a lot of time and effort to design the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (WNP) to come to 
terms with the need for more houses in this area.  The plan was thoroughly researched, and included careful calculation of the type of 
houses and businesses required.   The plan had majority, nay near unanimous, support, and allowed for the required increase of one 
third in the population of the town.  I am utterly dismayed that our plan is now being completely ignored with the 
arbitrary imposition of an increase of one half in the size of the town.   Already we are seeing developers propose twice as many 
luxury properties as we need, and half the number of   first-time-buyer properties.  No consideration is being given to poor travel 
infrastructure for people that will wish to commute to London, or the service support that would be needed for such a change.  
Forcing such change on this area, when the need is clearly further south will ruin it.  I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to 
the draft.
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VALP16-09-12-01557 Penny Wilkie Policy D1 - AVDC has failed to consider any strategy other than vast development to the South of Aylesbury. 

The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with, for example, errors in “journeys per hour in rush hours” 
far lower than nationally accepted guidelines. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used 
to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 

There is no transport infrastructure strategy, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And even these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 

The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. It ignores the fact that most traffic is trying to enter Aylesbury not wanting to 
bypass to the north or south, such traffic uses the M40 or M1, what is needed is adequate connection of Aylesbury to the motorway 
system if businesses are to be attracted to provide employment for the residents of additional housing. 

In any case the number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we are required to accommodate more than 
10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe, South Bucks., and, possibly Herts and Beds. Are they required to accommodate any 
of our excess? 

There is no infrastructure plan to demonstrate how roads, local medical centres, hospitals, parking facilities and schools will be 
provided. In these areas the Council has a direct responsibility, the attitude at the so called local “consultations” of “we’ll make land 
available” without any consideration of capacity requirements is irresponsible and unacceptable to the existing population. In the case 
of Wendover an additional 800 plus houses on existing green belt conjoins Wendover and RAF Halton, ignores the fact that local 
services are already overloaded, and will destroy the character of the town. 

This serves to illustrate that policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will 
be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be major adverse impacts on public footpaths, and wildlife sanctuaries (e.g. 
Weston Turville reservoir). 

Generally, highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, in addition the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, 
the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 

VALP16-09-12-01557 Penny Wilkie Overall the VALP is not a plan, it is a disjointed aspiration. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, 
health and education provision. It is just an attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure and recent possible government policy changes, for example the new Prime Minister is 
quoted as saying that she will stop the erosion of the green belt for building purposes.
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VALP16-09-12-01558 Susan Reeves Policy D2 - Potential new housing settlements accumulating in open country North of Aylesbury town under the VALP is 

inappropriate and unnecessary; it will 
diminish access to Hospitals, Schools, Shops, Sport Centres, Businesses and transport of all kinds in all directions.  It will destroy the 
peace of the neighbourhood, and have a debilitating effect on wildlife.

VALP16-09-12-01559 Andrew McQuiggin Policy D3   - •I believe the inclusion of potential for large-scale development at the boundary of AVDC and Milton Keynes within 
Whaddon and Newton Longville parishes is unnecessary and would cause a severe negative impact to the existing residents of those 
areas.
 •The traffic on the A421 towards Buckingham, which is single carriageway, and the traffic on Buckingham Road into Bletchley are 

already problematic. Adding thousands more cars to that would make a bad situation much worse.
 •Traffic levels through Newton Longville are an issue already and these too would worsen, particularly as drivers from the west use 

Newton Longville as a route to the Stoke Hammond bypass.
 •It would be difficult for AVDC to service large scale developments on its border, as has been acknowledged by the Council 

previously.
 •As a resident of Newton Longville and AVDC I'm wary of the creeping expansion of Milton Keynes and its potential of an urban 

sprawl consuming green fields of the surrounding authorities - it would destroy the character of the villages.
 •As a resident of a village in AVDC I do not want developments in AVDC to be handed to the control of Milton Keynes Council.
 •Milton Keynes Council has capacity to develop within its boundary and there is no need for countryside of AVDC to be urbanised. 
 •There is no credible provision for the necessary infrastructure and in many cases even if funding was available it is not possible to 

increase the capacity of existing roads or to build bypasses that protect the existing settlements.
 •Newton Longville Parish has a plan for its own organic growth to meet the needs of its community. Its character would be destroyed 

if a mass housing development twice its size was allowed within its parish boundary.
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VALP16-09-12-01560 Powell Shirley Policy D1 - •  AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
•  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
•  There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
•  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
•  The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
•  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•  The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
•  Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
•  Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
•  The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01562 Chris Bedwell Policy D1 - I would like to register my thorough disagreement with your flawed proposals for the VALP, my disagreement is outlined 

below.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01563 Colin Bradford Policy D2 - New settlement

 •If Winslow were chosen to site the new settlement of 4,500 (rising to 6,500), plus the 50% growth in Winslow (another 1,000) 
together with developments in Whaddon (2,000) and Newton Longville (2,500), this small area of the Vale would be responsible for 
36% of the total new housing requirement of AVDC. That is totally disproportionate to the size of the area compared to the size of 
Aylesbury Vale and the overall county.
 •The requirement for the new settlement appears to have been brought about because other councils in the south of the county are 

not prepared to accommodate the requirements expected of them - please see General above re Wycombe. To expect Winslow 
(which has already agreed to 35% growth already) to take on an additional settlement because other councils refuse to do is not 
acceptable. Councils should be made to construct and implement their local plans based on their own areas' needs.
 •If another area has to take responsibility for the new settlement, then it should be in the south of the area where the original need 

was identified.
 •If the choice really is down to Winslow or Haddenham (and this should be reviewed as in my points above), then Haddenham would 

appear to be much better suited for the following reasons:
 •The rail link to London from Haddenham is established and takes only 34 minutes. There is no operating railway at Winslow. The rail 

link is not expected to be in place until at least 2022 and the fastest journey time to London is forecast as 74 minutes.
 •Buses to Aylesbury operate every 30 minutes from Haddenham and every hour (at the maximum) from Winslow.
 •The nearest motorway to Haddenham (M40) is only eight miles away. The M1 is 15 miles from Winslow and requires crossing the 

whole of Milton Keynes from west to east which takes at least 20-25 minutes out of the rush hour.
 •Haddenham has a large local employment area and it is planned to be an expanding employment site. Winslow has very little local 

employment (only 60 FTEs) with little or no real prospect of a significant increase.
 •Haddenham has a large, modern heath centre. Winslow Health Centre is already overstretched and under staffed and will come 

under even more pressure given the expansion already planned in the Winslow Local Plan.
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VALP16-09-12-01564 Jim Paterson Policy D1 - The disturbing factor in the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is the loss of the village atmosphere in several areas 

around Aylesbury generally, no one particular village is exempt.. No consideration has been given to the views of the residents who 
have opposed any coalescence with Aylesbury. People have bought properties in the villages in order to engage in village activities. 
The issue for example of Hampden Fields would destroy that facility. What should also be borne in mind is that if the development 
proceeds there can be no return to what the residents of the villages currently have. The Aylesbury Vale District will become a 
concrete jungle. 
Houses are needed, I think we are all aware of that fact but it does seem the AVDC area is being required to absorb greater numbers 
than some other areas in Buckinghamshire. Why should AVDC have to accommodate another 10000 from Wycombe or South 
Bucks. Probably because there is some pleasant open spaces that someone decided needs developing. The only people who 
ultimately benefit will be the developers who will make vast sums of money selling the properties they build. The District Council will 
benefit to a lesser degree by virtue of the rates the properties provide.
The infrastructure is insufficient to cope with present demands let alone what results from the proposed plan. The road infrastructure 
in and around Aylesbury is poor even in off peak time, the whole system has been lagging behind for decades with little restructuring 
being carried out.. The new Stocklake link will not be sufficient with all the developments being considered at present. The Tring 
Road from Bedgrove to Woodlands roundabout is about to have more traffic light controls. The total number of traffic lights from 
Woodlands to Tesco’s roundabout will then increase from the current five sets (which include three pedestrian lights), to nine. This is 
only one road in the town, there are others. 
As we have just learned the NHS generally is unable to cope with existing patients, so goodness knows what will happen if any of 
these massive developments proceed. Developers tell us there is adequate facilities in regard to Doctors surgeries and hospital 
facilities. Appointments to see a Doctor are difficult as it is a wait of two to three weeks in most cases. Does the plan have facilities to 
build more surgeries and extend the existing hospital, no, because these are dealt with by the NHS and they have had cuts to their 
budget like other services. The difficulty will then be where the Doctors and medical staff come from, the shortage is there for us all to 
see. 
The proposals within the plan are almost identical to the ones that were shown in the plans which were being considered in 2008 
before the change of government. In other words nothing has changed. The growth areas shown then are generally identical to those 
proposed now in reality nothing has changed. The District Council need to talk to the government and tell them continued expansion 
will cause the loss of some of the countryside enjoyed by the local residents and visitors. Perhaps eve n consider developing the 
area around Chequers. 

VALP16-09-12-01564 Jim Paterson In the south and south east of England there seems to be a thought in government and local councils that they should build more 
houses in that area. The midlands and the northern half of the country is where the people need work, as so apparent in the 
numerous articles shown in the press and media. There does seem to be a belief that everything should be in the surrounding area of 
London, why? I am unable to see a solid reason, as I have already mentioned. Further north is where employment is required and 
where the government should be directing the construction of more properties, for both housing and business needs.
The continued development of the area surrounding Aylesbury, and Aylesbury Vale will result in a town of twice the current size and 
covering large areas of countryside which we should not be loosing to money grabbing developers.
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VALP16-09-12-01566 Chris & Shirley Bull Policy D1 - Aylesbury Garden Town

We support the designation of Aylesbury as a garden town because Aylesbury is currently poorly provided with green infrastructure 
compared with other towns such as Oxford and Milton Keynes. We would like to see many more public open spaces, playing fields, 
parks, ecological mitigation areas, wildlife corridors and allotments, all linked up with footpaths and cycle paths. (There is currently an 
eight year waiting list for allotments.) We support the proposed Grand Union Triangle cycle path, but want it to be open for use by 
pedestrians too. We should like the entire green infrastructure network to be linked up by footpaths and cycle paths. Highly valued 
landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially Hampden Fields, the West End Ditch, and the green buffers 
between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. Your plans should also cater for an extension to Bedgrove Park.

VALP16-09-12-01567 Laura Tilston (Gladman 
Developments)

Policy D1 - 4.1.1 Policy D1(a) states that Aylesbury Garden Town is the focus for the majority of the districts growth.
This is surprising given that at the issues and options stage AVDC had concluded that having Aylesbury as the main focus for 
development was not the most appropriate or sustainable option.  Gladman query what has changed in the intervening period to 
result in this significant change in emphasis.
4.1.2 Whilst Gladman are generally supportive of the green infrastructure elements of Policy D1, Gladman raise slight concerns 
regarding the delivery of this scale of housing in Aylesbury and the potential for market saturation.
4.1.3 Gladman note that Berryfields did deliver 450 dwellings in 2014/15, this however is not the norm and the average annual 
delivery is significantly lower on this site. The trajectory assumed for Berryfields reflects the fact that delivery of 450 dwellings in 
2014/15 was a one off, as the annual delivery moving forward ranges between 275 and 97 dwellings (which would appear to be more 
realistic delivery assumptions). Gladman also note that Aylesbury East is assumed to be delivering between 150 and 175 on an 
annual basis. There will only be a certain amount of local housing demand, therefore should the Council add in any further significant 
allocations in Aylesbury there it is likely that the delivery of these existing schemes will diminish moving forwards.
Lower Road, Aylesbury (SMD012)
4.1.4 Gladman note that within the consultation draft site SMD012 is proposed as a potential site to be allocated and that the site 
capacity is cited as 322 dwellings. Gladman concur with the finding that this site should be an allocation within the Local Plan. 
Gladman’s application (16/00448/AOP) for 190 dwellings on this site was deferred and delegated for approval subject to the 
completion of a legal agreement at Planning Committee on the 22nd July 2016. 
4.1.6 Gladman recommends that further growth to south of Aylesbury is a sensible location due to infrastructure projects in the area 
including the new southern link road.
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Policy D2 - 4.2.1 Policy D2 will provide the policy framework for the delivery of the New Settlement. The consultation document does 
not at this stage set out this policy, but merely refers to the fact that this policy will follow as they are awaiting further evidence. 
Gladman considers this to be wholly inappropriate given the reliance the Council are placing on the delivery of the New Settlement 
within the Plan period.
4.2.2 AVDC are directing a significant amount of growth to the new settlement (4500) yet they are providing no further policy details 
which renders consultation on this policy somewhat meaningless.
4.2.3 Notwithstanding this, Gladman have serious concerns regarding the New Settlement proposals in period. The Council would be 
misguided to think that a New Settlement will achieve delivery of this scale when a site has not even been selected the preferred 
location for this new settlement.
4.2.4 Irrelevant of whether the Council end up selecting Haddenham or Winslow as the location for the new settlement, there remains 
a significant amount of work to be undertaken before they even have a planning permission in place, let alone housing delivered on 
site.
4.2.5 A significant amount of stages need to be completed prior to a new settlement delivering any housing these include2:
-Final site selection
-Due diligence / preparation of planning application
-Submission and approval of planning application
- S.106 to be agreed and signed
-Pre-commencement conditions discharged
- Site works undertaken and installation of infrastructure
4.2.6 Significant lead in times and realistic delivery assumptions need to be applied to any strategy including large scale 
developments such as SUE’s or new villages. Whilst Gladman note that AVDC are only proposing 4,500 dwellings of the 6,000 total 
to come forward within the plan period this is still highly unrealistic and will not be achieved. It also remains unclear why the Council 
are working on the basis of 6,000 dwellings in total at this new settlement. This seems a somewhat arbitrary figure, given that the site 
has not yet been selected.
4.2.7 There are only 16 years of the plan period remaining (up until 2033) and given the preferred location has yet to be identified 
4,500 dwellings will not be delivered within this timeframe. If, asan example, the scheme started delivering housing on site in 6 years 
time (which we believe in itself is unlikely to be achieved), this would result in an annual delivery rate of roughly 450 dwellings for the 
last 10 years of the plan period. This scale of delivery will not happen and the VALP will fail.
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4.2.8 Having reviewed a number of the Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE’s) around the edge of Aylesbury (for example, the 
Berryfields site) Gladman’s concerns regarding the vast scale of delivery proposed at the new settlement are heightened. The 
examples reviewed on the edge of Aylesbury have been delivering housing on site for a number of years now, have easier 
infrastructure to deliver and still cannot consistently deliver 450 dpa. Whilst Gladman note that Berryfields did in fact deliver 450 
dwellings in 2014/15 this was far more than was expected for the year, and cannot be considered the norm. This scheme is delivering 
in the region of 175 dwellings per annum consistently, which Gladman believe to be a more realistic annual delivery rate for SUE’s 
and new settlements.
4.2.9 Whilst Gladman do not dispute that a large scale new settlement will start delivering significant housing numbers, its 
attractiveness in the early years will more limited. Whilst some ‘pioneer’ residents will move into this new settlement early on, it will 
take some time to convince people in the wider market that it is a place they will want to move to. People in the early phases moving 
to Footnote 2 Although in the case of Winslow, considerable work has already been undertaken as it was subject of a planning 
application submitted to AVDC in December 2008. The site was also shortlisted as a candidate as an Eco-Town under the last 
Labour Government’s Eco-Town programme here will not only have to be ‘sold the dream’ of what is to come later, but also have 
confidence that it will be delivered. This is not to say that the development will not become a success, just that it may take a while to 
get going in terms of attractiveness to the market and house sales, and therefore the assumptions made regarding delivery rates 
should reflect this.
4.2.10 The proposed strategy requiring the delivery of 4,500 dwellings at this new settlement within the plan period cannot be 
considered to be effective and therefore is unsound. The Council should not be placing such emphasis and reliance on the delivery 
from this one (yet to be selected) site.
4.2.11 Gladman agrees that new settlements are a good idea in principle, and that these can provide a significant amount of 
sustainable development and associated facilities, services and infrastructure. Gladman also agree that they can play a significant 
role in Aylesbury Vale however Gladman believes that smaller scale new settlements/ villages would be more appropriate as they will 
be significantly quicker to get off the ground and start delivering housing.
4.2.12 Gladman suggests that it would be appropriate for the VALP to identify a smaller new settlements/village (of roughly 1,000-
1,500 dwellings) which could come forward quicker and deliver significant housing within the plan period.
4.2.13 Two or three smaller new villages/settlements or an additional new village in combination with a reduced scale of delivery for 
the new settlement within the plan period, would be more appropriate and deliverable than 1 large scale new settlement as proposed. 
It would also provide greater choice to those in the housing market and would disperse the growth across the district.  The ew 
Settlement at either Winslow ort Haddenham could then come forward over a longer time period based on more realistic lead in times 
and delivery assumptions.
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New villages – site submission
4.2.14 Gladman are promoting a location for a new village within Aylesbury Vale, the details of which are provided below. Gladman 
submit that progressing with a smaller new village in addition to the existing proposed new settlements (either Haddenham or 
Winslow) but at a realistic delivery rate (i.e. a reduced scale within the plan period), would help ensure the delivery of much needed 
housing across the district.
Land off Winslow Road
4.2.15 A new village of roughly 55 ha in this location could deliver in the region of 1,000 dwellings with associated facilities and 
services. The land is currently used for  aricultural purposes.
4.2.16 Figure 1 below shows the general location for this proposed new village (also included as Appendix 2 of this submission). The 
exact site is yet to be determined at this stage, however the land owners are keen to see a sustainable new village delivered. The 
site is in one single ownership which includes a significant amount of land in this broad location. The exact extent and location of the 
site can be determined once further detailed consideration of the site and surroundings has been undertaken to ensure that the 
scheme makes the most of the site opportunities and minimises any negative impacts.
4.2.17 This location does not suffer from any significant constraints which would preclude a sustainable new village being delivered 
here in a timely fashion. This would help deliver housing to address the needs of the district.
4.2.18 This proposed new village site is in an accessible location roughly 3 miles from Winslow, 9 miles from Buckingham and 10 
miles from Milton Keynes. The site is located along the A413. The location benefits from a number of bus routes, including a high 
frequency service (60X) which links the site to Aylesbury, Winslow and Buckingham. This service runs every 30 minutes with the first 
bus starting a 06.10 and the last bus 21.50. The site would also be in close proximity to the planned new railway station in Winslow.
4.2.19 The site would benefit from some employment opportunities in Winslow, but the main employment centre is likely to be 
Buckingham and Aylesbury. However with the introduction of East West Rail at Winslow, Milton Keynes and Bicester will also 
become commutable distances via public transport from this location. 4.2.20 The site comprises a number of fields currently in 
agricultural use. The site location does not suffer from flood risk and the topography is relatively flat. There are two existing public 
rights of way
across the site, these would be integrated into the proposals for this new village.
4.2.21 The land owners and Gladman as promoters of this new village are keen to work with the Council to deliver a sustainable new 
village in this location. A new village of this scale in this location could come forward relatively quickly and be delivering housing 
within the first 5 years of the Local Plan period. This would help the Council in the delivery of much needed housing across the 
remainder of the plan period.

VALP16-09-12-01567 Laura Tilston (Gladman 
Developments)

4.2.22 In accordance with the Framework, for a site to be considered deliverable, it must be available now, offer a suitable location 
for development now and there should be a realistic prospect that development would be delivered on the site within 5 years. The site 
should also be viable. This site meets all of the above criteria.
4.2.23 Gladman are committed to bringing forward the site for development at the earliest opportunity.
The site is eminently capable of being commenced in a relatively short time period as a result of the low level of new infrastructure 
required, It is also capable of providing a number of units during the early years of the Local Plan.
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Policy D3 - 4.3.1 Gladman are concerned about the significant amount of housing growth (4,274 dwellings) being allocated to sites 
adjacent to Milton Keynes. It is unclear why the Council have selected this location for a significant proportion of housing growth 
when, as Gladman understands, AVDC’s housing requirement is not meeting any unmet need from Milton Keynes.
4.3.2 As Milton Keynes are not currently seeking AVDC to accommodate any unmet need on their behalf Gladman raise concerns 
over whether this is an appropriate location to be providing housing to meet Aylesbury Vale’s own needs.
4.3.3 The Regeneris critique, included as Appendix 1 to this submission, provides some commentary on housing market areas and 
the links between AVDC and Milton Keynes. The HEDNA (at Figure 6) shows that only two thirds of Aylesbury Vale’s population lies 
within the Buckinghamshire HMA, but the remainder is split over three other functional HMAs. Figure 6 clearly shows that part of  
Aylesbury Vale lies within an HMA containing Milton Keynes. This underlines the need for cooperation between the LPAs in the plan 
making process but none is documented in the VALP.
4.3.4 Gladman refer to the Milton Keynes Council’s 2014 Growth in Housing Topic Paper (§9), within this Milton Keynes Council at 
Figure 1 identifies a housing need of 237 dpa which represents its estimate of Aylesbury Vale’s share of the OAN in the Milton 
Keynes HMA. It is not clear what status this figure now has as this would appear to have been superseded by the HEDNA and by 
more up to date population and household projections.
4.3.5 The role of the northern area of Aylesbury Vale in relation to Milton Keynes is not yet fully resolved and may have a bearing on 
housing requirements in both areas as work on the local plans progress. These issues cannot just be ignored and need to be 
addressed through the plan preparation. Aylesbury Vale, through the VALP need to make it clear why they are locating such a 
significant proportion of housing adjacent to Milton Keynes and provide clarity over which authorities housing need this will actually 
be providing for. 
4.3.6 These issues are not clearly addressed. Whilst the VALP acknowledges its strong connections with Milton Keynes and plans 
housing provision adjacent to its border,  there is no suggestion that this
is meeting an element of Milton Keyne’s future housing need. This is an issue which requires
further clarification within the VALP and the supporting evidence base. If it is the case that this housing is not meeting unmet need 
from Milton Keynes then the housing proposed in this
location should be placed elsewhere in the district and therefore require further redistribution of
housing numbers and amendments to the spatial strategy.
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Policy D4 - 4.4.1 Gladman notes commentary made within §4.56 of the consultation document: “by identifying new sites where 
possible and choosing from options where they are available, no village (in larger,  smaller or medium categories) will be allocated 
more than their housing requirement in the local plan even if there is unused capacity.” Through this statement it would appear that 
AVDC are using the housing
distribution as proposed in Policy S2 as a cap on delivery in the various settlements. Gladman object to this approach, housing 
requirements should not be seen as a ceiling but rather a minimum to be delivered. If further sustainable development, above the 
identified requirements, is proposed this should be seen as a positive in terms of seeking to boost the supply of housing in line with 
§47 of the Framework.
4.4.2 Further, to help ensure that the minimum housing requirement are delivered the Council should be over allocating. This will 
provide contingency for situations where sites do not come forward as planned and also provide flexibility and choice within the 
housing market. Gladman also note that the sites identified through the HELAA have only been subject to very superficial 
assessments and therefore the scale of delivery on these sites may vary considerable from the assumptions made. This further 
points to the critical need to provide contingency through the over allocation of sites.
Winslow
4.4.3 Gladman are supportive of a significant proportion of growth being directed to Winslow and if anything would suggest this 
should be increased. This is a sustainable settlement, with a wide range of facilities and services. Winslow also offers good transport 
links, which will only be improved with the introduction of East-West rail at the new station which is due to be complete in 2020.
4.4.4 Directing a significant scale of growth to Winslow reflects the sustainability of the settlement and the opportunities for growth 
available in this location. With the addition a new railway station to the North of Winslow, this settlement will effectively act like a 
transport hub for the north of the district.
4.4.5 The level of growth directed to Winslow only represents the same (or similar) proportion as that directed to other settlements in 
the same Tier – it is the amount that would directed to Winslow irrespective of other considerations. However, Winslow is in fact well-
placed to accommodate more growth because of planned infrastructure in the form of East West Rail (EWR) and the new railway 
station. The Government is investing considerable money into this piece of infrastructure, and a large part of the business case for 
EWR is the link between infrastructure and growth. It is right that the opportunity that EWR presents is maximised. At present the 
strategy effectively ignores EWR and plans no growth over and above that which Winslow would accommodate if EWR was not built.
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Winslow North (WIN001)
4.4.6 Gladman note that within the consultation document site WIN001 is proposed as a potential site to be allocated and that the site 
capacity is cited as 585 dwellings. Gladman concur with the finding that this site should be an allocation within the Local Plan. 
However, as stated in previous representations a larger development is suitable in this location and could provide significant benefits 
to the settlement including provision towards a potential link road.
4.4.7 Gladman have reviewed the capacity of the site, with consideration of the existing constraints and proposals for key facilities 
such as a new primary school and retail units. Based on a 29.25dph, there is only opportunity for a 6.10 ha developable area below 
the watercourse, this would provide approximately 180 houses, rather than the proposed 585 dwellings in the HELAA.
4.4.8 To accommodate the 585 dwellings proposed in the HELAA and outlined in Appendix 1 of the VALP consultation document, 
land to the north of the watercourse will be required. This would provide opportunities for a much larger scheme which could also 
take advantage of the new infrastructure and transport hub created by East West Rail. 
4.4.9 A copy of the latest proposed framework for the larger scale scheme at Winslow North is shown in Figure 2 below.
Verney Road, Winslow (WIN009)
4.4.10 Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’ due to the perceived landscape and visual impact of developing the 
site and that development would be out of character with the settlements built form and consequently is not considered as a potential 
allocation. Gladman dispute this point. The landscape consultants for our proposals concluded that the site is visually well contained 
with a strong natural landscape structure created through mature hedgerows and hedgerow trees. The key landscape attributes can 
be retained within the proposed Masterplan. More specifically the evidence and assessment work prepared in support of the 
application found no impacts on the established landscape character areas which could be described as significant adverse and no 
evidence of any harm to the settlement identity of the town of Winslow.
4.4.11 Gladman’s first appeal for a scheme on this site was heard in March 2014 and was dismissed by the Secretary of State. A 
second appeal was heard in July 2016 (APP/J0405/W/15/3137920). 
4.4.12 It is worth noting that the Inspector for the first appeal on this site recommended approval because the need for housing 
development outweighed the landscape impacts. That is the same balanced approach which is need when assessing potential site 
allocations, particularly when looking at non Green Belt or AONB locations. There will always be landscape impacts; however the 
Council need to consider whether these can be mitigated or whether the need outweighs the harm. The Council’s current approach 
does not do this and takes an overly sophisticated landscape constraint approach for plan-making and constraint identification.
4.4.13 Gladman consider that following the Council’s categorisation of Winslow as a ‘Strategic Settlement’, the settlement offers a 
significant opportunity for growth and that the Council should seriously be considering all sustainable development options in 
Winslow, such as the Verney Road scheme. There is no reason why the site should not be considered as a potential allocation.
Wendover
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4.4.1 Gladman notes that through Policy S2, Wendover is proposed to increase by 25% of its existing housing stock, this would result 
in the need to deliver a housing requirement of 834 dwellings over the plan period. Gladman note that the residual requirement to find 
for this settlement is 722 dwellings.
4.4.2 Gladman query whether the 25% growth proposed for Wendover is appropriate given that it is heavily constrained by the Green 
Belt and would therefore require significant Green Belt release in order to deliver the proposed scale of housing. It is unclear whether 
the Council have been through the necessary process of looking at alternatives to delivering 834 dwellings at Wendover, such as 
delivering a lesser scale of growth here and redistributions some of this housing delivery elsewhere within the Strategic Settlements 
or Larger and Medium Villages.
4.4.3 Gladman note that the policy states that the remainder for Wendover will potentially be met by a site for 800 homes subject to it 
being found suitable for release from the Green Belt. It remains unclear at this stage whether there is appropriate land available to be 
released from the Green Belt and therefore whether the Council are justified in its approach to allocate this scale of growth to 
Wendover. Gladman query why the Council are seeking to release land from the Green Belt when other opportunities outside of the 
Green Belt exist.
4.4.4 If the Council end up in a situation where they are unable to identify a suitable site for release from the Green Belt, or one of a 
scale capable of delivering the residual requirement for Wendover, the Council will then be in a position where they are not able to 
deliver their housing numbers in accordance with their spatial strategy. Gladman query whether the Council have considered how 
they would distribute these numbers elsewhere.
4.4.5 Gladman are concerned by the level of uncertainty remaining in relation to the delivery of the residual 722 dwellings at 
Wendover. In order for the Plan to be found sound the Council need to be able to clearly demonstrate that the plan is effective (i.e. 
that it can be delivered over the plan period). Gladman are also concerned by the fact the Council will potentially be releasing a 
significant amount of land from the Green Belt, when alternative, more appropriate, sustainable sites are available which are not 
within the Green Belt.
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Policy D5 - 4.5.1 Gladman notes that the proposed housing requirement for the Larger Villages category is 2,174 homes over the 
plan period. Gladman believe that a number of these settlements can and should accommodate a further scale of growth than is 
currently proposed. Gladman recommend that through the redistribution of a proportion of the housing requirement currently 
allocated for the new settlement, the proposed housing requirement for the larger villages should be increased.
4.5.2 In the subsequent sections of this submission, Gladman submit details of a number of sustainable sites on the edge of Larger 
Villages which are capable of delivering housing in the short to medium term and Gladman believe should be allocated within the 
VALP.
4.5.3 Gladman note that Policy D5 refers to instances “where a village has more suitable sites than needed to meet the residual 
housing requirement, the less sustainable sites will be identified as reserve sites.” In terms of housing site allocations Gladman would 
urge the council to over allocate and provide for in excess of the requirement for each settlement to allow a degree of contingency for 
sites which do not come forward as planned or deliver the scale of housing envisaged. Gladman support the general idea of reserve 
sites however remind the Council that there needs to be a clear mechanism or trigger for when these reserve sites can be brought 
forward for development.
Lower Road, Stoke Mandeville
4.5.4 Gladman submit land at Lower Road, Stoke Mandeville (Site location plan below) and recommend that this site is suitable for 
residential development and allocation within the VALP. 
4.5.5 Allocation within the plan would reflect the recent decision by Aylesbury Vale District Council. Gladman’s application for 117 
dwellings on this site (15/04341/AOP) was deferred and delegated for approval subject to the completion of a legal agreement at 
Planning Committee on the 22nd July 2016.
4.5.6 Gladman consider that this development, as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and 
deliverable and should be considered as a potential site to be allocated. Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’ due 
to the perceived landscape and visual impact on the Area of Attractive Landscape at a prominent entrance to the village and 
consequently this site is not considered as a potential allocation.
4.5.8 This assessment reflects the reasons for refusal on the planning application (ref: 15/02670/AOP) submitted by Gladman 
Developments. A planning inquiry (ref: APP/J0405/W/15/3142524) regarding this site is to be heard on the 4th October 2016.
4.5.9 It is noted (as shown Figure 3 below) that all of the existing built form in Long Crendon is washed over by the Area of Attractive 
Landscape Designation (Brill-Winchedon Hills). Therefore it is likely that any application for housing adjacent to the existing built form 
will be likely to have some impact on the Area of Attractive Landscape.
4.5.10 Gladman consider that the design of the scheme has been carefully considered in relation to its wider landscape setting. The 
housing would be set back from higher ground to the north-east of the site, resulting in existing views towards the ridge-line from the 
landscape to the east being largely preserved. Therefore, the assessment in the HELAA is unfounded. 
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4.5.11 Long Crendon is now categorised as a ‘Larger Village’ and has an intended housing requirement of 236 dwellings. At present, 
the VALP outlines that there is a residual requirement for 139 dwellings. Clearly, a sustainable site such as the site at Chilton Road 
will help to meet this requirement.
4.5.12 Moreover, we consider that the calculation of this residual requirement is incorrect as it includes the 84 homes identified as 
being provided on land north of Chearsley Road in the HELAA. The site at Land north of Chearsley Road presently has an outline 
application running for between 35 and 41 dwellings on the same site area as shown in the HELAA. This leaves another 43 dwellings 
of residual requirement to be found, bringing the total residual requirement for Long Crendon to 182 dwellings.
4.5.13 Land off Chilton Road is located in a sustainable location adjacent to the existing Long Crendon Primary School. The site 
includes provision of market and affordable housing in an area where there is an identified need. There will be delivery of on-site 
open space for the benefit of both new residents and the existing and wider community. In addition there are a number of economic 
benefits from the scheme such as those associated with construction spend from the scheme.
4.5.14 This development, as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and deliverable and should be 
considered as a potential site to be allocated. 
Oxford Road, Stone(STO019)
4.5.15 The site off Oxford Road, Stone is 9.35 ha and has the capacity for up to 250 dwellings.
4.5.16 Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’. The comments in the HELAA are that the site would be exposed to 
views from several directions in an Area of Attractive Landscape.
4.5.17 A visual appraisal has been conducted for the site which identified that it is well contained to the east by virtue of the built 
environment of the village and to the south by the mature boundary vegetation around the sports fields opposite the Site. In addition, 
it was found to be partially screened to the north by the pockets of woodland and trees along the northern boundary, and by larger 
blocks of woodland in the wider area.
4.5.18 The assessments have concluded that an appropriate development can be accommodated at the site which respects the 
site’s existing landscape features and provides a sensitive edge to the adjoining countryside and a high quality entrance to the 
village. Therefore, Gladman do not consider that the site should be categorised as ‘unsuitable’.
4.5.19 The site is located in a sustainable location opposite the existing playing fields at St John’s Sports and Social Club, forming a 
logical extension to the settlement. The site will include provision of market and affordable housing in an area where there is an 
identified need. There will be delivery of on-site open space for the benefit of both new residents and the existing and wider 
community. In addition there are a number of  economic benefits from the scheme such as those associated with construction spend 
from the scheme.
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4.5.20 Stone has been categorised as a ‘Larger Village’ and has an intended housing requirement of 208 dwellings. At present, the 
VALP outlines that there is a residual requirement for 127 dwellings. Clearly, a sustainable site such as the site at Oxford Road will 
help to meet this requirement. 
4.5.21 This development, as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and deliverable and should be 
considered as a potential housing allocation.
Quainton Road, Waddesdon (WAD009)
4.5.22 Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’. The comments in the HELAA are that there are significant highway 
constraints and insufficient capacity on roads to and from the site.
4.5.23 The site is located in a sustainable location with easy access to the centre of Waddesdon. The site will include provision of 
market and affordable housing in an area where there is an identified need. There will be delivery of on-site open space for the 
benefit of both new residents and the existing and wider community. In addition there are a number of economic benefits from the 
scheme such as those associated with construction spend from the scheme.
4.5.24 Waddesdon has been categorised as a ‘Larger Village’ and has an intended housing requirement of 197 dwellings. At present, 
the VALP outlines that there is a residual requirement for 61 dwellings. Clearly, a sustainable site such as the site at Quainton Road 
will help to meet this requirement.
4.5.25 It is considered that this site is one of the least constrained options for housing development in Waddesdon.
4.5.26 Waddesdon has a number of listed buildings, including the Grade I listed Waddesdon Manor which constrain development to 
the south and south-west. In addition, there is a large conservation area which covers a large area to the south-west of Waddesdon 
which is a further constraint to development. The appraisal for this conservation area outlines that there are key views out across the 
surrounding countryside which can be gained at points along the northern, north-western and north-eastern edges of the village. 
Therefore, development opportunities to the east, such as off Quainton Road are considered to be the least  constrained option. 
4.5.27 With regard to the concern about highways constraints and capacity alluded to in the HELAA, Gladman question why WAD003 
is considered to be “part suitable” when it will also be accessed from Quainton Road (via demolition of numbers 42, 44 and 46 on 
Quainton Road) and consequently is intended to be served by the same road network, whereas WAD009 is assessed as unsuitable.
4.5.28 This development, as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and deliverable and should be 
considered as a potential housing allocation.
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Policy D6 - General
4.6.1 Gladman notes that the proposed housing requirement for the Medium Villages category is 1,458 homes over the plan period. 
Gladman believe that a number of these settlements can and should accommodate a further scale of growth than is currently 
proposed. Similarly to the larger villages Gladman recommend that through the redistribution of a proportion of the housing 
requirement currently allocated for the new settlement, the Council should consider increasing the housing allocation to the ‘Medium’ 
Villages.
4.6.2 In the subsequent sections of this submission, Gladman submit details of a number of sustainable sites on the edge of Medium 
Villages which are capable of delivering housing in the short to medium term and Gladman believe should be allocated within the 
VALP.
4.6.3 In response to Policy D6 Gladman reiterate comments made in §4.5.3 in relation to over allocating sites and a trigger or 
mechanism for the release of reserve sites.
Leeches Way, Cheddington(CHE004)
4.6.4 Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’. The comments in the HELAA are that the site rises away from the 
settlement up towards Southend Hill and that development of this site which is in a Local Landscape Area would encroach onto the 
slope of the hill and would have significant visual / landscape impacts. Development could also have a potential adverse impact on 
the Scheduled Ancient Monument on top of the hill.
4.6.5 The site as shown in the HELAA covers a wider area than the site being promoted by Gladman (shown in the plan above). 
Gladman consider that the site is suitable to accommodate a residential use on land adjacent to the village edge, as shown above, 
and that development in this area would not have an adverse impact on the Scheduled Ancient Monument as this is on the south 
western side of the hill away from site CHE004. Gladman therefore consider that CHE004 should be reassessed as ‘part suitable’.
4.6.6 An application for development on the smaller parcel within CHE004 is to be submitted in September 2016. This development, 
as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and deliverable and should be considered as a potential site 
to be allocated. Additionally, Cheddington has been downgraded to a ‘Medium Village’ within the VALP. Gladman question why the 
reference to “good rail links” has placed other towns, such as Wendover and Haddenham in the Strategic Settlements tier, whereas 
the existing rail links in Cheddington are not sufficient to place the settlement within the larger villages tier. It is understood that the 
lack of a frequent bus service is the main factor. However the assessment does not note that the bus service does offer a 
commutable service to Aylesbury and Tring and that improvements to bus services can be made, whereas the introduction of rail 
services is a major infrastructure project.
4.6.8 Gladman consider that Cheddington should be re-categorised as a ‘Larger Village’ and the scale of growth allocated to 
Cheddington should reflect this categorisation. 
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VALP16-09-12-01567 Laura Tilston (Gladman 

Developments)
Marroway, Weston Turville(WTV 013)
4.6.9 The site off Marroway is 2.42 ha and has the capacity for up to 50 dwellings. Site location plan shown below.
4.6.10 Gladman note that this site is assessed as ‘unsuitable’. The comments in the HELAA are that the site would cause 
coalescence between Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville.
4.6.11 Gladman will imminently be submitting a planning application on the site and do not consider that its development will cause 
coalescence.
4.6.12 The current proposals are minor in comparison to the proposals relating to the Hampden Fields application (16/00424/AOP) 
on the opposite side of Marroway. The layout of the application site allows for separation to be maintained between the existing 
developed edges of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville and incorporates a substantial network of green infrastructure. As such, 
even if both schemes were brought orward, separation between the two proposals and existing settlements would be retained and 
there would be no perception of coalescence between Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville.
4.6.13 The site is located in a sustainable location adjacent to the existing built up form of Weston Turville. The site includes 
provision of market and affordable housing in an area where there is an identified need. There will be delivery of on-site open space 
for the benefit of both new residents and the existing and wider community. In addition there are a number of economic benefits from 
the scheme such as those associated with construction spend from the scheme. 
4.6.14 This development, as proposed, clearly constitutes ‘sustainable development’, and is viable and deliverable and should be 
considered as a potential housing allocation. 
4.6.15 Gladman note that the housing allocation for Western Turville is currently subsumed into the allocation for Aylesbury Vale, 
despite the settlement being identified in the Settlement Hierarchy (Table 3) as a ‘Medium Village’. Gladman believe that Weston 
Turville should be treated as a separate settlement in its own right and consequently have its own scale of growth allocated.
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VALP16-09-12-01568 Bedwell Lisa Policy D1 - I would like to register my thorough disagreement with your flawed proposals for the VALP, my disagreement is outlined 

below.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01569 Neil Fellows Policy D1 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". There is no proper 
transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state that there will be 
significant additional congestion on the roads. The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. 
There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to 
get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town. The number of houses planned is too high, 
especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe and South 
Bucks. There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility 
here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with 
the outcome AVDC say they want.

For example, villages will be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.Highly valued 
landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West End Ditch, and 
the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.

Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01570 Penny Miles Policy D1 - Please find below my comments regarding the proposed local plan. I feel it is unacceptable as it proposes large amounts 

of housing concentrates in small areas that would leave these areas unable to cope with the increased traffic & population. Instead of 
taking the easy option and just squashing more houses where they will cause huge problems for existing residents why not explore 
options that will not have this impact?
AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
•The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
•There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
•The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
•The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
•There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
•Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
•Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
•The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-12-01571 Oliver Bell Policy D1 - Additionally, it is supported that in order to achieve the housing requirement at Aylesbury, there will be a need for 
sustainable urban extensions on greenfield sites around the town.  For this reason, we support the Council’s proposed allocation 
referenced in Appendix A of the VALP, in particular the inclusion of WTV017 “Westonmead Farm” which is available for development 
and would along with other sustainable sites surrounding Aylesbury provide the opportunity to deliver sustainable urban extensions in 
line with the Council’s emerging policy.
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VALP16-09-12-01572 Ian Wilkinson Policy D1 - The following are my thoughts about the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01573 A J Palmer Policy D1 - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury. 
·  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
·  There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
·  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
·  The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
·  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
·  The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
·  Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
·  Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
·  The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01574 Blackmore David Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01576 Trevor White Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •The number of additional development applications in and around Weston Turville continues to increase - it feels like a village under 

siege.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01577 Sarah Creamer Policy D1 - I am writing to you with reference to the VALP which I strongly oppose with my objections listed below.

 1.Road Infrastructure:  Since the traffic lights have been implemented on the Tring Road not only do you take your own life in your 
hands as some drivers either totally ignore red lights or race the lights, you wish to add to the already heavy flow of traffic with the 
added housing development. Aylesbury roads can barely cope as it is. The suggestion in the plans to build on land that floods?? 
Obviously your research is not good enough & I would suggest you may want to rethink that before ploughing up fields.

 2.Hospitals: Stoke Mandeville is barely coping with patients as the population of Aylesbury & surrounding villages stands at the 
moment!.  What are the proposals for new hospitals, Dr Surgery’s, Dentists etc?. I have seen none in your plans? You cannot leave 
to the developers to implement these services. AVDC are rushing through these plans & they are getting it wrong on so many levels 
its frightening.

 3.Schools: Families are struggling to register their children in local schools as all the school places are filled already. So how many 
new schools are being proposed?

 4.Village Life: I live in Weston Turville as I wanted to continue living in a village & not be bolted onto a City of Aylesbury. I have paid 
a premium to do so & it seems to me you have seen all the spare fields which help with drainage & quality of air that separates us 
from what should be kept as a market town & not a metropolis of Aylesbury & rubbed your hands together at the sight of £ signs & 
are ruining not only village life as we know it but peoples quality of life. We don’t all want to live on top of each other & have no green 
fields & wildlife & birdlife living amongst us

 5.I run my own mobile business & I have seen the effect of the changes throughout Aylesbury, the roads are not coping now, so 
how are they to cope with another 16,000 homes? Due to global warming are summers are hotter & winters are wetter, how to you 
propose to stop flooding when you are building all these homes where the water drains away & how about drought can you supply 
these new homes with water? I am vehemently opposed to such a development & feel the AVDC have let its residents down.
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VALP16-09-12-01578 Emily Jeffrey Policy D2 - I am writing in reference to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan which is currently under consultation, with particular 

reference to the proposed developments in Haddenham.

As a resident of the village of Haddenham since birth, having been away to university (during which time I studied town and country 
planning) and since returned and begun a family and a small business, I am now dismayed to witness the seeming lack of coherent 
thought behind the current proposals. 
I am not foolish, and can see that as we live in the South-East within an area considered suitable for commuters, we will have to 
accept new housing as part of our future plans as a community. I believe our village plan made fairly clear that we were fairly 
conscious of what we, as a village, could absorb whilst retaining our the identity of the community as well as what could be supported 
in terms of infrastructure.

Too much is being made of the village's transport links into London and Birmingham via Haddenham and Thame Parkway. We can 
indeed get a pretty swift service into London. However, as Chiltern Railways have recently opened the link to Oxford Parkway those 
trains are now less frequent and therefore the service from Haddenham is now more crowded. There is little scope to expand the 
capacity of this train line. Especially as Bicester increases in size too.

Thame, over the border in Oxfordshire shares our station. It is doubling in size over the next few years, with great emphasis also 
being placed upon the station in Haddenham. Chalgrove is also growing, with the use of the great commuter connection of 
Haddenham Station as an important factor. Princes Risborough, the next stop on the line into London, is also growing as we speak, 
with commuters being a huge part of the reasoning behind development. Surely it doesn't take a genius to recognise that the 
fantastic service from Chiltern Railways will not exist if all this development is concentrated in such a small area of the country. 
We are already suffering with huge problems caused by parking of users of the station, with residential parking schemes now being 
needed. However, there is no area of land close to the station suitable for building an enormous car park for all the commuters from 
Haddenham (because those who live at the other end of the village drive up to the station in the mornings), Thame, Chalgrove, 
Cuddington, Kingsey, Ford, Dinton, Stone, Bishopstone, Hartwell, Chearsley, Long Crendon, Longwick..... The list is huge, and with 
the huge development already being carried out in many of these communities I cannot see how we, as a village, can absorb all that 
commuter traffic.
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VALP16-09-12-01578 Emily Jeffrey The road links are also due to suffer massively with all the extra development. Thame, which is sited as a town nearby which would 

serve the extra development of Haddenham, is already a nightmare to get into and out of during the rush hour as all the traffic is 
filtered through the one roundabout by the ASM stadium. This roundabout is set to be further utilised during the building of HS2 when 
a huge amount of works traffic is expected to need to travel back and forth for years to and from various sites along the route. We are 
also set to be have restricted access into Aylesbury due to the building of HS2 as it crosses all the possible routes into Aylesbury 
from Haddenham. It is bad enough that Aylesbury is having to contend with HS2, let alone compounding it by building a vast 
settlement next door to it that will not have sufficient transport links to the nearest towns for shopping and schools, or even for 
commuters into London, as railway links and motorways are already heavily used. 
The additional infrastructure that would be required in terms of road structures is also an issue - the roads are already crumbling 
away! To add a further potential 10,000 cars to the roads surrounding Haddenham is laughable (based on most households now 
owning two cars). The road system is imply not there to support that volume of traffic in one small area of the countryside.

The other huge issue I have, and have always had, is the idea that it is perfectly reasonable to build on prime agricultural land. 
Especially that which is still being farmed!?! It beggars belief that it is deemed perfectly okay to strip a family of its land and business 
in order to build a vast settlement. I find this to be extremely short-sighted at a time when many industry experts are exhorting us, as 
a country, to become more self-sustainable. And particularly in light of Brexit and the impacts that that will have on the food and 
farming industries. We are surrounded by farmland that is always in use. ALWAYS. As a business that has dealings with farmers on 
a day-to-day basis I am aware of the huge importance of pastureland in particular. Pastureland is this countries most valuable carbon 
sink. We can hold huge amounts of carbon in pastureland, and the act of digging it up to build a settlement nearly three times the 
size of the current village of Haddenham, would release a vast amount of carbon into the atmosphere. It is not just about not wanting 
houses nearby, it is about not destroying our valuable countryside and farmland to do so when other solutions, that may be more time 
consuming and costly in the short-term, have much more far-reaching impact on the environment and society in the long-term. Why is 
our farmland any less important than theirs? Why?! 
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VALP16-09-12-01578 Emily Jeffrey It worries me that Wycombe District Council and Chiltern Council have not been held to account more rigorously by AVDC for their 

planning policies and decisions that are now having a major impact on what you as a council are planning. Why is it okay for them to 
say no and expect AVDC to shoulder the burden of huge amounts of housing? Why haven't AVDC said no to such a vast expectation 
to absorb their short-comings? Such an insular way of working is short-sighted and you are expecting small communities to shoulder 
the burden. Also why have you not made greater efforts to talk to surrounding councils about their developments? South Oxfordshire 
council claim not to have been consulted with regard to the proposals, which is pure madness when the town is set to double in size, 
and the plans for that have been well-known for years. I do not know who has carried out your strategic planning for you, but I would 
suggest that they have not done their job to the level of thoroughness that the communities of AVDC would expect or deserve. We 
have elected you as representatives of our community to serve and support our communities, not as people who have an agenda to 
foist upon us. 

Take the surrounding councils to task, take the government to task; that is what we have elected public officials to do, and what we 
expect a local government to do. 

I cannot see how the infra-structure to support such a vast, single settlement can possibly be put into place in the area surrounding 
Haddenham. 

The current Health Centre has just been rated as one of the worst in the local health authority; are there plans for a new hospital and 
maternity unit? Stoke Mandeville is already extremely busy, the maternity unit is stretched having taken on Wycombe Hospitals 
maternity unit, Oxford's hospitals are equally stretched; the two infant schools in the village are not big enough to take all the children 
already in the village and expansion plans for them are not sufficient to cope with the scale of community you are planning, there will 
not be the capacity within the secondary schools locally, as less and less pupils from Haddenham will be able to attend Lord Williams' 
School, in Thame as that doubles in size, Aylesbury's secondary schools will be full of children from within Aylesbury itself as that is 
also growing vastly; the roads are already busy, getting onto any of the main roads out of the village is extremely difficult already 
during rush hour, and this will only be further impacted by a single vast development.
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VALP16-09-12-01578 Emily Jeffrey Current developments, such as that at Berryfields in Aylesbury, show little consideration for vernacular style, and certainly seem to 

show little acknowledgement of how a village's character and style develop. There seems to an assumption that a variety of styles of 
building characterises a village with little thought about road structure and development - how many villages have roundabouts 
scattered through them? A vast faceless settlement of that scale and of that character would annihilate any character Haddenham 
still maintains. You simply have to look at what Aylesbury lost as the old town has been swallowed up by poorly-managed 
development. 

Yes, houses need to be built. BUT, there are ways to develop and build communities that are not done so at the cost of existing 
communities, existing environments or at the cost of future generations' communities and their environments. We are exhorting you 
to show due consideration to the costs of what you are proposing and the impact on the quality of life you leave as your legacy as a 
council. 

No commuter will move out of London as they do currently, to a village that used to be one of the best places in the country to live if 
the character, community and environment have been wiped out by a town-sized development. The business the village currently 
generates from tourism and as a film location due to it's attributes as a picturesque country village will be lost, as will the wider 
tourism that that generates throughout the surrounding area, farmers will lose their homes and their livelihoods and their family's 
legacies, AVDC will lose one of its most unique villages if you push ahead with this short-sighted and ill-conceived plan.

There is probably a lot more I could say, and things I will remember that I should have mentioned, but I am hopeful that others will 
have remembered them. 
In short I am not happy with the proposals, in particular the way in which they appear to have been constructed and justified, or not 
as the case may be. It all leaves rather a lot to be desired.
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VALP16-09-12-01579 Robin Hockley Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01580 Richard Edwards Policy D1 - Please find my comments below in respect to the VALP. 

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01581 Sarah Edwards Policy D1 - Please find my comments below in respect to the VALP:

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01582 Philip and Rosemary 

Pope
Policy D2 - As residents in Owlswick, we write to object to the proposed housing development for the following reasons:
1. The proposal is not deliverable as the majority of landowners are opposed to the proposed development. The proposal would 
therefore not meet the tests of soundness set out in the NPPF.
2. The proposed site is a significant distance from the nearest train station, which is located to the far side of Haddenham. Therefore 
the proposal would be dependant on the use of the private car contrary to the aims of the NPPF to encourage sustainable transport 
proposals.
3. The surrounding road network is not suitable for the level of traffic that would be generated by the scale of development. The cost 
of upgrading the local road network would not be viable or feasible. Moreover, the landscape and environmental impact of such 
upgrades and traffic generation would not accord with the guidance in the NPPF to protect valued landscapes.
4. There is little or no utility infrastructure (gas, electricity, foul water) in the vicinity. The cost of upgrades is likely to render the 
proposal as unviable.
5. There is no social infrastructure in the vicinity of the site. Secondary schooling is in High Wycombe which is not sustainable. There 
are already long waiting lists for many schools in the area. The level of development would not be able to fund the infrastructure 
needed.
6. The proposed development is on low lying ground that is in part subject to ground and surface water flooding making some rounds 
in Ford and Owlswick impassable.
7. Alternative options set out in the New Settlements Study are more appropriate, deliverable and developable.
8. The area of land proposed in the New Settlements Study has been grossly under represented and is expected to be significantly 
greater in scale. This is likely to engulf the surrounding settlements of Ford, Dinton and Owlswick and the light pollution caused would 
be very detrimental to the area. These settlements have important heritage assets that would be adversely affected. In addition the 
proposal would force many local businesses to have to relocate leading to the loss of valued rural employment contrary to the NPPF.

VALP16-09-12-01582 Philip and Rosemary 
Pope

9. The proposed new settlement would not be able to deliver housing at the rate proposed in the New Settlement Study. Based on 
evidence of delivery rates for other similar strategic developments a determination of an application is likely to take a minimum of 5 
years from now. At best this scheme would contribute around 1000 units in the plan period. The proposal therefore offers little benefit 
to AVDC to meet its housing needs over the plan period and is high risk. It is unlikely to be found sound by a Local Plan Inspector. 
Other spatial options would have greater levels of delivery with less overall environmental impact, for example increasing the levels 
of development within the Strategic Settlements or larger and smaller villages.
The proposed development would turn a rural area of historic villages into an urban sprawl without the infrastructure to support it. 
There are few jobs in the area and the traffic situation - already heavy in rush hour, would be impossible. 

I hope the above points will be taken into account.
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VALP16-09-12-01584 B.M Pritchard Policy D2 - Thankyou for inviting responses to the draft plans for the the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, with particular reference to 

HADDENHAM.
I have seen the roadshow and have kept up to date with developments.

To double the size of this village , wherever building would eventually happen, causes concerns, as follows:

* The designation of Haddenham as a "strategic settlement" carries huge responsibility, to local community FIRST and to 
Government SECOND.

* Any changes must be considered with community and heritage in mind, NOT in thrall to the interdependent package of self -seeking 
developers and landowners that stands to make financial gain.
*To build on Haddenham's high grade agricultural land (just because the owner wishes to sell) seems short-sighted economically and 
ravaging environmentally. 
THIS CHANGE WOULD BE IRREVERSIBLE. The beauty of this landscape is unique and much acclaimed.
Our environment is our heritage , we are custodians of it

* Grafting on new settlements in great chunks would be unnatural and anathema to Haddenham's village-style culture - a village 
which has evolved naturally over centuries, and at pace with contemporaneous development. 
Haddenham must accommodate some new growth of course, as it always has done, but crucially, within scale, so as to honour and 
integrate the existing community and newcomers alike.
* Plans for turning existing junctions into roundabouts is shortsighted, insufficient to accommodate such increase in traffic; all 
approaching roads are small, reflecting the historic character of the village.

* The impact on supporting towns, particularly Thame , would be damaging.

* Chiltern Railways is already working to capacity; anyone commuting to London/Oxford/ Birmingham can testify.

* Travel and work patterns must be considered, and in joined-up communications, between AVDC, Wycombe and Chilterns councils.
And in these communications density of building per hectare must be agreed upon.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 695 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01584 B.M Pritchard *There are areas to the north where available brownfield land means that building would be less intrusive to existing communities - in 

fact could be welcome.
Existing and potential employment, travel and education infrastructure, offer a more SUSTAINABLE future there.

*The current (and foreseeable future) national economic situation cannot guarantee that all the proposed new homes would be taken 
up; homes are NOT selling.

*The focus of these proposals has been on housing more than the employment element of the HELAA . But if as is proposed, a 
designated employment area is built on Haddenham airfield, again this would reinforce a split community.

It is vital to establish a dialogue with the people that these proposals would most affect.
VALP16-09-12-01585 Stephen and Patricia 

Creasey
Policy D3 - Any greenfield site development on the edge of the existing village should not be considered at all until the decision 
regarding the Salden Chase development has been made. Although Salden Chase is not within our village boundary, it directly abuts 
our parish boundary and it's presence therefore would have a huge detrimental effect on all our infrastructure not least being the 
increase in traffic. We understand that there is already provision for approximately 20 dwellings to be built on the infill site adjacent to 
Cobb Hall Road, there is already in progress new infill development off Brookfield Road and the prospect of approximately 30 houses 
on Whaddon Road to the NW of the village boundary. Even these small developments will make demands on our infrastructure but 
we acknowledge that some houses do need to be built. 
As pedestrians around the village it is already extremely difficult and dangerous to cross any of the roads near to the junction of the 
Stoke, Drayton, Bletchley and Whaddon roads. Any further increase in traffic would make it impossible. We already have to cope with 
the large articulated vehicles coming from the First Class transport depot on Bletchley road on their way to the Leighton Buzzard 
bypass. Added to this we anticipate the new M1 junction north of Dunstable will result in more heavy goods vehicles through our 
village. 
Being on the extreme edge of Aylesbury Vale and close to Milton Keynes we are detrimentally effected by any of their western 
developments and this must be taken into consideration when allocating our housing numbers. We need to preserve the village 
atmosphere in Newton Longville which is continually being threatened by the expansion of Milton Keynes. We are daily aware of 
people from the new Newton Leys development of 1700 homes using Newton Longville as a "rat run". 
We are also close to the western edge of Bedfordshire and therefore any development close to their border such the enormous 
development almost completed in Leighton Buzzard brings traffic through our village.
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VALP16-09-12-01586 Finlay Gemmell Policy D2 - I would like to raise the following points on the VALP, particularly related to Winslow, where I live.  My primary concern is 

around to proposed settlement of (initially) 4500 homes. 

Looking at the plans in the public display, it seems inevitable to me that despite the ‘boundary zones’ between the settlement and 
Winslow and the Horwood villages, the settlement would in time , through expansion , come to dominate the entire area and create a 
sprawl of urbanisation that is totally out of keeping with the nature of what is presently a rural area.  That this settlement is considered 
necessary due to the neighbouring District Council’s inability to satisfy their local demand is most unsatisfactory. I have already 
raised objections to Wycombe District Council on this point.  Whilst Haddenham would appear to be a much better alternative than 
Winslow for such a settlement for various reasons (established railway, closer to major areas of employment, closer to transport links, 
better infrastructure generally), if I was a resident of Haddenham , I would be objecting as per my previous paragraph. 

Pressure must be brought to bear here to have neighbouring authorities meet their own requirements.

VALP16-09-12-01587 Nigel Glover Policy D1 - I recognise the need to expand housing stock but am dismayed by the seemingly disproportionate burden placed on 
Aylesbury Vale in meeting the national target for new dwellings. The draft local plan creates a number of major challenges, not least 
the strain on local infrastructure and public services but I will limit my comments to the single issue of protecting the surrounding 
villages by avoiding coalescence. In particular the areas marked SMD007/8 on the plan will, if developed, remove much the 
remaining green space between Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville and create a merger of the two. This would be a tragedy and 
effectively bring to an end the separate physical integrity of a village in existence for over 1000 years and recorded in the Doomsday 
Book. The village will become the Southern suburb of what will in effect be a mini conurbation. It will also be a gross betrayal of the 
interests of the population of Stoke Mandeville who choose village life and are already reeling from the imminent likelihood of the 10 
year long construction phase of HS2 on the southern border of the village.

I urge the Planning Committee of AVDC to reconsider the plan in the light of these comments and , in particular the proposed 
development of the land marked SMD 007/8, perhaps utilising instead the 48ha of surplus employment land.

VALP16-09-12-01588 Jonathan Horn Policy D2 - I wish to object to the proposed development of 7000 houses at Aston Sandford. The maps which your consultants have 
used are misleading and do not show any detail. A so called ‘Garden Village’ in this area will have a significant negative impact on 
the rural landscape not to mention the villages of Ford, Owswick, Aston Sandford and Longwick and the conservation area of Dinton. 
A settlement of this size would result in a significant loss of agricultural land and detract from the Area of Attractive Landscape and 
impinge on the water meadows around Ford.
7000 houses would produce a minimum of 14000 cars and the roads in this area are already struggling to cope with the effects of the 
expansion of Aylesbury and Haddenham. The proposed expansion on this scale would put an unacceptable pressure on already over 
stretched local services and infrastructure.
As a result I would respectfully request that this proposal as an option is removed from the next draft of the VALP.
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VALP16-09-12-01589 Kathryn Ward Policy D3 - As I understand It, the requirement is to produce a plan taking into account government directives to include housing 

numbers for future growth in the Vale of Aylesbury.
The points I wish to raise are mainly focused on my village of Newton Longville, because we appear to be faced with two major 
developments, one in our Parish Boundary ref NLV001 and the other at Whaddon ref WHA001. Both of these proposals will I beleive, 
will place massive pressure on Milton Keynes services - hospital, other medical and education services, plus the extra burden of 
traffic through Bletchley, Newton Longville and surrounding areas. The local roads were never built to handle such incremental road 
traffic and I can see no obvious planned provision within your Plan to offset this.
Building any major development in this area appears to be contrary to recent stated recommendations that further AVDC housing is 
supposed to be placed in the south of the county. Furthermore this means AVDC would not benefit from any commercial and 
business development growth in its boundary, especially around Buckingham and Winslow.
My local area appears to be bear a disproportionate share of the proposed development and I am unconvinced that these proposed 
developments around the village of Newton Longville are appropriate.
Policy S3 supports the strongly held village requirement, as stated in Newton Longville’s Village (Community) Plan and confirmed in 
the emerging Newton Longville’s Neighbourhood Plan, that the identity of Newton Longville should be protected and as a 
consequence, coalescence with other settlements must be avoided. The persistence in showing the very large development site 
(NLV001), which is a part of the previous development called Salden Chase as a potential development within the Parish boundary is 
contrary to this Policy. Its edge is verging on coalescence to Newton Longville's boundary. The railway line will not obscure the views 
from Newton Longville.
I cannot see within your Plan any clear commitment by either the private or public sector for dealing with the traffic impact on our 
local roads, particularly in and around the village that will undoubtedly arise from this proposed development. Without sight of new 
road improvement plans and associated infrastructure, the proposed development must not proceed.
The road network from the A421 at the Bottle Dump roundabout to the A4146 Stoke Hammond bypass is used as a rat run through 
the narrow roads and the main streets of Newton Longville, increasing vehicle movements at an alarming rate. The MVAS equipment 
(moveable vehicle activated signs) used in the village record traffic volumes of 144,000 vehicle movements a month at present along 
the A4146 through Newton Longville. The development of NLV001 as proposed would be unacceptable, unsustainable and ill 
conceived.

VALP16-09-12-01589 Kathryn Ward  •The Development would impose an unacceptable situation with regard to landscape and visual impact on the village;
 •There is sufficient capacity in undeveloped land in Milton Keynes, in brownfield land and in unoccupied properties elsewhere to meet 

the housing needs for the Plans duration
 •The Development removes productive farmland at a time when the nation's food security is at risk;
 •There is insufficient capacity in other infrastructure services including water, telecoms, education and healthcare to support such a 

Development.
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VALP16-09-12-01590 Nicholas Wellby Policy D2 - As a Haddenham resident I acknowledge the need to provide a certain amount of housing, as imposed by the 

Government. However, Haddenham should not be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic 
settlement. Haddenham is a large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has only a small and insufficient village centre, with a 
small range of shops and an inadequate village hall; it has no secondary school. Most importantly, it has a medical centre that 
already cannot cope with the current amount of patients (on a personal level I have to wait 3 weeks for a telephone call with my 
doctor). Although there is a limited bus service, this route does not include the Church End area of the village. Consequently, many 
residents have to rely on neighbours to take them to the bus stop or local amenities. Also, all residents have to rely on either Thame 
or Aylesbury as the very few local shops are extremely limited. This also creates the associated undesirable reliance on car journeys.
Train travel, particularly to London is becoming increasingly difficult. With the construction of more and more new houses already in 
Haddenham, commuters to the capital are experiencing overcrowded trains, having to stand on many journeys. Also, car parking is at 
maximum capacity with many travellers now parking on the streets nearby creating additional safety problems.
The proposal for a new settlement of 4500-6000 houses in the vicinity of Haddenham should not be further considered. The proposal 
appears to have been developed in ignorance of proposals for a large development north of Princes Risborough, just outside the 
Vale boundary, and for similar proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire, all of which are predicated on the existence of the 
same transport links - in particular Haddenham and Thame Parkway station.
In all these ways, Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a 
new settlement. 
The unmet needs from neighbouring districts should be challenged and common density standards adopted, particularly in reference 
to the draft Wycombe District Plan.
On site after site, densities are extremely low, with larger sites in High Wycombe itself in the range 5.5 to, at most, 21 dwellings per 
hectare. Indeed the average density across all sites for which there is information is in the range of 10 to 15 dph. By contrast, the 
draft VALP is showing densities of 30 plus dph, and for Haddenham of 35 dph. If WDC adopted a more realistic approach to density, 
WDC could meet its own need within its borders. 
The allocation of new builds should take account of the impact on Conservation areas and the strategic aims of the National planning 
Policy Framework. At present the potential impact of the proposals affecting Haddenham actually violates these strategic aims.
The housing build plan should be accompanied by a commensurate employment development plan and, if necessary, some land 
allocated for employment development should be re-allocated for housing. 
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VALP16-09-12-01590 Nicholas Wellby The time necessary to do this work should be allocated. The excuse to rush this through to meet Government timescales is 

unacceptable, for peoples’ well being could be potentially at risk if a final version of this plan is published without being informed by 
the necessary investigation. Unrealistic timescales should be challenged.
Haddenham is a historic village with a large conservation area that is an essential part of our heritage and requires equal protection 
to Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment. This laudable aim should not be forgotten for Haddenham has a real sense of community and caring for each other isa 
evidenced by the number of supportive organisations and activities, which are a valued part of village life. This is rarely found after 
major developments, for significant increases in size lead to a lack of a sense of identity. Social considerations are as important as 
economic ones, and village life is an important aspect of our national heritage. Haddenham should, therefore, be classified not as a 
strategic settlement but as a larger village.

VALP16-09-12-01591 Laura Griffiths Policy D1 - I am writing with my concerns over the proposed new housing plans. From a personal point of view as a community 
health care worker, there are not enough hospital beds, GP surgeries and staff to maintain a safe level of care for an increased 
population to the area. It is already a stretched service and I do not see any consideration regarding this at all.
I am also worried about the lack of secondary schools. Our daughter has just started secondary school last week and I am aware of 
how difficult it is to get a place of your choice at this level of education, particularly when 70% of Grammar school places are taken by 
children from out of this area. There does not seem to be any planning for a new school. Where will the children go to?
The roads are shocking, especially since the new traffic lights to allow for Arla traffic have been put in. This can only get much worse, 
meaning that the journey from the Aston Clinton roundabout to Bedgrove will regularly be over 30 minutes for a 5 minute journey.
As an Aylesburian, born and bred, what have you done to our town? It's losing all it's green spaces and the town centre is severely 
lacking any originality or personality. I would rather shop elsewhere, particularly as the parking is so much cheaper everywhere else!!
Do we really need all these new houses and what about the buildings and spaces that are empty and have been for years? Why can't 
these be utilised first?
I would like to think that you read each of these concerns and take into serious considerations how these disastrous plans will have 
on the people that live and work here and the environment, but I fear, as usual, that this will all be in vain as the decisions have 
already been decided and ready to implement. 
Aylesbury is not designed for this increase in population. Where are the jobs, the healthcare and education improvements, the roads 
and the facilities? Please reconsider your plans as they don't work here!
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VALP16-09-12-01592 Shirley Spurrell Policy D2 - I live on the Winslow Road in Little Horwood. 

Directly next to the air field site where you are considering building 6500 new houses - so you could say I am directly affected by your 
plans - it would be impossible to live any closer !! Despite this I am not a Nimby and do accept the need for housing development.  
However, I have to say that this scale of development is massive compared to the size of the villages in the area - it will engulf Little 
Horwood , Winslow and Great Horwood - who together have a combined population of approx 6000 - less than the number of houses 
you are considering building on this site. Realistically this scale of development will destroy the country aspect and character of this 
part of North Bucks and the identity of the 3 villages. Indeed, the villages will be swamped and will no doubt lose their individuality 
and community all together as they become simply the outskirts on the fringe of this massive new town. There are no facilities in 
place to support this size of development and every aspect of domestic life will require a car journey to either Aylesbury , Buckingham 
or Milton Keynes. There is only one A Road through Winslow so it stands to reason that all the traffic related to the development will 
have to use this road on a daily basis either for work , school runs , shopping and life in general. This brings me onto my main point. 
Exactly what is the traffic plan for this proposed development. The information you have issued clearly states Aylesbury is the main 
focus for road improvement to reduce town centre congestion so it stands to reason that a designation as a Garden town with an 
improved road network and clear transport facilities to London with 3 stations within reach of the town would be a more attractive 
option. 

As I have already stated , I live on Winslow Road , or Little Horwood Road if you are arriving from the Winslow side and this particular 
road appears to have been left off your map completely I questioned your representatives regarding where the road was on the plan , 
but non could tell me …. No one seemed to know this little country road existed ( despite it already being a rat run to Milton Keynes ) 
and yet its adjacent to your planned development . How is a road , that is too small to even feature on your plan , going to cope with 
the anticipated level of traffic? Is it really a realistic option to build 6500 new houses without having a comprehensive transport plan 
and town development plan to support the development - one which shows traffic flow and not just bottle necks . One which shows 
sites for retail development , super markets , medical facilities etc If this goes ahead it will make this area bigger than Buckingham 
town and yet no-one is planning a ring road or a major road development or a retail park or industrial area Please please - give us a 
draft plan with some joined up thinking that covers the questions we will inevitably have Public transport plans , facilities , town centre 
development , parking , roads and congestion Without this information it is impossible to make any really constructive comments as 
what you are presenting is so incomplete and conceptual that it must make it impossible for you to reach an informed decision We 
need more information This feels like Brexit - a prime example of decision making based on insufficient information and forward 
planning Come on Aylesbury Vale - give us some joined up thinking and cohesive planning
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VALP16-09-12-01595 Sandra Davies Policy D2 - Please see below for my response to the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan consultation.

The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) (NPPF) requires a local planning authority to submit a local plan for examination by 
the Planning Inspectorate that is considered to be 'sound'. However, I do not consider the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) 
to be sound for the following reasons:

1. The draft VALP has not been positively prepared. The NPPF states that 'the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which 
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring 
authorities, where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development'. Aylesbury Vale District Council 
(AVDC) has a duty to co-operate with neighbouring district councils towards housing delivery and the draft VALP anticipates that the 
district will need to accommodate up to 12,000 homes from neighbouring councils, which are unable to deliver these homes to meet 
their housing targets. However, it is unreasonable for AVDC to have to accommodate this amount of additional housing because 
some of these neighbouring councils are not maximising the density of housing that could be delivered on their sites, which could 
reasonably accommodate additional homes. For example, in its draft Local Plan, Wycombe District Council has not maximised 
housing densities on sites to reasonable levels and has not undertaken a rigorous and robust review of Green Belt land which could 
potentially be released to make up the shortfall in its housing delivery. A new settlement at Haddenham may not be required if 
Wycombe District Council delivered a reasonable and deliverable amount of housing on its available sites. 

The amount of housing to be delivered in Aylesbury Vale District as set out in the draft VALP is also inconsistent with achieving 
sustainable development, particularly for any new settlement at Haddenham, which should not be considered as a strategic 
settlement similar to Winslow or Aylesbury, as it lacks the relevant infrastructure and facilities. When considered with the lack of 
available infrastructure and limited capacity, such as on the rail line to London and local highways network which is at capacity 
(proposed junction improvements set out in the draft VALP are unlikely to be sufficient to mitigate impacts from the amount of 
additional traffic generated by the amount of additional housing), any new settlement at Haddenham would not constitute sustainable 
development. A new settlement at Haddenham would also cause the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land, contrary to 
paragraph 112 of the NPPF. Therefore, the draft VALP has not been positively prepared and it is not 'sound'.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 702 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-12-01595 Sandra Davies 2. The draft VALP is not justified. The NPPF states that 'the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against 

the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence'. As set out above, a new settlement at Haddenham may not be 
required if Wycombe District Council delivered a reasonable and deliverable amount of housing on its available sites and therefore 
the draft VALP does not reflect the most appropriate strategy. Haddenham is also an historic village with a conservation area and the 
NPPF states that the planning system should adopt a positive strategy towards the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment. The amount of housing proposed in Haddenham is not an appropriate strategy in this regard. The draft VALP is 
inconsistent with the NPPF and therefore not justified. The draft VALP is not 'sound'. 

3. The draft VALP is not effective. The NPPF states that 'the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic priorities'. The New Settlement Study that has informed the draft VALP itself casts doubt on the capacity of 
the housebuilding industry to deliver the amount of growth proposed by 2033. It suggests that a new-style development corporation 
would be required to deliver such growth. However, the Government has not provided any confirmation that existing legislation would 
be changed to allow for this delivery mechanism. The draft VALP also does not reflect effective joint working on cross-boundary 
strategic priorities between Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe District Councils for the reasons set out above. Therefore, the draft VALP 
is not 'sound' because it is not effective.

4. The draft VALP is not consistent with national planning policy. The NPPF states that 'the plan should enable the delivery of 
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework'. As set out above, the draft VALP proposes a scale of 
development which is not sustainable. Due to an unreasonably low proposed density of dwellings per hectare in the draft Wycombe 
District Local Plan, as part of its duty to co-operate, the draft VALP is proposing unreasonably and significantly increased housing 
targets to make up for this shortfall.

VALP16-09-12-01596 Peter Wray Policy D2 - 1. We are concerned that this draft plan is proposing as an option a significant expansion in the growth of Winslow 
housing combined with a potential new settlement of between 4500 and 6500 houses on the Horwoods old airfield. The existing 
planned growth in the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan is based on 35% growth, increasing this to 50% seems an entirely unreasonable 
projected growth path when existing public transport options, limited local employment and health facilities would be incapable of 
servicing this growth target?
2. A new Settlement of up to 6500 dwellings on the Horwoods old airfield is then proposed in the Draft Plan which seems a further 
huge and disproportionate percentage of the total housing requirements for the Vale in a rural area?
3. If additional new settlement is required it seems to make more sense if this is in the south of the Vale as this is closer to the current 
growth plan to cater for unmet needs?
4. An overriding concern in the Winslow growth proposal is the existing pressure on traffic movement over the current and likely 
planned road routes connecting Oxford to Cambridge. Traffic pressures on the A421 during peak travel hours would surely be 
dangerously increased with settlement growth at the levels being explored in the VALP.
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VALP16-09-12-01597 Jenny Mainwaring Policy D2 - Winslow is a jewel in the crown of predominately rural North Bucks and 98.2% of the community voted for 35% growth in 

the WNP, therefore accepting the need for controlled growth. The proposed increase to 50% , effectively uncontrolled expansion, is 
unacceptable as it will destroy the unique character of this old town, one of the attractions of the Vale.

The proposal to replace 35% with 50% growth in Winslow makes a number of incorrect assumptions. 1. East - West rail goes ahead ( 
not yet certain). 2. This is sustainable growth (doubling the size of Winslow is not). 3. Facilities are adequate ( incorrect, eg the 
surgery is currently completely overwhelmed). 4. Appropriate infrastructure is in place. 5. The proposal to site a further 6000 homes 
in the Vale assumes that AVDC will take on housing allocations from adjacent authorities. It is imperative that these authorities 
accommodate their own needs themselves, otherwise they effectively make AVD needs of secondary importance and AVD residents 
second rate citizens, and AVDC must robustly refute such demands.

Haddenham is far better positioned than Winslow to accommodate extra housing, with a railway station and easy access to the 
motorway, with far more jobs. There are considerable employment opportunities in the industrial and business parks, which offer 
small, medium, large, affordable, commercial, office, retail, workshop and industrial units to rent or buy. For example today there is a 
large unit on offer in Haddenham Business Park with 22,469 sq foot of ground floor plus 7,470 sq foot of first floor, with a number of 
units to buy or rent in the town, proving that Haddenham has the capacity to create more employment opportunities. Winslow has a 
tiny ‘industrial’ site in Station Road of about a dozen units, the vast majority being very small.

The VALP currently proposes that Aylesbury take 42% of growth, but Aylesbury is even better positioned than Haddenham to 
accommodate extra housing development, especially to the north where the Westcott Enterprise Zone would offer employment 
opportunities. 

I have heard that various options being considered to upgrade the A421 may include the possibility of routing an Oxford –Cambridge 
expressway to the north of Winslow. This is ridiculous. If anywhere needs to be linked to an east-west route it is Aylesbury, nowadays 
choked with through traffic.

I urge you to ensure that AVD will not take on any housing allocation from other authorities, and to recognise that both Haddenham 
and Aylesbury have some capacity for extra development should the need arise, but not Winslow.
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VALP16-09-12-01598 James Giles Policy D4 - Responding to the planned developments in and around Haddenham.  Thank-you for this opportunity to respond to the 

proposals recently cited in the draft VALP.
I would like to make the following five points:

 1.The plan is out of step with the plans of the village of Haddenham and surrounding area.
 a.Haddenham produced it’s own neighbourhood plan and this has been disregarded completely.
 b.The neighbouring district councils are all falling short of their duty to accept more housing and so this needs to be addressed in a 

meaningful way.
 2.The impact that this and other developments in the area will have on the infrastructure have not been fully evaluated and 

provision made.
 a.The extensive building in the neighbouring county  of Oxon around Thame means that there will be significant impact on all 

aspects of infrastructure-transport education and health and this has not been considered in the plan and will be very hard to pull 
together across the county boundary.

 b.The railway has been cited as a key reason for siteing  the developments in and around Haddenham however building an 
additional station or developing a small station could easily achieve a better spreading of the development along the Chiltern corridor.

 3.The impact on the community and the heritage of the village and surrounding area has not been fully evaluated and considered.
 a.Haddenham has developed within it’s accepted boundaries and continues to have additional building development. The people of 

Haddenham accept the need for further building hence the Haddenham local plan however the significant proposal would make the 
village core drastically different and this has not been considered; needs further evaluation.

 b.The various heritage and conservation areas although largely unaffected by the building outside would be changed by the inflow 
of regular visitors . This has not been fully considered.

 4.Loss of high grade agricultural land for our expanding population.
 a.The fields around the village are some of its best assets and the loss of them will have an impact on industry and livelihood; not 

fully evaluated.
 5.The scale of the project is beyond the capability of one or several developers which will lead to a chaotic development resulting in 

poor final outcome.
 a.The developments will require several developers that are unlikely to agree on a coherent ‘project(s)’ so we will have a piecemeal 

development that will result in an ugly outcome.
 b.The scale of the development requires vision and buy-in from  a substantial number of stakeholders. This has not been developed 

into a meaningful proposal.

I wish to object to the draft plan in its current form and seek it’s modification taking into account the points made above.
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VALP16-09-12-01599 Rob & Sara Rydings Policy D2 - We would like to voice our concern about the proposed plans for Haddenham.

We do not agree that Haddenham should be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. 
Haddenham is a large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has an insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and an 
inadequate village hall and it has no secondary school. Although we accept it has good train links, it means that it already relies 
heavily on neighbouring settlements for shopping and social facilities, with the associated undesirable reliance on car journeys. In all 
these ways, Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed.
The proposed increase in housing would lead to a large increase in traffic, which in our opinion would make the village more 
dangerous to the local residents and the lack of the necessary cycle and pedestrian routes significantly adds to these concerns.
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VALP16-09-12-01600 Heather Pugh (David 

Lock Associates (on 
behalf of O&H 
Properties))

Policy D6 - Page 84-89, paragraphs 4.75-4.84
O&H would welcome some clarity on the way in which housing sites identified in the draft VALP and those in emerging 
Neighbourhood Plans are to be taken forward as formal allocations in the local plan, and what preference or priority is given to the 
status of these sites in the event that the totality of suitable sites allocated in the two documents exceeds the minimum housing 
requirement.
Newton Longville - A Worked Example
The (unnumbered) table on page 87 of the VALP states that the housing requirement for Newton Longville is 154 homes. The table 
also states that once commitments and completions are taken into consideration, there is a residual requirement of 140 homes.  
Column 7 of the table states that “Allocations are required for 140 new homes in Newton Longville. The HELAA identifies sites for 
100 homes, and so it is proposed that these sites are allocated for housing [our emphasis]. This leaves a shortfall of 40 homes still to 
be identified.”  The statement above and Appendix A would suggest that the VALP is proposing the allocation of two housing sites: 
NLV005 (30 homes1); and part of our client’s land in the 2015 HELAA referred to as NLV008, but only that part east of Bletchley 
Road/North of Stoke Road (70 homes).  However, the sites proposed for allocation in the draft Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan 
Draft for Consultation Site Assessments and Opportunities document (April 2016) confuses the picture somewhat. It does not 
propose the inclusion of the VALP site NLV008 east of Bletchley Road/North of Stoke Road for 70 homes, but instead includes an 
alternative part of the same NLV008 HELAA parcel but only the part that lies mainly west of Bletchley Road (which the 
Neighbourhood Plan refers to as Site 3 (for 30 homes).
The NP also proposes a larger site than the VALP site NLV005 (albeit still for 30 homes), plus an additional site at the south western 
end of the village for 48 homes.  Plan ref OHP007-LP-001 appended to this letter illustrates the current mismatch between the draft 
VALP and emerging NP in respect of housing sites in the village.  The Neighbourhood Plan therefore also proposes sites for c. 100 
homes (108 homes excluding the 15 homes on site 2 already counted in the VALP as a commitment). Both the VALP and NP need to 
secure land for an additional c.40 homes, but with a mismatch of sites allocated, our clients would welcome clarity on how this 
mismatch is to be resolved – through an additional allocation of land in the VALP, or ‘delegated’ to the Neighbourhood Plan to strike 
out one or both of the VALP allocations in favour of an alternative site(s).
Towards a Potential Solution for Site Allocation?
As it stands, the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan in respect of Newton Longville have proposals which are conflicting in 
terms of site selection, but are considering broadly similar levels of housing numbers for the village (suggesting c.123 new homes in 
the NP against 154 new homes in the VALP).  We would like to suggest that it may be possible to deliver a similar level of local 
housing development through the VALP and NP in a different way to that currently suggested which (a) enables the two plans to be 
more closely aligned and the NP therefore able to proceed to adoption quickly and in conformity with the new local plan (thus 
ensuring its robustness and longevity over the plan period to 2033); and (b) offers some wider benefit to the village as a whole.
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VALP16-09-12-01600 Heather Pugh (David 

Lock Associates (on 
behalf of O&H 
Properties))

Our clients’ position is as follows:
-O&H can confirm that the whole of the HELAA site known as NLV008 is available for residential development;
-O&H support the principle of the allocation of that part of NLV008 shown on the Policies Map (page 21/22 of the Draft VALP Inset 
Maps) for residential development and
confirm its availability and suitability for the use proposed;
-O&H also support the principle of the inclusion of site 3 in the draft Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan – the western part of 
HELAA site NVL008 – for residential
development.
-O&H have already made representations to the Newton Longville NP to request that the VALP site NLV008 east of Bletchley 
Road/North of Stoke Road is included instead of the NP Site 4 (SW of the village). These representations are also attached to this 
letter (Appendix 1).
To complete the loop and ensure conformity between the two emerging plans, O&H request that the inclusion of the western part of 
HELAA site NVL008 is also included in the VALP as a suitable housing site (see Plan ref: OHB007-LP-002 attached).  It is noted that 
Policy D6 states that that the housing requirement for each Medium Village “will
be delivered through the allocation of the most sustainable ‘suitable’ sites at the villages”, and “where a village has more suitable 
sites than needed to meet the residual housing requirement, the less sustainable sites will be identified as reserve sites”.
O&H consider that the implications of the proposed splitting of NLV008 between the two development plan documents, and the 
potential for identification of the larger part as a ‘reserve site’ in the VALP, may mean that an opportunity is missed to secure some 
wider benefits for Newton Longville as part of considering sustainable sites for development which could offer significant 
infrastructure improvements to the wider village. This is set out further below.
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VALP16-09-12-01600 Heather Pugh (David 

Lock Associates (on 
behalf of O&H 
Properties))

The Case for Co-ordinated Local Plan Allocations
Considerable change has occurred in and around Newton Longville since the 1980s: the village has grown and thrived, but generally 
in a ‘piecemeal’ manner with little additional benefits for the wider village.  It is now acknowledged by both Aylesbury Vale District 
Council in the VALP and the Parish Council in the emerging NP that some development – appropriate in scale and character to the 
current settlement – may be appropriate in the next plan period to help meet the housing needs of the district going forward. The 
scale of this development envisaged in both documents does to appear to be in dispute.
However, the risk is that if a series of ‘piecemeal’ development sites were to be allocated around the village as proposed in the NP 
(and to an extent in the VALP), no single site would be able to afford/deliver improvements in terms of wider infrastructure, landscape 
or other features which might offer benefits to the existing village as well as the immediate site and its boundary.  For example, 
because of its location between the A4140 and the A421 strategic routes, we are aware that Newton Longville is subject to relatively 
high levels of through traffic in addition to local traffic, with through traffic currently having to come through the centre of the village 
via Whaddon Road, Bletchley Road and Stoke Road.
The desire locally (as expressed in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan (page 7) and in the representations by the Parish Council to 
the South West Milton Keynes planning application 15/00314) is to secure a new road link between the A421/H8/V1 roundabout and 
A4146 in the context of the consideration of Site A (“South West Milton Keynes”). Whilst this may remain a long term objective for the 
area, it is highly unlikely to be brought forward in the current plan period.  However, if the two parts of HELAA site NLV008 were 
allocated in the VALP and NP (land both west and east of Bletchley Road is in O&H’s ownership), there is an opportunity to consider 
building a local alternative route for through traffic from Stoke Road to Bletchley Road in the short term (ie. within the plan period).  
This local road would enable through traffic coming westwards from the M1(J13)/A5/A4146  routes through Newton Longville to 
access the existing employment sites north of the village without coming through the centre of the village, as well as any potential 
works traffic generated in the local area by the construction of the committed East West Rail improvements which will Such a 
‘combined site’ proposal would not necessitate allocating NLV008 in its entirety (see attached extract from May 2016 HELAA for full 
extent of site NLV008), but would mean allocating some land between Stoke Road and Bletchley Road as well as that part of the site 
west of Bletchley Road (NP ‘Site 3’) in order to generate a viable housing scheme able to support the cost of a local road linking 
Bletchley Road and Stoke Road.
For reference, the initial estimate of capacity of this ‘combined site’ would be between 140-160 dwellings. From a viability 
perspective, this amount of development is considered by our client to be appropriate to enable the provision of a local link road.  
Associated with bringing forward the two sites as one ‘combined’ proposal with the new local road link would be:
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VALP16-09-12-01600 Heather Pugh (David 

Lock Associates (on 
behalf of O&H 
Properties))

.-creation of a new ‘village northern gateway’ roundabout on Bletchley Road (this is in line with part (a) of the April 2016 NP 
assessment’s conclusion on page 13 but would be difficult to deliver without land on both sides of Bletchley Road being brought into 
play);
-a robust landscape buffer planted as part of the road link to create a new and robust eastern edge for the village between Stoke 
Road and Bletchley Road, as well as delivering the planting sought under part (b) of the NP assessment to create a northern 
landscape buffer around the land west of Bletchley Road;
- appropriate surface water attenuation/mitigation for the site within the landscape buffer as per part (c) of the NP assessment and to 
address any localised surface water attenuation issues present;
Plan OHP007-LP-002 shows how this might be achieved without a significant increase in either the Site 3 area proposed in the NP or 
the NLV008 site area proposed in the draft VALP.  For completeness, we enclose the representations made by O&H to Newton 
Longville Parish  Council on the draft Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan Draft for Consultation Site Assessments and 
Opportunities document. 

O&H would welcome the opportunity to discuss the proposition regarding a combined allocation for site NLV008 in both the VALP 
and NP in more detail with both the District and Parish Councils.

VALP16-09-12-01604 Nayan Gandhi (RPS 
Planning & 
Development on behalf 
of Ainscough Strategic 
Land)

Policy D2 - Policy D2 Delivering a New Settlement
2.19 We note in this section that there is some discussion with respect to delivering a new largescale settlement (some 4,500 
dwellings) to support growth, and Cheddington was part of the area of search, but subsequently dismissed as an inappropriate 
location. For the avoidance of doubt, the area examined within the accompanying New Settlement Study looking at potential options 
has not included land at the former Marsworth Airfield, but it only considered sites located near to Cheddington Station to the north-
east of Cheddington.
2.20 RPS is requesting that the former Marsworth Airfield is considered for redevelopment for a small sustainable new community 
comprising some 330 dwellings and employment land in Decorum Borough. As this policy has not yet been prepared, RPS requests 
that the airfield is included within Policy D2 as a new sustainable village.
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VALP16-09-12-01604 Nayan Gandhi (RPS 

Planning & 
Development on behalf 
of Ainscough Strategic 
Land)

Policy D6 - Policy D6 Housing Development in Medium Villages
2.21 RPS supports Marsworth as being identified as a medium village that is reasonably sustainable and can support development. 
However, following a review of the draft
Sustainability Appraisal accompanying the draft Local Plan, it has been found that the proposed greenfield development site on the 
edge of Marsworth village to ccommodate new housing development in the village ranks poorly, particularly in terms of using best 
and most versatile agricultural land for housing, its impact on the conservation area, and its impact on natural resources. More details 
can be found in RPS’s site submission report and the draft Sustainability Appraisal itself. However, RPS considers that the 
redevelopment of the former Marsworth Airfield would represent a more sustainable development for the village instead, as it ranks 
higher and thus is more sustainable using the same Appraisal criteria.
2.22 RPS also considers that the housing requirement for Stewkley as set within the table for this Policy is too large for the amount of 
suitable land within the village as we have noted above.  RPS considers that additional dwellings beyond which land has already 
been identified should be shifted to Marsworth, as these dwellings are likely to be achieved through a new sustainable community at 
the former Marsworth Airfield.
2.23 Indeed, Policy D6 indicates that the Council will identify further land under a review of the HELAA for the remainder of the 
housing requirement under this category, and RPS submits the former Marsworth Airfield for this purpose. As such, the Council 
should be allocating the Airfield within this section of the draft Local Plan for some 330 dwellings. 

VALP16-09-12-01605 Sarah Anderson Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury. 
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01606 Stuart Twigg Policy D12 - Urban coalescence – Aylesbury is noted for being a town surrounded by character villages. The plan seems to want to 

fill in the green space surrounding the urban area with houses. Regardless of how you spin it, Aylesbury would join with Aston 
Clinton, Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville. A little sterile corridor of green is not a suitable barrier to prevent coalescence. It 
should not be forgotten that this area, frequently referred to as Hampden Fields, was subject to a government inspection and prior 
plans have been thrown out for decades.

VALP16-09-12-01607 Terence Sadler Policy D2 - I am to totally oppose the proposed plan to build 7000 houses in a so called 'Garden Village' close to Aston Sandford and 
Haddenham.
This would amount to over 20,000 people and over 14,000 cars crammed into an area under one square mile. I can't see much room 
for the 'Garden effect' with so many houses!! More like a 'Garden City'. Where would access be in and out of this estate? Surely not 
onto the very narrow, busy Longwick/ Thame Road.
The increase in trafiic will use the nearby lanes as 'Rat Runs' such as the road through Ford Village, which has almost constant traffic 
and heavy trucks and farm vehicles, nearly all speeding in spite of the 30mph limit.
One reason the recent refusal of the erection of the wind turbine was because of the visual impact from the Chilterns, then, what will 
the construction of 7000 houses look like in such a rural location? Hideous!!!
It is also a very historic location with many archeological sites as well as the ancient listed buildings such as Waldridge Manor and 
Dinton Hall and I am sure that the design of the houses will be typical small boxes so as to fit as many in as possible without regard 
for the rural area design characteristics. It will look another Faiford Leys or Buckingham Park.
The increased population will put pressure on, already, social services and community facilities such doctors surgeries, schools etc. 
We already know the budget for these amenities is forever being cut.
In conclusion, it would be an act of total irresponsibility to permit such a massive development in a small rural location. I plead with 
you not to include it in the draft plan.
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VALP16-09-12-01608 Tim Armitt Policy D2 - As a resident of Haddenham, I would like to object to some of the elements of the AVLP:

Housing for Haddenham – the requirement for 1050 houses in this village is not in line with the community thinking, as suggested by 
the Haddenham Local Plan which was agreed by referendum last year.
Future new settlement – an additional development of 4500 – 6500 houses will over crowd Haddenham, it will also affect other local 
settlements who are unable to accommodate current housing demands.
Existing amenities – Haddenham is a village and doesn’t have the shops and central hub of a town. Any additional housing will add to 
traffic congestion and additional journeys due to the lack of amenities in the village.
Location of developments – the suggested plan for Haddenham in the VALP will lead to excessive traffic movement across the 
conservation area.
The village is a “Jewel in the Crown” of Buckinghamshire with its high desirability rating, its constant reference within quality of life 
surveys and the number of TV and Film companies which use it to illustrate idyllic English charm. This will be severely compromised 
by the level of development being suggested for Haddenham.
The village will need to create more shops, doctors surgeries, sports and leisure facilities, and other amenities, all of which are 
beyond the scope of a village such as this.
The neighbouring local authorities which have been helped out by AV offering to take on their housing shortfall are not following the 
planning rules of development density and are subjecting our neighbourhood to over development to save their own environment. 
This isn’t acceptable.

I attended the recent meeting to hear what the council officers had to say. I was disappointed by the lack of willingness to see the 
point of view of this village. 

Haddenham has never resisted appropriate development of the village. It has been accommodating to all who have built within the 
village limits and has consulted with all agencies to get high quality results. The recent spate of uncontrolled planning applications 
and aggressive plans for Haddenham are not in the best interests of this beautiful village. Please review the various other projects 
which are being mooted around the area: Princes Risborough, Thame and others.

VALP16-09-12-01611 Ross Middleton (CC 
Town Planning on 
behalf of Mr C Morris & 
Mr P Cowley)

Policy D9 - The clients commend the Council’s approach towards addressing the future strategic employment needs of the Council 
and the acknowledgement at Para 4.95 that the Council will allow for churn, choice and flexibility to allow the market to function 
efficiently. It is considered that Policy D9 would benefit through the inclusions of reference to our client’s site and those other sites 
which will come forward for economic development purposes during the life of the plan. It is also urged that this policy be revised to 
allow for, where possible, a flexible range of ancillary uses on employment sites to allow for prospective employment sites to come 
forward sustainably.
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VALP16-09-12-01613 Christine Thorogood Policy D4 - I have submitted a response by letter by post on 1st September in Haddenham. Should it not arrive I will rewrite it here 

so that I know you have a copy.

I was angered and dismayed at the VALP presentations in Haddenham in July(11th & 28th)
I totally endorse the views on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan expressed by Haddenham Parish Council, Haddenham Village 
Society and my husband Dr R P Thorogood and submitted to you.

I will add that I have tried to respond online but find the whole process to difficult ( and I now believe deliberately so to discourage 
response!!). I am now in the library where there is a hard copy to view.
(You will know we were not strategic when library closures were made and we only have a library because of the kindness of loyal 
volunteers)

Point 1 Last year I responded to VALP to oppose the 1043 proposed new dwellings which gave Haddenham the greatest increase of 
any settlement in AVDC, even greater than Aylesbury which you state is taking the brunt of new development.
This new plan takes that number for granted.

Table1 page 32 This shows Haddenham taking a 50% increase with 1043 new homes.
So options 1, 2 and 3 (1250 to 6000+ homes) will significantly raise the Haddenham share dis proportionally and impact greatly on 
the community and heritage of the village, and quality of life for existing villagers, who are part of AVDC!

These potential Options for Haddenham are not included in the VALP Draft Plan for Summer 2016 and therefore are difficult to 
comment on online as no relevant pages, paragraphs, maps to refer to.

Option 1 shows the village nature reserve, Snakemoor, a designated site on land leased by the Parish Council from AVDC as a 
potential building site!!(shaded area 5 to the west of the railway line.

Options 2 and 3 are exceedingly misleading. The areas shaded for 7000+ and 6000+ homes are not significantly bigger than the 
shaded area of the existing homes(2,125).We were assured by that these developments would include a secondary school, facilities, 
open spaces, possibly infant and junior school which suggests that these developments will cover a much larger area than indicated 
or contain dwellings that are extremely dense, far in excess of the recommendations in the section on the built enviroment, design of 
new development pages 157-160.
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VALP16-09-12-01613 Christine Thorogood The maps are also misleading as the currant roads through the village are not shown and the AVDC representative at the 11th July 

meeting tried to assure me that the stream shown(which flows through Snakemoor) is the Thame Road!!
Option 2 This will totally destroy the villages/ hamlets Aston Sandford,Ilmer possibly Longwick as well as Haddenham. For residents 
of this option to access Haddenham and Thame Parkway Station, they will need to drive through the conservation area of 
Haddenham( shortest route) or detour through other parts of the village. we are already struggling with current levels of commuters 
and their impact on the village. ( I live at Church End and since the removal of the bus service to this part of the village I and many 
older and less mobile neighbours find it to far to walk to the station and need to use cars or taxi toaccess the stationand indeed 
busroute)

Option 3 A development this size,6000+ homes will swamp the existing village and place a built enviroment all the way from the 
railway line westwards to the Oxfordshire border. it is constrained by the flood levels of the existing streams to the North and South.

Duty to cooperate 1.10 to1.13 Page 12
With regards to ADVC acceptance to offset the unmet needs of neighboring councils. It was stated that Haddenham was best placed 
to receive the unmet needs of High Wycombebecause we have a railway station and bus routes.
I drive through Saunderton to High Wycombe to attend the Ortho-Arthritus Clinc on Cressex Estate and note Saunderton has a 
railway station and good road connections to High Wycombe, the M 40 corridor, Princess Risborough and Aylesbury. Surely this is 
the area that needs to be considered for allocation of the homes needed to meet High Wycombe's unmet needs. The closeness of 
this area to High Wycombe will make it much more enviramentally friendly regarding travel requirements and time spent commuting, 
and needs of people accessing the facilities, health, leisure, education etc based in High Wycombe.
Also the housing densities and rigid protection of it's green belt sites by High Wycombe D C need to be seriously challenged.

Strategic Delivery 4.1-4.26 pages 56-64 Aylesbury as a Garden Town.
AVDC should go all out to focus on this and utilize the government funding to support the delivery of ambitious, locally led proposals.
If Aylesbury succeeds in the bidding it should be able to add the new settlement allocation of 4500 new homes, Table 1 page 32, to 
Aylesbury's current allocation in an imaginative and beneficial way.

The allocations of options 1,2 and 3 for Haddenham and indeed the current allocation of 1025 homes are in conflict with AVDC's 
policies on Delivery through Neighborhood Planning 3.82-3.96 pages 54-56. 
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VALP16-09-12-01613 Christine Thorogood AVDC seems to disregard the views expressed by the community in the Haddenham Local Plan, despite it's lofty words and 

aspirations mentioned throughout the report.
S9 states that the preparation and production of neighborhood plans will be supported in accordance with the Localism Act.
AVDC "made" Haddenham which meets with it's requirements that it should: 
a. show how they are contributing towards the strategic objectives of the Local Plan..............
b. .................for their plan area
Therefore AVDC should honour it's promise s and obligations and limit the expansion of Haddenham.
Any unmet needs must be allocated more fairly and imaginatively throughout the whole of AVDC and not placed on Haddenham, 
ensuring the the resulting destruction of Haddenham's current village status, community and heritage does not occur.

VALP16-09-12-01614 Patricia A R Benjamin Policy D2 - Having read through your extensive- and often opaque- draft document I would like to register my response to its 
contents and specifically how I believe it would impact upon Aylesbury Vale and its communities if it were to be wholly or partially 
adopted.
1. I am at a loss to understand how you think The Vale- and especially South Aylesbury- can sustain such massive growth without 
putting intolerable pressure on our existing services, roads, transport and infrastructure. To learn that you are prepared to accept an 
additional 10,000 houses from neighbouring local authorities such as Wycombe shows a terrifying complacency and unawareness of 
just how overburdened we already are.
2. The impact on traffic will be truly catastrophic. Have any of the people who wrote this document ever tried to drive into Aylesbury 
along the A41 Tring Road or A418 from Whitchurch on a normal working morning or evening?
3. Who is responsible for the construction of key amenities such as schools, medical centres and cemeteries? I doubt the developers 
will factor these into their plans. Have you set aside sufficient funds to build a new hospital as Stoke Mandeville is already at breaking 
point and Central Government funding to the NHS is under review.
4. It is a well known fact that the proposed Woodlands site is a historic flood plain. Apart from the sensitive and important landscape 
which will be destroyed for ever, this development will require huge additional funding to stabilise individual constructions. I very 
much doubt residents will obtain cover from insurance companies who are becoming increasingly risk-averse where flooding is 
concerned.
5. Over 5000 letters of objection were submitted by local residents (and beyond) to the planned development at Hampden Fields and 
surrounding vicinity. Infilling all our green spaces will create coalescence with all our cherished villages simply merging into one 
enormous Greater Aylesbury. The unprecedented response from the communities in Aylesbury Vale has been totally ignored by 
AVDC - which means that the councillors elected by the people have chosen to completely ignore the wishes of the very people who 
have voted them in.
6. The inescapable conclusion to this badly thought out and worrying document is that you have chosen to adopt the vast majority of 
the scores of speculative and opportunistic applications submitted by property developers and used them to create the template of 
your own local plan. It will do nothing for local communities except to create years of chaos and disruption. May I respectfully suggest 
you tear it up and employ a team of experienced and impartial consultants to start again.
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VALP16-09-12-01617 Christopher Walker 

(Drayton Beauchamp 
Parish Council)

Policy D1 - We welcome the concept behind Aylesbury Garden Town and the green infrastructure network and we support the Grand 
Union Triangle Cycle Path and the proposal for woodland connectivity along the east of the A41, as shown in the Green Infrastructure 
Strategy.  The Grand Union Canal cycle path proposal crosses under the lane that serves the northern end of Drayton Beauchamp 
parish and at this point there is access to the path from the road.  It is good to see enhanced facilities proposed for both pedestrians 
and cyclists, however regard needs to be had to the access points for such routes which inevitably attract vehicular traffic.  We 
already see parking on the verge area close to this access to the Wendover Arm of the canal and would highlight the need for 
consideration of the consequences of greater use on the immediate environment when detailed plans are progressed.  We believe 
that dedicated parking at strategic points on the network would be required, taking account of the suitability of local roads to 
accommodate such traffic.

VALP16-09-12-01617 Christopher Walker 
(Drayton Beauchamp 
Parish Council)

Policy D12 - The policies in the plan that seek to improve shopping and other services in Aylesbury are welcomed and we hope that 
this will broaden the appeal and employment offer of the town as well as regenerating some of the more run down areas.  Other 
measures we would support are those that underpin the sustainable location approach in the plan to promote public transport and 
reduce congestion in the town, as we believe that this will make the centre more attractive and accessible to outlying communities 
that currently may look elsewhere for local services.

VALP16-09-12-01617 Christopher Walker 
(Drayton Beauchamp 
Parish Council)

Policy D7 - The Parish Meeting welcomes the proposal not to make a specific allocation of new housing to small settlements, of 
which Drayton Beauchamp is one. This is not to say that we would be opposed to any new housing, provided that any proposal met 
the strict criteria suggested in the draft Plan.

VALP16-09-12-01618 Peter Grant Policy D2 - I am a resident of Thame. I support the Thame Town Council "Response to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan". 
I also want to emphasise the point that further expansion of Haddenham can not be reliant on the services/amenity of Thame. There 
does not seem to be any evidence of consultation with South Oxfordshire District on this - Thame infrastructure is already at its limit. 
Further expansion of Haddenham will not meet Vale of Aylesbury local district housing needs because Haddenham's station and 
proximity to the M40 make it a prime location for out of County commuting.
This point will I think be even more valid if Haddenham is chosen as the site for the 'New Settlement' in the Vale of Aylesbury local 
district. Locating the New Settlement in or around Haddenham will not meet local district housing needs - the settlement and 
Haddenham will merely become a commuter dormitory town for Oxford, London and High Wycombe.
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VALP16-09-12-01620 Nicholas Deschamps Policy D2 - The historic plan of the villages, and the roads between them, has remained more or less unchanged since the late 18th 

century and is easily identifiable on early maps and plans. There is a good survival rate of historic buildings within the area, and a 
wide variety of architectural styles, periods of building and materials represented in each of the villages.
Green space is limited within the villages. However, each settlement is surrounded by agricultural land, and the far reaching views 
across the countryside create a feeling of green and open space along most of the main streets. There is a strong sense of 
ownership throughout Dinton, Westlington, Gibraltar and Upton, and local residents value their villages highly. Strong boundaries 
delineate properties, providing enclosure along street edges and residents take good care of their houses and gardens. All these 
features contribute to the special character of the area.
It must be noted that Conservation Area designation cannot, in itself, prevent development, nor should it endeavour to do so as it 
would inhibit the natural organic growth of the settlements. However, it is important that designation and other forms of protection 
inform planning decisions and that modern construction should not be allowed to obscure that which is special about an area.
My primary contention is that Ford Road would inevitably become a busy route from the A418 to the proposed settlement, a use for 
which it is most unsuited. The section of the road between my property and Dinton church is an already dangerous almost single 
track highway which cannot be widened. Also the danger from speeding traffic past School Lane is already a serious danger to 
children. I must say at this point that the use of the terms settlement and garden village seem more than a little disingenuous when 
the number of houses proposed is considered. As to the adequate provision of health services and schools, the current parlous state 
of public services is exacerbated by the uncertainties of Brexit and the endless changes in national policy and the interference of the 
national government lead me to feel there will be no guarantees that the necessary additional services will be in place on schedule or 
perhaps at all. It is likely that the current public services will not be able to cope as they are severely stretched at present; schools full 
to bursting and some local hospitals under special measures.
Creating new jobs locally in a shrinking world of employment is wishful thinking, as is the contention that HS2 will fuel a 'Northern 
Powerhouse'. The only certainty for both is that the developers will make a handsome profit and walk away leaving the local 
communities blighted and the new residents without their promised land.
I have much respect and confidence in our local communities and their representatives, including the AVDC. It’d very clear to me that 
every effort is being made to provide for the future of the Vale. However there are parts that have a bucolic quality that would be gone 
forever if high density development comes too close.
Furthermore, the proposed wind turbine at Waldridge was refused by AVDC and the impact of 7000 new homes must surely be 
similarly detrimental to the Vale.
I don’t think it’s necessary for me to repeat the other adverse aspects of the Haddenham proposal (such as loss of wildlife habitat and 
productive agricultural land) as they are in the VALP, but they should not be overlooked or treated lightly.
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VALP16-09-12-01621 Stewart Patience 

(Anglian Water 
Services Limited)

Policy D2 - Policy D2 Delivering a new settlement
We note that the District Council is considering two potential options (Haddenham and Winslow Parishes) for the inclusion of a new 
settlement to provide a total of 6,000 dwellings as part of the Local Plan. 
Anglian Water is responsible for both the water and water recycling infrastructure in Winslow Parish. 
At this stage a specific site for a new settlement has yet to be identified by the District Council. However it is likely that a development 
of this scale would require improvements to the existing water supply and foul sewerage networks.
The availability of water and water recycling infrastructure within Anglian Water’s area of responsibility to serve a new settlement 
should be considered ffurther as part of the Water Cycle Strategy currently under preparation and the next stages in the Local Plan.

VALP16-09-12-01621 Stewart Patience 
(Anglian Water 
Services Limited)

Policy D3 - Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the available capacity of water and water recycling infrastructure to 
serve the potential housing allocation sites within our area of responsibility. However it is important to note that the cost and extent of 
any water supply and foul sewerage network improvements are investigated and determined when we are approached by a 
developer and a detailed appraisal is carried out.
Please refer to the enclosed spreadsheets for detailed comments relating to proposed allocation sites within Anglian Water’s area of 
responsibility.

VALP16-09-12-01621 Stewart Patience 
(Anglian Water 
Services Limited)

Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury)
Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the available capacity of water and water recycling infrastructure to serve the 
potential housing allocation sites within our area of responsibility. However it is important to note that the cost and extent of any water 
supply and foul sewerage network improvements are investigated and determined when we are approached by a developer and a 
detailed appraisal is carried out.
Please refer to the enclosed spreadsheets for detailed comments relating to proposed allocation sites within Anglian Water’s area of 
responsibility

VALP16-09-12-01621 Stewart Patience 
(Anglian Water 
Services Limited)

Policy D5 - Anglian Water has made an initial assessment of the available capacity of water and water recycling infrastructure to 
serve the potential housing allocation sites within our area of responsibility. However it is important to note that the cost and extent of 
any water supply and foul sewerage network improvements are investigated and determined when we are approached by a 
developer and a detailed appraisal is carried out.
Please refer to the enclosed spreadsheets for detailed comments relating to proposed allocation sites within Anglian Water’s area of 
responsibility.

VALP16-09-12-01621 Stewart Patience 
(Anglian Water 
Services Limited)

Policy D7 - We note that it is proposed that the housing requirement for smaller villages will be met by neighbourhood plans. We 
would wish to comment further on any housing allocation sites within our area of responsibility.
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VALP16-09-12-01622 Christopher Roberts 

(Turley.co.uk on behalf 
of Cala Homes Ltd)

Policy D2 - Proposed New Settlement
3.14 As described, the Draft Plan proposes the delivery of a new settlement within the District. The proposal to designate such a 
settlement was explored in the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation (Option B), and has been carried through into the current Draft Local Plan 
Consultation. Whilst the current iteration of the emerging Local Plan reiterates the policy approach, it does not definitively confirm 
where this proposed new settlement is to be located. However, the supporting text to
Policy D2 references the ‘Aylesbury Vale – New Settlement Scoping Study’ (June 2016) and narrows down potential locations for the 
new settlement to 2 broad areas;
Haddenham and Winslow.
3.15 Of the two potential locations deemed potentially suitable, the Draft Local Plan indicates that Haddenham is likely to be 
preferred, over Winslow. This is on the basis that the settlement is already serviced by a railway station, which provides good 
services to London and elsewhere. Haddenham is also deemed to be situated in proximity to
higher-order services available in Thame, is closer to a wider range of employment opportunities and provides better access to the 
motorway network. It is also noted that
Haddenham is also “closer to the source of unmet housing need which the Vale has to try to accommodate” i.e. the unmet needs 
arising from the LPAs to the south of
Aylesbury Vale.
3.16 The preference to allocate a new settlement at Haddenham confirms the sustainability of the settlement, its strategic location 
and the relatively availability of transport
infrastructure there. In this respect, the Draft Local Plan acknowledges the capacity of Haddenham to accommodate substantial 
additional development. Such additional
growth will be required in order that the District shall be able to meet its own need, but also that unmet need arising from 
neighbouring authorities, the Housing Market Area
and that derived from the wider Functional Economic Area. Accordingly, Section 4 of this representation provides comments on the 
possible siting of the proposed new
settlement at different locations adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, Haddenham.

VALP16-09-12-01622 Christopher Roberts 
(Turley.co.uk on behalf 
of Cala Homes Ltd)

3.17 Notwithstanding the above analysis, we submit that whilst the general principle of siting additional development at Haddenham 
is consistent with the high-level objectives of the Draft Plan, it is also necessary to reiterate the supporting text to Policy S2. This  
suggests that the 4,500 units to be provided at the new settlement, are assumed to be deliverable only by the end of the Plan period 
(i.e. 2033). Therefore (and regardless of the settlement’s ultimate location) there is a need to allocate additional sites that can be 
brought forward far more promptly, to assist the Council in maintaining a five year housing land supply.
3.18 Ultimately (and as described in the following section of this representation), it is considered unlikely that a new settlement could 
be fully delivered within the Plan period.  We would instead suggest that sustainable urban extensions, such as our client’s site, are 
better placed to deliver that growth.
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VALP16-09-12-01622 Christopher Roberts 

(Turley.co.uk on behalf 
of Cala Homes Ltd)

Policy D4 - 1.1 These representations have been prepared by Turley on behalf of CALA Homes Ltd and Persimmon Homes in 
relation to ‘Land North East of Haddenham’, which is being promoted through the emerging Local Plan. Previous representations 
have been made to earlier stages of the Plan-making process regarding the site.
1.2 Our response focusses on matters pursuant to the soundness of the draft Plan and those which are of particular relevance in the 
context of our client’s interest. For the
most part these responses relate to:
-Housing Need and Delivery (with detailed consideration of the OAN being set out in a separate accompanying report; Review of the 
Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Aylesbury Vale (attached at Appendix 1);
-The Proposed Spatial Strategy, and;
-Development at Haddenham.
1.3 In addition, the representations set out the merits of the subject site, land North East of Haddenham, which could contribute to 
delivering the strategic objectives of the draft Local Plan, in addition to, or instead of, sites currently being proposed. The background 
to the site, the promotion thereof and its position in regards to the Draft Local Plan, is summarised below.
Background to the Site
1.4 The relevant landholdings comprise approximately 45 hectares, located to the North East of Haddenham1. The site itself has 
been promoted at previous stages in the Local Plan process and is identified in the Call for Sites Summary Report (published 06 July 
2016), as site Ref. SHLHAD007a / SHLHAD007b and as illustrated below.
1.5 The site currently comprises a number of field parcels, with existing trees and hedgerows delineating the majority of the 
boundaries. To the west, is situated the consented Haddenham Airfield scheme (planning permission Ref. 14/03289/AOP). To the 
east, the site is bound by Church Way whilst the A418 (Aylesbury Road) abuts the northern boundary. The exiting built-up area of 
Haddenham extends to the south.
1.6 The southern extent of the interested land was assessed in the Aylesbury Vale Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) published (in Draft) in October 2015 and updated again in May 2016 (Site Ref. HAD007). The site was 
evaluated favourably, with the southern extent of the holdings being seen as capable of accommodating approximately 210 no. 
dwellings. However, the northern extent of the site was discounted as unsuitable. Subsequently, a section of the subject landholdings 
has been identified, in the Draft Local Plan, as being potentially suitable for allocation.
1.7 However, as is noted in this representation, it is considered that the proposed allocation underestimates the capacity of the site. 
This presupposition is made on the basis of an incorrect evaluation undertaken in the HELAA (May, 2016), as well as in previous 
iterations of that document. This resulted in the northern extent of the site being disregarded as unsuitable for development, on the 
basis of concerns regarding landscape and visual impact. For the reasons outlined in Section 4 of this response, we do not consider 
these concerns to be valid. 
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VALP16-09-12-01623 Rex Carslake Policy D2 - As an objector to the recently proposed 7500 house between Haddenham and Ford (the new village).

Could the extensive brown field site on Westcott Airfield Westcott be considered for the new village as this already has extensive 
employment provision and reasonable transport links on to the A41 and a potential railway link that could be reestablished, not with 
standing the recently completed new road link to the waste incinerator at Calvert using part of the old track bed. Or the opening of 
Quaniton Station. 
Although car born traffic to a new railway station at Quanton Station. This link to Westcott might be little different from the similar 
7500 from the new village at Haddenham, yet the later would have to use the village roads to get to Haddenham and Thame Station. 
While it would be relative simple for the Westcott traffic to go to a new (re established station) at Quantion, this traffic would not pass 
though any settlements. I under stand the Aylesbury Calvert (to Milton Keynes) rail link is to be included in the Oxford Cambridge re 
opening. 
I realise that the development at Westcott would cause extensive scatter of motorised transport. Yet the the 7500 house proposed for 
Haddenham and Ford would create a similar problem of scatter. 
The existing station at Haddenham is already a magnet from the east for car born traffic. In addition the lower road from Aylesbury to 
Thame being used as a fast short cut though Haddenham. Let alone the traffic going to the industrial estate in Haddenham. They 
avoid using the new link road to and from the A418. The additional 7500 house in Haddenham would make this additional traffic 
intolerable for Haddenham.
Despite Haddenham's allocation of 1057 houses in the Summer 2016 Local Development Frame Work there is the likely hood that 
Haddenham will get a further 1000 house on the north side of the airfield in any future local development plans. There is also 
potential for further development on the both the east and the west side of the village. There is no control from green belt around 
Haddenham.
There are good arguments for conserving the Haddenham and Ford agricultural land as the Westcott Airfield site is a brown field site.
There are also two other old airfield sites (brown field sites) at Long Marston and Oakley which might also be considered for the rural 
allocation.
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VALP16-09-12-01624 Sandra Plews Policy D1   - •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 

South of Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01626 Sarah Copley (Weston 

Turville)
Policy D1 - Response to consultation on draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
Weston Turville Parish Council are disappointed to see the way that the additional large developments have been written as though 
they are a part of Aylesbury town which is wholly incorrect as they fall completely within adjoining parishes, including Weston Turville. 
The VALP refers to these large developments as the growth of Aylesbury and states that the allocation for Weston Turville, amongst 
others, has been included in the growth of Aylesbury and that Weston Turville is therefore not required to take any additional housing 
– this is extremely misleading for local residents who then find that we have been allocated several large developments that will 
change our parish beyond recognition. Coalescence of the town with neighbouring parishes and villages is a concern and the Parish 
Council would like to see a stronger emphasis on retaining the identity of existing settlements to prevent urban sprawl.
We also believe that these new developments should be allocated to an area where there are more sustainable travel options by 
either rail or road. The south of Aylesbury does not have an easy rail link and the links to dual carriageways are limited and at 
capacity.
The Transport strategy has little detail and as such does not give confidence in how any of these proposed developments can be 
taken forward without major changes to the road networks currently existing and also the addition of dual carriageways to take in to 
account the vast increase in traffic that these sites will generate both at the development stage and when residents take possession. 
There needs to be a coherent plan shared with the parishes as to how the current issues over travelling around Aylesbury and 
through our parishes can be managed.
The Housing numbers appear to be higher than expected and also concentrated together creating a large conurbation which will take 
away the style and cohesiveness of the town where both new and older parts do work together and give a feeling of being within a 
countryside area. The Vale of Aylesbury is known for being within a semi-rural arena and with the densities and styles proposed this 
will be diluted to the point of non-existence. The Council would like assurances that the unmet need from other district councils has 
been challenged.
We do understand the need for additional housing for our growing population and want to be a part of how our parish develops over 
the coming years but with wholesale and sudden growth wedged in to gaps of green field area we believe that the way of life enjoyed 
by residents will change causing a major change in to how the area is used making it in to more of a dormitory town with owners 
having to work elsewhere in order to afford the housing on offer.
Part of the proposed are at Woodlands is on a flood plain with no plan as to how this can be alleviated and how will it affect existing 
housing and roads located adjacent and the addition of facilities that will potentially in flood for part of the year.
In summary Weston Turville Parish council would have preferred to have worked with AVDC in the early stages of the development 
of this instead of it being presented in this way. We have the interest of our residents at heart and believe that a more joined up 
approach could help both new and existing areas could be located in such a way that benefits all residents.

VALP16-09-12-01627 Joanna Shepherd Policy D1 - There needs to be some green space around Aylesbury and it seems that under the plans Aylesbury will simply merge 
into Weston Turville and Aston Clinton. Pollution is a serious concern.

The council has ignored requests to consider other options than the huge development on the south side of Aylesbury. I do not 
believe that there is the need for the amount of houses planned.

VALP16-09-12-01628 Jenny Fletcher Policy D2 - Surely the proposed new settlement should be in Aylesbury or the south of the area where there are rail links etc.
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VALP16-09-12-01631 John & Susan Keane Policy D2 - Why would Winslow be expected to be the site of the new settlement, when Haddenham has far better connections , 

both rail and bus services, and closer proximity to a motorway. If the proposed super highway between Oxford and Cambridge via 
Milton Keynes is to be built surely it should go via Aylesbury and Haddenham and not through the rural countryside and villages of 
North Bucks.

VALP16-09-12-01632 Roger Williams Policy D6 - 5.0 Conclusions
There is a fundamental mismatch between the guiding principles and environmental policies and objectives of the VALP and the 
allocation of an blanket 19% growth to Brill.
The suggestion that Brill could accommodate 96 additional houses without breaching the environmental policies of this plan is 
absurd.  Equally, the suggestion goes against the recommendations and conclusions of previous studies, described in 3.0 above and 
the results of the HELAA site investigations. 
6.0 Recommendations
Slavish adherence to the arbitrary village growth percentages is unrealistic and threatens settlements such as Brill. Consequently, 
references to that approach need to be conditioned. Specifically reference to the 96 houses allocation needs to be removed and 
policies 06 and 52 I need to be changed accordingly.
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VALP16-09-12-01634 Keith Fensom Policy D1 - Please accept the following as my objections against the current proposed draft of the Aylesbury Local Plan. In my 

opinion it does not reflect the views of the local people and therefore cannot be considered as a serious document without serious 
consideration and amendment. 

 1.AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury, which shows clear coalescence between the villages of Weston Turville, Aston Clinton and Wendover. Whilst many of us 
are not against the construction of new homes we are not prepared to sit around and see the identities of our wonderful villages 
disappear forever.

 2.The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".

 3.There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the already overcrowded roads with particular reference to peak traffic 
times.

 4.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. The Sustainability Appraisal shows serious flooding on the Woodlands site which surely means that this proposal 
to develop Woodlands and to put a road through the site must require a serious rethink.

 5.The number of houses planned much is too high for our villages, especially considering that we should not be accommodating the 
10,000 to 12,000 houses from other authorities and places like Wycombe and South Bucks.

 6.There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility 
here: they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 

 7.The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.

 8.Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. Organisations such as The Wildlife Trusts 
are well aware of the importance of green spaces and the positive impact on health. VALP appears not to be concerned with this 
aspect.

 9.Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

 10.The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01635 Rod MOULDING Policy D2 - New Settlement:  Requirement:  The need for a new settlement, as opposed to having to go to all the trouble of 

replanning every settlement, has been predicated on “an estimated collective unmet need of 12,000 homes” by “councils to the south 
of Aylesbury Vale district” (Para 1.13).  This is unacceptable.  First, the unnamed councils must be compelled to replan to an 
appropriate density so as to absorb their surpluses;  Aylesbury Vale residents should not have to compensate for other districts’ 
planning shortfalls.  Second, if any degree of necessary absorption is identified, AVDC should review its planning in detail so as to 
spread the load more equitably.  A “new settlement” is effectively a cop-out.

New Settlement:  Location:  Should the need for a new settlement be agreed, in spite of my previous remarks, it must be sited 
appropriately.  Of the two suggested possible locations, Haddenham is far nearer to the allegedly unmet need, has good existing 
communications (rail to London, Oxford and Birmingham, and road via the M40), and has current employment opportunities.  
Winslow is much further from the “unmet need”, has limited transport links (no rail, poor roads;  see below), and has minimal local 
employment opportunities.

VALP16-09-12-01636 Oliver Taylor (Gleeson 
Strategic Land on 
behalf of Linden 
Homes)

Policy D4 - Policy D4 Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury)
The reasons identified above, we do not consider this policy to be soundly based. The identified housing requirement for the strategic 
settlement is too low.

VALP16-09-12-01637 Michael John Coker Policy D7 - REVIEW OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY SMALLER VILLAGES
I am of the opinion that the pressure should be eased by a review of the very small or no contribution made by smaller villages rather 
that ramping up the contributions made by the other village classes.
There Is evidence that some parishes have escaped 'scot free' and that cannot be equitable or defensible in the circumstances we 
find ourselves in at this moment in time.

VALP16-09-12-01638 Jack Milburn Policy D2 - 4. The suggestion of a new settlement between Winslow and the Horwoods (Great & Little), could definitely not be done 
with a presumption in favour of sustainable development. It would be inevitable that the new development would expand and 
ultimately encroach and envelop the three locations, resulting in the complete loss of character for each of these rural areas AND 
making their individual development unsustainable. If this were not to be the case, what would be done to curtail the new settlement's 
expansion in order to preserve the existing locations as rural areas ?
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VALP16-09-12-01639 Julia McQuiggin Policy D3 - I have these comments on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan:

 •Newton Longville Parish has a plan for its own for its future housing needs, that meets the needs of its community.
 •Newton Longville's character would be destroyed if a mass housing development twice its size was allowed within its parish 

boundary.
 •I believe the inclusion of potential for large-scale development at the boundary of AVDC and Milton Keynes within Whaddon and 

Newton Longville parishes is unnecessary and would cause a severe negative impact to the existing residents of those areas.
 •The traffic on the A421 towards Buckingham, which is single carriageway, and the traffic on Buckingham Road into Bletchley are 

already a problem and thousands more cars in that area would make it much worse.
 •Traffic levels through Newton Longville are an issue already, as is speeding, and these would also worsen, particularly as drivers 

from the west use Newton Longville as a short cut to the Stoke Hammond bypass.
 •It would be difficult for AVDC to service large scale developments on its border, as has been acknowledged by the Council 

previously.
 •As a resident of Newton Longville and AVDC I'm wary of the creeping expansion of Milton Keynes and its potential of an urban 

sprawl consuming green fields of the surrounding authorities - it would destroy the character of the villages.
 •As a resident of a village in AVDC I do not want developments in AVDC to be handed to the control of Milton Keynes Council.
 •There is no credible provision for the necessary infrastructure and in many cases even if funding was available it is not possible to 

increase the capacity of existing roads or to build bypasses that protect the existing settlements.
 •Milton Keynes Council has capacity to develop within its boundary and there is no need for countryside of AVDC to be urbanised.

VALP16-09-12-01640 Grace and David Brown Policy D2 - 1. Redefinition of Cuddington village category from small to medium

We object to the proposal to change the category of Cuddington from small to medium which means the housing numbers are 
uplifted from 12 to a minimum of 50, a 19% uplift which does not take account that much of Cuddington is in a conservation area and 
identified within an Area of Attractive Landscape. We would be the smallest of the medium villages in the AVDC area and our 
population could increase by up to 200 versus the current 569, an increase of 35% in a village with very limited key resources for 
sustainability 1 food shop/post office, 1 pub, 1 hairdressers, 1 small infants school which is over subscribed, village hall and playing 
fields. There is also a lack of employment in the village which features highly in other villages classed as medium. 

We are near to the large village Haddenham with more facilities but without any direct public transport link ie we are not well 
connected to access these. Yes if you drive you have access but not if you cannot for any reason. The road up to Kings Cross on the 
A418 is very dangerous without a footpath, and crossing the A418 there at an accident black spot is not for the faint hearted, and 
then there is the walk into Haddenham again without a footpath until you meet the post office junction. Haddenham also has only 
limited services to serve an enlarged population from its allocated number of proposed houses distinct from the settlement proposal. 
It has a small parade of shops, a farm shop and garden centre, no bank, no town centre as it is a large village not a town.
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VALP16-09-12-01640 Grace and David Brown Policy D7 - 1. Redefinition of Cuddington village category from small to medium

We object to the proposal to change the category of Cuddington from small to medium which means the housing numbers are 
uplifted from 12 to a minimum of 50, a 19% uplift which does not take account that much of Cuddington is in a conservation area and 
identified within an Area of Attractive Landscape. We would be the smallest of the medium villages in the AVDC area and our 
population could increase by up to 200 versus the current 569, an increase of 35% in a village with very limited key resources for 
sustainability 1 food shop/post office, 1 pub, 1 hairdressers, 1 small infants school which is over subscribed, village hall and playing 
fields. There is also a lack of employment in the village which features highly in other villages classed as medium. 

We are near to the large village Haddenham with more facilities but without any direct public transport link ie we are not well 
connected to access these. Yes if you drive you have access but not if you cannot for any reason. The road up to Kings Cross on the 
A418 is very dangerous without a footpath, and crossing the A418 there at an accident black spot is not for the faint hearted, and 
then there is the walk into Haddenham again without a footpath until you meet the post office junction. Haddenham also has only 
limited services to serve an enlarged population from its allocated number of proposed houses distinct from the settlement proposal. 
It has a small parade of shops, a farm shop and garden centre, no bank, no town centre as it is a large village not a town.

VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 
(Gallagher Estates)

Policy D1 - It is acknowledged that the delivery of a Garden Town may form part of the solution and help deliver
some of the District's housing requirement, however there are likely to be delivery issues associated
with focussing such a large amount of development on Aylesbury.
Focussing significant growth at Aylesbury is likely to involve long lead in times requiring substantially
more site assembly, infrastructure investment and plan preparation than small schemes which are
more likely to be in single ownership and can be bolted onto existing settlements and infrastructure. Development in a range of 
locations particularly Land at Eaton Leys which already has a planning
application pending for its determination will be required to provide for short to medium term local
housing needs.

VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 
(Gallagher Estates)

Policy D2 - We reserve the right to comment on the proposed Policy D2 for delivering a new settlement.
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VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 

(Gallagher Estates)
Policy D3 - Alongside the Issues and Options consultation, AVDC published a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) to assess the development site options including sites on the southern edge of Milton Keynes within Aylesbury Vale District. 
An update to the HELAA was published in May 2016 which includes the assessment of sites including Land at Eaton Leys is provided 
in Appendix 5. 
The HELAA identifies three suitable sites for development located on greenfield sites north west of Newton Longville and adjacent to 
Milton Keynes, situated south west of the city. The HELAA identifies that all three sites could together (with an existing commitment 
at Stoke Hammond of 268 dwellings) provide a total potential housing capacity of 4,274.
Land at Salden Chase. South West Milton Keynes (HELAA ref: NLVOOll
We note that other sites on the southern edge of Milton Keynes (located within Aylesbury Vale) have been assessed in the HELAA. 
Only one strategic site, the 'Salden Chase' site (HELAA reference NLVOOl) is identified as suitable for development. The basis of this 
conclusion, by comparison to the rejection our Land at Eaton Leys, is unclear and in our view unjustified.
In particular, there is no reference to harmful landscape and visual impact as expressed in AVDC's landscape officer's response to 
the planning application for this site. He has advised that he disagrees with the applicant's assessment that this development would 
not result in "significant landscape character impacts in the long term on the site or ... on the wider character area within which it lies" 
and "significant long term visual impacts". A copy of these comments is included at Appendix 6.
There is no indication within the HELAA that this assessment has been taken into account by AVDC in identifying the site as suitable. 
In support of this site, the HELAA advises that the site (NLVOOl) is well connected to the strategic road network. In our view, this 
applies equally to Land at Eaton Leys which is readily accessible to the AS and the wide transport network.
AVDC's assessment of NLVOOl also advises that the site is adjacent to East West Rail "should there be any potential for a future 
station". There is no indication by Network Rail or in the Salden Chase planning application that a new station is planned or even 
being considered as far as we are aware.  There is no basis for this being identified as a potential benefit for this site and should not 
be taken into account.
In conclusion, we object to AVDC's assessment of NLVOOl in the HELAA which appears entirely inconsistent with the assessment of 
our client's land at Eaton Leys. We support AVDC in arriving at a balanced judgement taking account of both adverse impacts and 
benefits, however, this does not appear to have been undertaken equally for all sites.
Land at Eaton Leys Land at Eaton Leys is considered to be a highly sustainable location which will help to meet the identified needs 
of the area, without any significant adverse impacts and could deliver a range of benefits.
The geographical location of the site adjacent to the existing urban area of Milton Keynes, combined with an obvious defensible edge 
created by the alignment of the A4146 which contains the site to the east and south suggests that, to all intensive purposes, the 
proposal will function as a new neighbourhood of the City.
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VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 

(Gallagher Estates)
A summary of the proposals at Eaton Leys is set out below:
• The development will deliver a mix of uses on-site including primary schools, and a new local centre comprising appropriate local 
shop units, a community hall and a health centre. This provision would meet the day to day needs of new residents, reducing the 
need to travel. In addition the site is well located to the existing urban area and the wide range of shops, services and facilities 
available within a 1S minute walk of the site. Bletchley Town Centre and Fenny Stratford, both lie within 2km of the Site.
• The site benefits from good connections to the existing highway network including the strategic network (the AS) and the 
development on Land at Eaton Leys will provide appropriate contributions to improvements to the AS and wider strategic road 
network.
• The development also has the potential to contribute to the future construction of a strategic link road(s) and/or rail link (particularly 
East West Rail) to support the identified "Growth Corridor" between Oxford and Cambridge.
• It will be necessary for the Council to allocate green field sites for development in order to meets its Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need and to maintain a rolling five year housing land supply. Land at Eaton Leys is suitable, deliverable and viable site which is 
current the subject of planning application 1S/02201/AOP and should be granted planning permission.
• The proposed development on Land at Eaton Leys has sought to minimise the impact on the local community through careful 
design and landscaping, as demonstrated in the Design and Access Statement which was submitted in support of the current 
planning application ref: 1S/02201/AOP.
• In relation to the current planning application, the Applicant has also consulted with the local community, including early 
engagement with Little Brickhill Parish Council and Bletchley and Fenny Stratford Town Council. Two public exhibitions were also 
held in November 2014, to seek views from the local community on the draft proposals for the Site.
• The proposed development on Land at Eaton Leys will create a sustainable, safe and high quality urban extension which is well 
integrated with, and accessible from, the rest of Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes. In particular the structure and layout of the 
proposed development is based on the principles that have shaped the existing city, especially the grid road system, Redways and 
the linear parks and strategic, integrated flood management as set out in the Design and Access Statement which was submitted in 
support of the current planning application ref: 1S/02201/AOP.
• The proposed masterplan for the proposed development of the Site excludes any development within the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument. The Scheduled Monument forms part of the green infrastructure delivered as part of the proposed development and link 
with other heritage assets present along the Linear Park leading into Milton Keynes. A further, non-designated area of below ground 
features associated with the Roman town, identified during geophysical surveys, will also be protected from damage as this also 
forms part of the proposed green infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 

(Gallagher Estates)
• The removal of the monument from active agricultural use, which is likely to risk ongoing degradation of the archaeological remains, 
would be beneficial. In addition, a strategy for the enhancement of the Scheduled Monument, which could include wildflower planting 
of the area and interpretation signage, would provide further benefit.
• The site is defined by the containment provided by the urban area of Milton Keynes and surrounding settlement to the north-east, 
north, west and south-west of the site, and the higher land of the Brickhills Greensand Ridge to the east of the site and in the vicinity 
of Stoke 
• The proposed development includes a number of landscape and visual mitigation measures in order to minimise adverse effects 
which would arise. These include: setting back of development from the site boundaries, extending the character of the river corridor 
to the west and providing additional landscape structure flanking the A4146 in the eastern part of the site; controlling building and 
planting heights to provide view corridors over the development to the ridgeline of the Greensand Ridge; using and extending the 
existing green infrastructure of the site is the basis for the development layout; and incorporating two principal green infrastructure 
corridors across the site.
• In terms of biodiversity, the development will result in beneficial effects for hedgerows, amphibians and reptiles. The only adverse 
effect, which would be at a local level, concerns disturbance by new residents and predation of breeding birds by domestic cats. 
Overall, the delivery of substantial areas of new habitat and their sympathetic management through implementation of a biodiversity 
management plan will result in net gains for biodiversity 
• The access and movement strategy for the site has been developed in consultation with Milton Keynes Council and 
Buckinghamshire County Council as the relevant Highway Authority's and is consistent with current policy and best practice 
guidance.
• Section 16 of the Design and Access Statement which was submitted in support of the current planning application ref: 15/02201/ 
AOP sets out the access and movement strategy for sustainable modes which includes:
• Provides for retention of the existing public footpath network as an integral part of the design approach wherever possible;
• Creates a network of direct and attractive pedestrian and cycle (including Redway)
connections to key destinations, including: the built up areas of the City to the west, particularly employment and retail destination 
and transport hubs associated with
Bletchley and Fenny Stratford; and the recreational routes associated with the Grand Union Canal and River Ouzel and connections 
to the wider rural landscape;
• Provides safe and convenient access to bus routes by facilitating the extension of existing services through the site.
• Two new pedestrian and cycle bridge crossings are proposed over the River Ouzel north and south of Eaton Leys Farm as part of 
providing a highly integrated network of
pedestrian and cycle routes to the existing built up area.
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VALP16-09-12-01641 MICHAEL KNOTT 

(Gallagher Estates)
• The form has also been influenced by the need to create a sustainable and well connected urban extension with good access to 
adjacent employment destinations, transport hubs and community, leisure and retail facilities at Bletchley, Fenny Stratford and Water 
Eaton as set out in the Design and Access Statement which was submitted in support of the current planning application ref: 
15/02201/AOP.
• The layout of the Master Plan can contribute to mitigating the impacts of climate change through setting out a spatial framework that 
primarily facilitates movement by walking and cycling and integrates with the existing network adjacent to the site. Given the 
opportunity to extend existing bus services into the site, proximity of the Fenny Stratford and Bletchley centres and associated railway 
stations, the Master Plan should also assist direct and convenient access to public transport facilities.  In view of the above, it is clear 
that the development at Eaton Leys meets the requirements of Policy 51 and should therefore be proposed as an allocation within the 
VALP consultation document and should be granted planning permission without delay.
Policy 04 Delivering the Allocated Sites- at Strategic Settlements
Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover are identified as the most sustainable settlements in the District. We 
consider that the edge of Milton Keynes to the north of Aylesbury Vale District should also be identified as an area with high 
sustainability credentials, given its proximity to Milton Keynes, and its position within the Government identified Oxford - Cambridge 
Growth Corridor.  Sites such as Land at Eaton Leys as previously identified is a site which is suitable and deliverable, subject to 
obtaining planning permission within the next 5 years. The site is well positioned to strengthen the development prospect of the 
Growth Corridor.

VALP16-09-12-01643 Jim Malkin (JMI 
Planning on behalf of 
Mr J L Wickson & Mrs 
S G Raven)

Policy D7 - 3.10 Policy D7 of the draft local plan refers specifically housing development at smaller villages. The general principles of 
this policy are supported. However, in relation to criterion (g) this restricts development coming forwards and does not follow the 
principle as set out in the NPPF that high quality, sustainable development should be supported and gives an arbitrary and 
unsupported limit.

VALP16-09-12-01644 David Rogers Policy D1 - I am writing to object to the proposed "Garden Village", Haddenham site 6 between Aston Sandford, Longwick, Owlswick 
and Ford. 
The proposed settlement covers a large area of unspoilt open farmland clearly visible from the Chiltern Hills A.O.N.B 
It would create an unsustainable amount of traffic on our already overcrowded roads.
It does not take into account the proposed large developments in neighbouring towns and villages and will swamp the nearby 
hamlets.
There is no local source of employment.
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VALP16-09-12-01646 Nick Stafford (DLP 

Planning (on behalf of 
September Properties))

Policy D6 - 2.20 As noted above, medium settlements, including Stoke Hammond, have the potential to accommodate more growth 
than is currently directed to them without undermining the overall thrust of the development strategy. There are a number of reasons 
why Stoke Hammond in particular is in a good position to be allocated an increased level of development.
2.21 Firstly, in terms of location, according to the ORS report, the village is located on the in or close to three different HMAs – 
Buckinghamshire, Milton Keynes, and close to
Luton/Central Bedfordshire. Development in the area could therefore help to meet the needs of residents of any of these areas, 
particularly neighbouring Milton Keynes. 
2.22 The settlement is well located for access to Milton Keynes and Leighton Buzzard, which provide a good choice of services and 
jobs for residents. It is acknowledged that
Stoke Hammond has seen significant growth over the last few years. However, this is as a result of and is an acknowledgment of the 
village’s sustainable credentials, which
have been deemed to make Stoke Hammond a sustainable location for growth.
2.23 The village remains a sustainable location. There is also the potential for our client’s site to unlock additional infrastructure that 
would significantly enhance its ustainable
credentials. It is on this basis that the rigidity of a development / growth cap is clearly unsuitable, and that sites should be considered 
on their own merits when presented on
the basis of the circumstances at that time.
2.24 Policy D6 and the supporting text / pre-amble to it highlight the number of other medium villages that require additional housing 
sites to be found. It is unproductive
and unnecessarily restrictive to impose limits on some villages which could have additional capacity, where there is a residual 
requirement not only across other medium villages, but significantly across the district as a whole.
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VALP16-09-12-01647 Anna Bend 

(Environment and 
Infrastructure UK 
Limited, Amec Foster 
Wheeler (on behalf of 
Albanwise Ltd))

Policy D8 - Policy D8 states that permission will only be granted in Other Settlements for development to or two homes. Whilst it is 
agreed that it is important that no harm is caused to the character and appearance of the settlement or countryside, the policy should 
not be so restrictive in relation to housing delivery.  Table 1 proposes 714 dwellings to be delivered on windfall sites within the Plan 
period. Whilst it is considered that infill development in the smaller settlements is appropriate, limiting this to
one of two houses within the frontages is not considered to be an appropriated strategy to boosting housing supply, particularly 
where available sites exist which could deliver a slightly higher proportion of housing. Each site should be assessed on its own 
merits.  
As the Council currently does not have a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, it should not discount small-scale development 
on available and sustainable sites within the smaller settlements which could contribute towards immediate housing needs of the 
area, as well as boosting supply for the District. This is particularly important in the event that development sites within the District 
which are being relied upon as part of the Council’s housing supply do not come forward as anticipated. With this in mind, it is 
considered that the Council should consider development in settlements such as Hoggeston which could sustainably support a small 
number of additional houses.  This policy should be revised to acknowledge that small-scale development of greater than one or two 
houses may be appropriate in ‘other settlements’ and other rural settlements to
tackle housing needs such locations. It is, therefore, suggested that part b of Policy D8 is revised as follows: b. for 
(STRIKETHROUGH infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two homes) limited infilling in keeping with the scale 
and spacing of nearby homes, and for the replacement of existing homes in their original curtilage, where there would be no adverse 
effect on the character of the countryside or other planning interests, subject to other policies in the Local Plan
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VALP16-09-12-01648 Gordon Wiseman Policy D2 - I have the following comments to make upon the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and in particular the proposal 

for a new settlement.
The need for an additional settlement within the Vale is very much the result of under-delivery of housing by Neighbouring LPAs. If 
this issue was dealt with in a proper and equitable manner with all parties building to a similar housing density with the re designation 
of appropriate green-field sites then no additional settlement is required at all within the vale. That said, and assuming a 'worst case' 
senario where we must have a new settlement, it is abundantly clear that this must be sited at Haddenham for the following reasons:-

1. The potential transport infrastructure improvements for Winslow will arrive far too late to enable a decision (possibly to be taken in 
the next 12 months) to choose Winslow. The Hearn studies statement (5.17) that 'Winslow’s location on main road and rail corridors 
and with a range of existing services, supports its potential for strategic growth' is completely incorrect. Winslow is not situated on a 
main road as the A413 is not a ‘major road corridor’ and of course Winslow does not currently benefit from a rail service!!! It is now 
generally accepted that East West Rail and the accompanying benefits to Winslow will not realistically be delivered until 2020-2022. 
Para 5.18 also erroneous to states that the “A421 Expressway will provide enhanced connections and accessibility to Winslow and is 
well located to serve any development to the north of the town”, The route of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway is currently 
uncertain and its delivery is realistically many years in the future, it cannot therefore be considered as a serious improvement in the 
transport connectivity for Winslow during the period of the VALP. The study implies that delivery and route has been agreed and is 
imminent. This is not only factually incorrect and it is extremely misleading to include a route for the Cambridge to Oxford 
Expressway on the Winslow map in Appendix B but to also describe it as the A421 Expressway.
7.4 states that Winslow has 'a stronger range of existing services and facilities including secondary education provision; and access 
to a large range of employment centres by rail within 30 minutes'. As pointed out above it is blatantly incorrect.
For a new settlement, the certainty of, rather than the potential for, the delivery of these transport infrastructure projects is essential. It 
must be pointed out that Haddenham already has a rail station with excellent connectivity to London, the major employment site and 
is within a few miles of the M40 and is very well connected to major road corridors of the road network – A41, A418, etc, as opposed 
to the A413 and the A421 with their all to obvious inadequacies.The Hearn study states that any new settlement should be served by 
(or be capable of being served by) high quality and frequent public transport services which link it to higher order centres for 
employment and services; Only Haddenham meets this requirement.
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VALP16-09-12-01648 Gordon Wiseman 2. The suggested 'upgrade' approach will not work in Winslow for the simple reason that the car parking provision in the town is 

insufficient even for today’s needs and the all apparent fact that some of the existing infrastructure eg the GPs’ Surgery is at or 
beyond capacity. “upgrading" and supplementation of the existing services to what would be required ie to accommodate a 350% 
increase in population by 2040 would in any event be impossible as there is simply not the space. Hence any new settlement must be 
self sufficient and provide the vast majority of these important services on its own site.
3. Regarding the 'Northern expnsion of Winslow' (5.23) as proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan. Did Hearn read the Winslow 
Neighbourhood Plan? Yet another gross error as the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan categorically has no housing development 
included north of the railway line, nor does it refer anywhere to a “northern expansion of the settlement.” The only developments 
included in the WNP that are north of the railway line, and west of the Great Horwood road are the new STFS school,the railway 
station and the employment site all of which are enclosed by the Winslow Settlement Boundary which specifically ‘prevents’ northern 
expansion of the town. 
4.The Hearn study makes no effort whatsoever to estimate the area required by the new settlement. This is a basic and essential 
piece of information required to evaluate whether the proposed locations will indeed be able to accommodate a new settlement of 
6,000 plus new homes. Hearn claims that for a new settlement of 6,300 homes 300 hectares will suffice. The airfield site is too small 
to provide for a new settlement of 6,000+ homes and in fact would struggle to meet a total of 4,500. There is no mention of the land 
required to provide for employment, the various types of schools, a health centre with a dental surgery, community centres, a large 
supermarket, a shopping centre with adequate car parks, restaurants, pubs etc, sports pitches, playgrounds, a library, other 
community facilities etc. All these will obviously be needed for a town that will be eventually larger than Buckingham.
Hence one of the most unassailable facts is that the proposal to locate a New Settlement of 6,000 plus homes on land north of 
Winslow known as the airfield site is totally impractical as the site is simply too small in area to accommodate such a significant 
development. It should be recognised that, once established, the New Settlement in future decades must have room for significant 
growth and the north of Winslow site is heavily constrained by Great.Horwood, Little Horwood and Winslow.
It should be noted that currently in the Vale, only Aylesbury and Buckingham have populations of more than 10,000, so in the 
“geography of centres within an area,” it does not make sense for Winslow to be chosen as the site for the new settlement as this 
would locate the centres of the second and third largest communities in the Vale within about 7 miles of each other in the north of the 
District. Such geographical proximity would have an adverse effect on Buckingham’s current position of servicing its own and the 
needs of its nearby communities and at the same time threaten the viability of the new settlement being able to establish the required 
retail, services and community facilities provision for its 15,000+ residents.
A new settlement north of Winslow would inevitably significantly impact upon both Great Horwood and Little Horwood. In fact any 
new settlement located north of Winslow and centred on the old airfield site would swamp these two villages.
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VALP16-09-12-01648 Gordon Wiseman 5. Should the new settlement be located north of Winslow it would result in the Northern Vale (including Buckingham) being required 

to generate over 40% of the District’s housing growth, this is almost double the historic housing growth rate for the area and almost 
matching the figure for Aylesbury. This cannot be considered reasonable or for that matter realistic without guaranteed improvements 
to either the A421 or the A413
6. The assumptions in the Hearn Report relating to the Sir Thomas Freemantle Secondary School (STFS) are factually incorrect as 
construction of the over-subscribed STFS on its very small, constrained site without playing fields of its own is now under way. It is a 
Free School and I understand they have been advised that due to the limited space future expansion of the school will not happen. 
7. The current employment base for Winslow on employment sites for a community of 5,000 residents is less than 60 full time 
equivalents. Little Horwood with a population of less than 450, has more jobs on employment sites than Winslow. This cannot be 
considered a satisfactory situation upon which to build the very substantial number of new quality jobs that a new settlement 
inevitably generates..
8. The former Little Horwood airfield site has been described as brownfield land. This is incorrect. Only 14 hectares of the site were 
identified as previously developed land in the Case Officer’s Report for the Winslow Green planning application by Gladman 
Developments Ltd.
9. Bucks CC, in its response to the VALP I & O Consultation, made it abundantly clear that their view was that any new settlement 
should be located at Haddenham stating that ' the rural character of Winslow and villages in the Vale of Aylesbury should be 
safeguarded to avoid urban sprawl and BCC sees merit in expanding growth in Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham with the 
possibility of new settlement expansion at Haddenham'
While it is clear that The Hearn study has many factual errors and assumptions, it is logical to conclude that the site of choice for the 
required new settlement,(if there must be one), must be Haddenham, as it provides the certainty that most of the required elements 
are already in place. Whereas, Winslow lacks many of the key factors and perhaps more importantly significant uncertainty surrounds 
whether they can ever be in place, moreover, the proposed old airfield site is far too small to be considered viable for a new 
settlement of 6,000 plus homes. Hence the only logical choice is Haddenham
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VALP16-09-12-01649 Mrs P Welch Policy D3 - In response to the public consultation on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, I wish to register the following concerns 

about the proposed major development areas in Newton Longville and Whaddon Parishes.
The size and situation of the proposed development areas will significantly alter the character and identity of Newton Longville. As 
seen from several points in our village including the conservation area, there would be a sea of rooftops on a rising landscape and it 
is extremely doubtful that such effects could be sufficiently and consistently offset by trees and shrubs etc.
We already have very unpleasant effects on the ambience and experience of living in our village thanks to a severe and completely 
unmitigated escalation in traffic volume, size, weight and speeds since the building of the A4146. It is often impossible to cross 
Whaddon Road safely and within a reasonable time and the problem gets worse by the day. Bigger developments will bring even 
bigger problems. This is unacceptable and has to be addressed with infrastructure that gives us back our village.
Current plans will also amount to coalescence into Milton Keynes. That makes no sense when Milton Keynes still has its own 
expansion areas to fill. I also understand that most demand for new housing is actually in the south of the district.
As in my responses to planning permission requests in the past, I do not see the infrastructure yet to support large significant 
development. Local infrastructure of all kinds is experienced daily as being under pressure. Infrastructure must precede 
development.
Agricultural land is an essential and irreplaceable local and national resource. So use of any agricultural land for housing 
development is highly questionable as a first or preferred option for developers and planners, especially in the light of the 
intensification of the effects of climate change and the all-too-real likelihood of the severe loss of farming lands and habitats on our 
coastline in the not-too-distant future. Irrefutable evidence must be given that all other options have been fully investigated before 
allowing such an approach. This is owed to ourselves and future generations.
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VALP16-09-12-01650 Michelle Hughes Policy D1 - As a resident of Hampden Hall, I would like to draw your attention to my disappointment with the AVDC Vale of Aylesbury 

Local Plan. I believe that:

AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
•  The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". 
•  There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
•  The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
•  The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
•  There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
•  The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 
quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
•  Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
•  Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 •  The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01651 Wendy Prestage Policy D1 - Having looked at the Draft Vale Of Aylesbury Local Plan, I must protest about the intention to build such a huge 

development on the edge of Aylesbury.  My reasons for objecting are:
AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
There is no proper transport strategy, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. In addition these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we may be obliged to take an expected shortfall from 
Wycombe and South Bucks. Certainly the expected shortfall from Wycombe is partially caused by their plan giving each new house a 
bigger footprint than is the National norm, and certainly substantially larger than ADVC proposed area density.
There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 
provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.

The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01652 Mr T Welch Policy D3 - Regarding the public consultation on the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, I wish to register the following comments in 

response to the proposed major development areas in Newton Longville and Whaddon Parishes.
The visual impact of the proposed development area is a significant concern. It would clearly create a sea of roofs on a rising 
landscape, e.g. when viewed from the Newton Longville conservation area – as well as other areas of the village. It also appears 
unlikely that the effects could be suitably mitigated, especially through the late autumn and winter months when vegetation is absent 
from the trees.
Permanent loss of agricultural land is another concern, especially as the land mentioned above has been ranked grade 2 agricultural 
for significant periods of time in the recent past.
Impact on local transport infrastructure. Nothing has ever been done to mitigate the ever increasing flow of traffic, size of vehicles 
and speed of vehicles using the Whaddon Road and Stoke Road since the opening of the Stoke Hammond & Linslade bypass 
(A4146). This is clearly unacceptable and has gone on for far too long. It shows no sign of abating and is an ever worsening issue.
Impact on Social Infrastructure:
Pressure on Social Infrastructure is clearly a concern. At the top of my mind is the Comment from NHS England against planning 
application 15/02201/AOP (for 1800 dwellings just outside Fenny Stratford) available at this link on the AVDC planning site - 
https://publicaccess.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/online-applications/files/15EADA2CA01BFE6574D90267A2FE47BC/pdf/15_02201_AOP-
NHS_COMMENTS-1435945.pdf
As you'll note, they seek infrastructure tariff contributions and point out that these funds “do not address any existing deficiencies” 
[and they speak only about deficiencies in primary healthcare provision] which I believe speaks volumes. One example of the existing 
deficiencies in local primary healthcare provision is that Red House Surgery on Queensway, Bletchley, has not been registering new 
patients since August last year. This effects our village as well as communities in neighbouring towns and villages of course.
Clearly health services are not the only pieces of social infrastructure that will come under pressure and I'm not convinced that the 
plan covers all the bases. Existing deficiencies in other social infrastructure, e.g. Adult Social Care and Children's services do not 
appear to be sufficiently identified in the draft VALP, nor could I spot any resolution plans to address shortfalls in existing and future 
capacity. This is clearly a major concern given BCC's recent failings e.g. in their child protection services.
The fact that development areas proposed near Newton Longville and Whaddon would, in reality, become an expansion of Milton 
Keynes. This does not make sense to me for the following reasons:

VALP16-09-12-01652 Mr T Welch a. Milton Keynes has other potential land within its unitary authority area that it could expand into, much of which has better 
infrastructure provision, so why expand where, relatively speaking, the infrastructure isn’t?
b. There would be a competition for resources, e.g. infrastructure tariff monies, between the neighbouring local authorities so some 
communities and public services would gain at the expense of others.
c. From what I have been able to ascertain, the bulk of the pressure for housing development, including that originating from 
neighbouring local authorities, arises in the south of the district. Therefore it strikes me as highly unsound, from a sustainability 
viewpoint, to propose development, on this scale, so far away from where the bulk of such demand is arising.
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.
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VALP16-09-12-01654 Philip Appleton Policy D1 - I object to the draft VALP proposals for the reasons summarized below, which are far more eloquently expressed than I 

could manage.
I urge the District Council to seriously reconsider their plan to build over 15,800 houses around the south of Aylesbury, filling in the all 
the gaps which allow the villages such as Weston Turville to retain their separate identities.
 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01655 Edward Allen Policy D6 - I am writing to you in response to your draft local plan for the Aylesbury Vale District. 

I would to inform you that I am “for” the planned development at site MAR003. I understand from attending the Parish Council 
meeting that I should write to inform you of my position on this. 

Firstly, the most important point I wish to point out is that when attending this Parish Council Meeting, it appeared to be assumed at 
the start and throughout the meeting that we all objected to this development. I did not agree with this and am writing to you to show 
my support for these plans and agree that at this current time the country is in need of new housing to overcome this housing 
shortage we find ourselves in. As a young person (aged 26) who has lived in Marsworth my whole life and is now in local full-time 
employment, using my Master of Science (MSc), I am struggling to buy my own property within the area due to the ever increasing 
prices as a result of this housing shortage. 

I agree with you classification of the village as a “medium sized village” and hope that increased population of the village will bring 
back local amenities which I grew up with, such as a village shop and public transport. The village were provided with a flyer provided 
by one village member which stated that an increase in village size would put strain on local amenities, such as public transport and 
schooling. I do not agree with this statement, as in my lifetime I have seen a village shop close due to lack of business, public 
transport revoked from the village due to lack of use and an increase in pupils from outside the village attending Marsworth school, 
who arrive by car and congest Vicarage Road by parking on it. Therefore, if the amenities do not exist in the first place how can they 
possible be strained. I also believe that the argument portrayed at the Parish Council meeting that “we aren’t a medium village 
because we are just within the population bracket” is something which cannot and should not be argued. 

However, I would ask that you consider a direct access to the new development from Lower Icknield Way (B489) to the new 
development to ease the traffic congestion down Vicarage Road, as this is already something that is a problem during busier hours of 
the day (mainly 8-9am). It may also be considered in the plans to provide a safe bus-stop area within the development to ensure that 
dangerous situations are avoided on Vicarage Road when children are alighting school buses and it is hard from car drivers to 
determine if any children are crossing the road in-front of the bus. As I commute using this road on a daily basis, I believe that the 
stopping of the buses opposite the village hall on Vicarage Road is dangerous to both pedestrians and other drivers entering the road 
from the B489. 

I hope that you continue with the plans for MAR003 and build the development on this site.
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VALP16-09-12-01657 Zoe Fyfe Policy D1 - I wish to respond to the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan with my below comments:-

 •AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. 
 •There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to 

get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.

VALP16-09-12-01659 Lindsay Smith Policy D1 - While I understand the need for a Local Plan please find below my personal concerns relating to some of the proposals 
in the Draft Plan.

 •Given the huge developments currently taking pace at Broughton, Berryfields and now Weston Turville as well as the proposed huge 
development at Hampden Fields it is of great concern that so little attention is being given to the infrastructure of the area.
 •Of particular concern is the lack of an overall plan for roads. All proposals to date have been and are piecemeal. Given the current 

and future proposed development of Aylesbury Vale this is a vital flaw in all proposals to date.
 •Further infrastructure plans which need to be further addressed relate to schools and hospitals.
 •The Vale is fortunate to have a large network of public footpaths which are much used by both individuals and groups. The proposals 

to date do not seem to value these and the benefits they provide for the local community. Too many will be impacted by the current 
proposals.
 •Those of us who live in a village on the outskirts of Aylesbury value our separate identities. It does not appear that the Draft Local 

Plan appreciates the importance of this to the residents of the villages.
For these reasons I would like to lodge my opposition to the Draft Local Plan as it stands.
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VALP16-09-12-01660 Mark Harris (DLP 

Planning on belhalf of 
Robin Gaymer)

Policy D5 - Strategy for Edlesborough
2.20 As noted above, large settlements, including Edlesborough, have the potential to accommodate more growth than is currently 
directed to them without undermining the overall thrust of the development strategy. There are a number of particular reasons why 
Edlesborough in particular is in a good position to be allocated an increased level of development.
2.21 Firstly, in terms of location, according to the ORS report, Edlesborough is located on the cusp of three different HMAs – 
Buckinghamshire, Milton Keynes and Luton/Central Bedfordshire. Development in the area could therefore help to meet the needs of 
residents of any of these areas.
2.22 The settlement is well located for access to Dunstable, Leighton Buzzard, Milton Keynes and Aylesbury which provide a good 
choice of services and jobs for residents, which along with the acknowledged good level of facilities within the settlement, make 
Edlesborough a sustainable location for growth.
2.23 Secondly, the VALP fails to recognise that the village of Edlesborough is a larger settlement than set out in the plan policies, 
given it conjoins with the village of Eaton Bray in Central Bedfordshire. The Draft Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (2015) 
recognises the higher level of services in the village by including those which are in Eaton Bray. However, the VALP then downplays 
the size and role of the village by allocating a much lower level of growth than neighbouring Pitstone, which is recognised as 
achieving less of the sustainability indicators than Edlesborough in the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment.
2.24 It is argued that the VALP and the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment should take account of the actual situation of 
Edlesborough on the ground, recognising its capacity to absorb greater growth without a loss of character. The Aylesbury Vale / 
Central Bedfordshire boundary will not be a consideration for residents when they seek to access the village shop, the post office, the 
pubs, churches, restaurants and takeaways or NHS services, all of which can be found between the two conjoined settlements. In 
this case, it is not logical to treat the build-up area or the populations as separate.
2.25 Taking into account the full extent of the Eaton Bray-Edlesborough built-up area, it is clear that even with nearby constraints, 
further development could be accepted in this area without changing the character or lifestyles of the villages. As such, the 22% limit 
on growth in Edlesborough is not reflective of the true situation, and forces development away from a sustainable area into less 
sustainable villages. Recognition should be made of the fact that the village does not stand alone and can withstand further growth – 
an additional level of growth should therefore be allocated in the village.
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VALP16-09-12-01660 Mark Harris (DLP 

Planning on belhalf of 
Robin Gaymer)

4.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 The report highlights a number of shortcomings in the draft VALP. In particular, the overall strategy for housing fails to adequate 
regard to the housing market areas and unmet need that is predicted for the area. The eastern most area of District is not allocated 
an adequate level of growth to allow it to meet the unmet need that AVDC will need to accommodate from Luton Borough and Milton 
Keynes. As such, additional sites must be allocated to this area of the VALP to ensure that local and strategic needs are met.
4.2 In regards to the larger villages, the 22% limit on development is not appropriate as it fails to take in to regard the individual 
circumstances of the villages. It also is arbitrarily low, meaning larger villages will contribute just 6% of overall completions over the 
plan period. In the case of Edlesborough, despite the Draft Settlement Hierarchy Assessment recognising the shared resources of 
the conjoined villages of Eaton Bray and Edlesborough when considering sustainability, policy S2 then ignores the pattern of 
development and capacity to absorb more growth in Edlesborough. The proportion of development directed to Edlesborough 
therefore should be increased to allow a sustainable settlement to take a more appropriate level of growth and to ensure that the 
unmet needs from neighbouring authorities can be met in an appropriately accessible location. It is also not appropriate to leave the 
designation of the strategic sites in larger villages to Neighbourhood Planning, and references to this in the VALP must be removed 
also.
4.3 In regards to the HELAA, the dismissal of the site on the basis of the AAL is not appropriate as the policy does not preclude 
development on the basis of local landscape designations. The methodology for site selection does not advocate an automatic 
exclusion of a site on the basis of the AAL and so it is recommended that the site is reassessed to ensure consistency and fairness. 
The proposed site layout demonstrates conformity with the proposed policy NE3 and makes all effort to fit into the pattern of 
development in the village, and to ensure a design that maintains the views out to the Chilterns AONB. The site is well located within 
a short walk of the facilities in town and so should be considered a sustainable location. Finally, the site has no physical or ownership 
constraints and so can come forward to deliver housing in the early stages of the plan. It is therefore recommended that the site be 
allocated in the next stage of VALP.
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VALP16-09-12-01661 Graham Fisher Policy D1 - I am horrified at the lack of substantive infrastructure planning and fully support the views of the Hampden Fields Action 

Group. 
For clarity the grounds on which we oppose the plan are as follows: 
 •VDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 

Aylesbury.
 •The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 

acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 

that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 •The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town.
 •The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than 10,000 houses 

from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 

they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
 •The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-12-01662 Suzy Greenway Policy D6 - To whom it may concern,

As a resident of Cheddington I would like to strongly oppose the proposal to build new houses in our village. 
I have read that 100 houses has been agreed to go on sites CHE005 and CHE006, but who agreed to this? 100 houses would 
significantly change the village. 100 houses would mean approx. 400 people and children. 
To then suggest a further 35 houses need to go on Croft Meadow is ludicrous.
I live on Brownlow Lane, which I appreciate was a housing development 30-40 years ago, so feel extremely lucky to have been able 
to buy a house in this lovely village. The houses are all semi-detached, have decent gardens, off road parking and the roads are 
wide. Housing developments aren't built like this anymore. They are pop-up villages with houses built on top of each other. The roads 
are littered with cars trying to park wherever they can as not enough driveway has been allocated per household. This makes walking 
on the pavement with a pushchair impossible, driving through the streets a nightmare and i dread to think how a fire engine is 
supposed to get to the middle of one of these estates.

My concerns for the proposed housing and reasons for my objection are as follows:
 •School - the primary school in Cheddington is already over subscribed. Where are all these extra children supposed to go? Extend 

the school and take away some of the children's play area? More children in the classrooms and less space for them to run around?
 •Traffic. With most households now having 2-3 cars, an increase of this amount of traffic along the High Street would be downright 

dangerous and even more congested then it already gets. Will you be building a pelican crossing and putting double yellow lines 
down?
 •Drainage/flooding. The High Street floods with sewage every time there is a heavy downpour, and you plan to take away the 

surrounding natural drainage that these fields offer us?
 •Train station - with more commuters expected to move into the village, what will Station Road become? It is already a narrow road 

not designed for parked cars. Yes, the station has a car park but who wants to add £6 a day to there travel cost? It's expensive 
enough. And with your proposed building site being about 1 mile from the station, in wintery weather; commuters are unlikely to walk. 
And will there be more services stopping at Cheddington?
 •Overall character of the village - Cheddington is a pretty, leafy village which can be seen from Ivinghoe Beacon and other Chiltern 

viewpoints. There are cows on our High Street (well, for now at least). Why tag a monstrous housing estate on the end of it? 
I hope my comments will be considered towards this proposal.
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VALP16-09-13-01665 D RAYMENT Policy D2 - I was under the impression that we lived in an area of natural beauty, since when have houses come under this category. 

Apart from the massive number of houses that are going ahead in our area, and the outrageous building of HS2, I have just heard 
that you are planning to build a complete "GARDEN VILLAGE of a minimum of 7000 more houses on our "GREEN AND PLEASANT 
LAND"

The area is planned to cover several farms that in some cases have been in use for many generations of the same families. If this 
development carries on at the speed that it seems to at the present time, where are we going to grow the crops to feed this country, 
where are we going to home our sheep, cows and chickens. When all of the oil supplies have been extracted from the earth, and it 
will happen, where are we going to grow such crops as Rape seed to manufacture oil? Or are we going back to the stoneage when 
we would not need these things?

Have you thought about the wild life, that many of us have great pleasure in seeing when we walk through the countryside.  If you 
lived on the Thame Road, and wished to get out of your drive with your car, you would have a shock at how long you often have to 
wait to gain access to be able to drive away. Just imagine how much harder it would be if this development goes ahead. 

The education and the Doctor's appointment systems are well over loaded even without ANY extra inhabitant in this area.

Where has the common sense of people in power, (In many cases those that we voted in), gone to? Do they have absolutely no 
consideration for people that have lived here for years?  I am almost 80 years of age, therefore I am not so worried for myself but am 
thinking of my grandchildren and their children. Are they not going to be allowed to enjoy our countryside like I have all of my life.

Please think about this with great care before you make the wrong decision, for when once the farm land has gone it will be gone for 
ever.

VALP16-09-13-01667 John Farr Policy D2 - Is it not time; in view of the estimated high numbers of homes required in AVDC and the rest of Buckinghamshire that the 
problem should be considered at County level with the possibility of building a new town, this would avoid the many problems that 
piece meal development will cause.
A new town development would most likely attract the larger construction company’s who would get the large number of dwellings 
constructed more quickly with less disruption to many communities.
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VALP16-09-13-01667 John Farr Policy D4 - AVDC has estimated the need for 21,000 homes plus a possible extra12, 000 homes from outside the vale. It would 

appear that it is proposed that Haddenham will be expected to increase its housing stock by 50%.There does not appear to have 
been any consideration to the effect such an increase in population would have on the village which would become the size of a 
small town.  The village is struggling to cope on a number of areas already and nothing seems to be done or proposed to address 
existing problems or the increased problems which further development will cause.
1) Rail Commuter Parking
     For some years Rail Commuters have parked on both sides of the road along  Sheerstock leaving single cars width down the 
middle of the road for two way       traffic.
     Parking has now started on Thame Road causing a serious obstruction and traffic congestion
2)  Bus User Parking
      Following the 280 buses no longer going to Church End, some people from that end of the village drive and park at The Health 
Centre car park, The Village Hall Car park or Fort End street parking.   This at times makes the intended use of the car parks difficult. 
Parking in Fort End more often than not blocks dropped curbs preventing disabled Wheel Chairs and Scooters access to get on or off 
pavements.
3)   Health Centre 
      With the present population of Haddenham and the area serviced by the Health Centre: it is frequently not possible to get an 
appointment for three or four weeks.  Any increase in population in or around Haddenham will make this problem worse.
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VALP16-09-13-01668 Ian McLellan Policy D1 - Following review of the documents provided as part of the consultation please could I ask for the following observations 

to be taken into account:
Whilst recognising the Government pressure to develop housing in the area the focus on the over-development of the area to the 
South of Aylesbury puts pressure on an already increasingly pressurised environment, so specifically within this area, but more 
generally in the plan I would ask for further consideration on:
Transportation:  The plan is not infrastructure-led, it does not represent a joined up approach to either local transport needs or to 
those wishing to bypass the town. Instead the free flow of traffic appears to be dependant on the good-will and success of a myriad of 
housing developing  companies.  If any one of the planned developments fails then the whole transport structure will not complete or 
operate. The proposed developments merely funnel (increased) traffic to existing congestion points - eg Walton Street gyratory, 
Adams Garage, A41 Aston Clinton roundabout and Broadfields on N side of Aylesbury.  Additionally the type of intended housing 
stock is inevitably going to appeal to homeowners moving out from London which will further increase the near capacity rush hour 
passenger loads to London.
Supporting Services:  Whilst "space" for medical, school and community centres is  included, there is no clear indication that 
discussions or agreements have been had with Education Authority or NHS about funding, up front investment (ie to avoid time lag 
after housing development) and suitability of sites.  The intent to include industrial zones is laudable, but there is no clear indication 
about the likely type of industry likely to be attracted to a high cost, congested area and how it will match the housing type and 
population.
Coalescence: AVDC appears determined to avoid supporting or ignore the wishes of residents outside of the town to retain autonomy 
of community, or at least have a say in the structured development to enhance the best of what is already present whilst 
sympathetically responding to housing and employment needs. Locally this is highlighted in the proposals Hampden Fields 
development to coalesce Weston Turville to Bedgrove and the Worlds End development which will merge Weston Turville with 
Wendover. I would encourage more understanding of local needs and wishes.
Buckinghamshire Environment: Whilst less tangible, the overall attractiveness and openness of the  the area immediately around 
Aylesbury does have value, both in environmental and commercial terms. By destroying historical and amenity areas as part of the 
short term urgency to develop, there is a real danger in destroying the legacy and future attractiveness as an area for people to move 
to, live and work in. I would encourage consideration of a less blanket approach to large scale development over ever open space.
My thanks to the planning committee(s) for their work on this and hope that the above comments are useful. In summary I would 
encourage a more cohesive, infrastructure led plan, utilizing brown-field sites combined with appropriate local developments of both 
appropriate housing and industry, sympathetic with the unique legacy and environment that we have inherited.

VALP16-09-13-01669 Patricia Hirst Policy D4 - As a local resident, I am very concerned about certain aspects of the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.
In particular, the classification of Haddenham as a ‘Strategic Settlement’ when it is in fact a village, not a market town as are the other 
‘Strategic Settlements’. The proposed scale of new development is not viable, would overwhelm the limited local facilities and already 
overburdened transport infrastructure, and result in unbalanced and unsustainable development which would completely swamp the 
Conservation Areas and heritage assets.

Please reconsider the classification of the village and the scale of development proposed.
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VALP16-09-13-01670 Richard Hirst Policy D2 - 4. New Settlement

If, despite the factors above, it is deemed essential for a major new development in this area, the larger standalone Aston Sandford 
site is more viable than other sites immediately adjacent to Haddenham. It would however need to be accompanied by considerable 
investment in transport infrastructure to provide a new village with its own internal road system, independent of Haddenham’s already 
overburdened ones, and its own access roads to Aylesbury, the M40 and local stations. 
AVDC should note that, if a new settlement is essential in this area, the only viable option is a standalone development at Aston 
Sandford with considerable investment in new transport links.

VALP16-09-13-01670 Richard Hirst Policy D4 - 2. Haddenham as a ‘Strategic Settlement’
Haddenham is designated as a ‘Strategic Settlement’ largely on the basis of its road and rail transport links. 
However:
a. The Forecast Modeling Report by JACOBS, commissioned by Buckinghamshire County Council, forecasts that local choke points 
such as the roundabouts on the Thame ring road will in future suffer unacceptable congestion at peak times even with just the 
currently approved number of new houses in the area, and
b. The trains to and from London are already overcrowded, with standing room only, at peak times, with little or no scope to expand 
the size or number of trains due to platform limitations at Marylebone
The local infrastructure is unable to cope with the sort of expansion associated with a ‘Strategic Settlement’ and AVDC should 
reclassify Haddenham as a ‘Large Village’.

3. Conservation Areas and Agricultural Land
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that ‘the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment’.
AVDC should give greater weight to reducing the impact of any additional housing on existing Conservation Areas and to minimising 
the loss of prime Agricultural Land.
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VALP16-09-13-01671 Lesley Rubie Policy D3 - 1. Its placement on Milton Keynes boundary renders it an urban extension of MK, rather than a separate Aylesbury Vale 

settlement. (Ref. Draft VALP Section 3) MK has no shortage of development opportunities within its own boundaries without 
additional provision by Aylesbury Vale. 
2. Its location makes it more appropriate for the people of MK than those of Aylesbury Vale.
3. Its "sustainability" is almost wholly dependant on facilities provided by a neighbouring authority (i.e. MK)
Social, health and education services would be largely provided by MK's already stretched resources.
4. It's approach to within about 400 metres of Newton Longville's village boundary makes the danger of coalescence a real possibility. 
(Ref. Draft VALP Section 3)
5. The placement of an urban development of some 1885 houses so close to Newton Longville (approx. 900 houses) cannot fail to 
detrimentally affect the nature and character of the village. (Ref. Draft VALP Section 3)
6. Infrastructure is that appropriate to its current agricultural use. Major improvements to water, drainage, electricity and transport 
would be required with attendant widespread disruption.
7. This development, basically a small town, is disproportionate and out of character with the local villages in the area : Newton 
Longville, Stoke Hammond, Stewkley, Mursley and Drayton Parslow etc. 
8. The only southern access to NLV001 is through Newton Longville which currently suffers high traffic throughput and significant 
congestion. Additional traffic resulting from a 1800 plus housing development must greatly exacerbate this situation. A Bletchley by-
pass should be a pre-requirement if this site is still considered essential to the VALP.
9. The southern portion of this development, below Weasel Lane, is clearly visible from dozens of houses in Newton Longville 
translating their view from that of rural vista to that of urban sprawl.
10. The loss of 144 hectares of productive agricultural land is irresponsible when such land is essential to the nation's food supplies.
11. This area is currently well used as a recreational resource for country walkers, cyclists and horse riders both local and visiting. 
This facility, if not lost altogether, would be severely downgraded.

VALP16-09-13-01673 Dr Keith Milmer (Editor, 
Haddenham.net & 
Chairman, Haddenham 
Medical Centre PPG)

Policy D2 - 3. Justification for a 'New Settlement'
The need for a new settlement in the Vale of Aylesbury is predicated on AVDC's acceptance of the so-called "unmet housing need" of 
neighbouring areas - particularly High Wycombe and South Bucks.
I wish to object to this in the strongest possible terms.
It cannot be acceptable for one or more district councils in Buckinghamshire to plan for housing growth at much lower densities than 
AVDC and then to claim they have an "unmet housing need".
Representatives of Haddenham Parish Council and Haddenham Village Society have calculated that Wycombe District Council has 
based at least part of its Local Plan on housing densities of just 12-15dph, whereas the draft VALP is based on housing densities of 
30-35dph.
I call upon AVDC to reject arguments of "unmet need" and insist that other areas of Buckinghamshire use the same housing densities 
in their Local Plans before they seek to foist unnecessary housing growth on the Vale of Aylesbury.
I know from my own personal soundings and by attending several public meetings in Haddenham that this feeling is shared by a 
great number of Haddenham residents.
We call upon AVDC to reject the justification for a new settlement.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 754 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01673 Dr Keith Milmer (Editor, 

Haddenham.net & 
Chairman, Haddenham 
Medical Centre PPG)

Policy D4 - Specific Comments:

1. Scale of Development
Haddenham is a large village, and it maintains a friendly and closely connected culture. Large scale developments tend to destroy 
such cultures and ways of life.
The scale of development proposed for Haddenham (especially if the 'new settlement' is implemented here) is utterly 
disproportionate.
We are not a town.
Our existing infrastructure in terms of shops, the village hall, sports & social facilities, road systems, etc., are grossly inadequate for 
such large housing growth. 
Haddenham's space constraints and the large conservation area would make the provision of adequate infrastructure utterly 
impossible.
Traffic management and roadside parking (especially in relation to the railway station) are already intolerable and often downright 
dangerous.
Major development of Haddenham, on the scale proposed in the VALP, is ill-conceived and should be seriously revised.
2. Railway & Road Limitations
The VALP needs to sit alongside and integrate with the development plans of neighbouring authorities.
It would appear that such authorities also regard Haddenham's railway station as a good reason to plan housing growth within 
commuting distance of Haddenham & Thame Parkway.
The impact of commuter road traffic has to be factored in - the forecast modelling report by Jacobs (commissioned by Bucks County 
Council) indicates some truly scary and unacceptable travel times, should the scale of development proposed in the VALP go ahead.
On the basis of housing growth at Haddenham proposed in the draft VALP, standing traffic backing up from the Thame roundabout 
on the A418 just west of Scotsgrove is predicted to reach well over 1,000 vehicles at peak times. 
Parking is already a very serious problem in Haddenham, causing major safety and social problems.
Chiltern Railways has physical limits to the number of passengers it can carry, and these limits cannot be overcome simply because 
many hundreds (or thousands) of additional passengers wish to commute from Haddenham. 
It is absurd to see this railway station and road infrastructure as being capable of handling the growth in commuter numbers that 
would result from the housing growth at and immediately close to Haddenham, as mooted by the current draft VALP.
Overcoming these constraints would require £multi-million investment way outside the scope of AVDC; and national Government 
funding at this level looks impossible for the foreseeable future.
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VALP16-09-13-01675 Mike Taylor (Chilmark 

Consulting Ltd. (on 
behalf of Barwood Land 
and Estates Ltd. 
(BLEL)))

Policy D1 - Introduction
1. Chilmark Consulting Ltd. (CCL) are instructed by and write for and on behalf of Barwood Land and Estates Ltd. (BLEL) with 
respect to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan: Draft Plan, Summer 2016 (VALP) published for consultation by Aylesbury Vale District 
Council (AVDC).
2. This representation is concerned with Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town); Aylesbury Garden Town Policy Inset Maps; 
and with respect to the role of sustainable sites such as BLEL’s land at Fleet Marston to contribute significantly to sustainable 
housing and commercial growth in the town. This representation must be read in conjunction with the other representations submitted 
by BLEL dealing with related matters.
Nature of Representation
Aylesbury Garden Town - Overall Approach
3. Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury Garden Town) sets out the proposed policy for Aylesbury to form a Garden Town. The policy 
articulates the approach and notes at bullet (a) the requirement for 15,845 new homes with a residual requirement of 8,221 taking 
account of commitments and completions. Potential housing allocations are listed within Appendix A of the Plan.
4. BLEL do not object to the overall principles of establishing Aylesbury as a Garden Town but do have serious concerns about the 
proposed direction of housing growth (included the omission of BLEL’s interest in land at Fleet Marston from the potential housing 
allocations), the effects on landscape, settlement coalescence and infrastructure provision.
Direction of Housing Growth and Morphology
5. The new residential growth proposed in a series of urban extensions (and shown in Aylesbury Garden Town plans at pages 49 and 
50 of the Draft VALP Policy Maps) is strongly biased to the south and east of the town.
6. These plans identify a series of “Proposed New Garden Communities” arranged around the Town. The areas indicated to the north 
(Berryfields) and to the east, adjacent to Bierton (Kingsbrooke) are existing, permitted developments. It is erroneous and misleading 
to describe them as proposed new communities as construction is well advanced at Berryfields already and Kingsbrooke has been 
permitted at outline and reserved matters stages for more than two years.
7. It appears that the Draft VALP’s approach is an attempt to show a balanced form of growth when it is not. The VALP’s proposed 
allocation of housing growth is completely imbalanced with the focus of development to the south and south east of the town.
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8. The new housing developments now proposed for Aylesbury are actually a swathe of sites to the south-west, south and south-east 
of the town (as the South East of Aylesbury Policy Inset Map identifies) forming a continuous new belt of development stretching west 
to east and effectively coalescing Aylesbury with Stoke Mandeville and with Weston Turville. Similarly, to the east, the proposed 
housing expansion stretches out along the A41 to the east of the town with the effect of conjoining Aylesbury with Bierton and 
expanding the urbanised area outwards to the existing Arla dairy.
9. The Draft VALP’s rationale for development to the south-west appears to be (although not explained in the Plan) that there is 
potential to infill parts of the area between the HS2 railway line and the existing development boundary of Aylesbury. Development in 
this location was considered in detail previously through the Aylesbury Vale LDF Core Strategy process and the same sites now 
proposed for allocation were thoroughly discounted then including for reasons of viability and ability to access the area (with the need 
for a new crossing over the main Aylesbury – London/Amersham rail line). Those reasons for discounting the south-west area as a 
direction of growth have not changed (although HS2 may assist in crossing of the main railway line), however it is clear that AVDC 
now views development outwards to the HS2 railway line route to be acceptable in principle.
10. BLEL consider that development in areas to the south and south-west of Aylesbury as the Draft VALP proposes could develop 
into an amorphous sprawl resulting in further “doughnutting” of the town. This form of ill-considered development of towns was 
severely criticised by Lord Taylor in his Report (2008) the conclusions of which in this respect are supported by the Government. 
Development here raises issues of adverse impacts on landscape character and the potential for the coalescence and loss of identity 
of Aylesbury with the separate and clearly defined settlements of Stoke Mandeville, Bishopstone and Hartwell. The development of 
HS2 would not reduce the loss of settlement identity caused by urban development here.
11. In comparison, locations such as BLEL’s land at Fleet Marston to the north-west would not result in any erosion of the sense of 
settlement identity or lead to coalescence and Aylesbury’s urban area would be positively reinforced by the HS2 rail line development 
at this point as the Fleet Marston site will be enveloped by HS2 and East West Rail and effectively form part of Aylesbury town.
12. The Draft VALP’s positive assessment and identification of housing land allocations in the south and south-west of Aylesbury, but 
not further to the northwest of Aylesbury has not been undertaken on a consistent or reasonable basis.
13. Land to the north-west of Aylesbury, where sites such as BLEL’s land at Fleet Marston are located have the same broad 
characteristics and considerations as land to the south-west of Aylesbury (effectively bounded to the west by HS2). In Fleet Marston’s 
case, the site is also bounded by East-West Rail to the east, has the A41 bisecting the site and is adjacent to the existing Parkway 
Station and existing Berryfields development, but without the risk of adverse landscape intrusion leading to urban sprawl and 
settlement coalescence.
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14. The proposed allocation and positioning of new housing does not result in a balanced or integrated urban form. The proposed 
allocations fail to offer a choice of housing in terms of a geographical spread. It fails, by omission, to include potential housing sites at 
locations to the north-west of Aylesbury, such as BLEL’s land at Fleet Marston, where there are clear advantages to development 
including: linkages to the existing Berryfields MDA and Aylesbury Parkway Station; enhanced infrastructure in the form of easy 
access to East West Rail facilities; no need for costly highway construction; and the early delivery of much needed housing
15. BLEL considers the omission of the Fleet Marston site in greater detail later in this representation.
Landscape Character and Coalescence
16. The Draft VALP’s landscape evidence base identifies land to the south and south-east of Aylesbury as being of a lower 
landscape sensitivity and has been incorrectly used to justify the allocation of land that is valued by the community and which 
maintains the separate identity of villages, preventing coalescence.
17. The functional and perceptual coalescence of Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville with Aylesbury is completed by the 
inclusion of those settlements future housing growth targets and proposed allocations subsumed into the Aylesbury total as Tables 1 
and 3 of the Draft VALP identify.
18. These individual, separate settlements are therefore effectively treated in the VALP as suburbs to Aylesbury. The planned 
housing allocations will significantly reduce the existing landscape gaps and buffers, with the proposed green infrastructure network 
(as shown in the Aylesbury Garden Town Green Infrastructure Network Policy Map Inset) offering very limited separation at best.
Green Infrastructure
19. Coupled with the Aylesbury Linear Park Green Infrastructure Proposals Map (page 63) (which copies from the Buckinghamshire 
Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan, August 2013 that pre-dates the Aylesbury Garden Town proposals), the Green Infrastructure 
Network appears to be simply a conceptual green ‘wash’ of buffer landscaping including extensive, alien, woodland planting and 
urbanised open spaces rather than remaining as an effective countryside gap separating settlements and retaining distinct identities.
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20. The green infrastructure proposals are therefore largely undefined and do not offer certainty or explanation of how:
• the green infrastructure will support and protect individual landscape character areas around Aylesbury;
• the green infrastructure proposals have been conceived and tested in relation to the proposed housing allocations and range of land 
uses now proposed around Aylesbury as the Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan significantly pre-dates the current Draft VALP 
proposals;
• the green infrastructure will be connected together and accessed as it includes areas of land that are in private ownership;
• the green infrastructure will be secured and delivered over time other than through planning obligations and as yet unsecured 
contributions from HS2 as they arise;
21. Indeed, the Draft VALP notes the deficiencies of the Green Infrastructure proposals for Aylesbury at paragraph 11.5 where it 
highlights that “a joint review of the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy is intended to be undertaken to update it in line 
with future needs and used to deliver strategic
green infrastructure”.
22. The green infrastructure proposals to the north west of Aylesbury appear to run along the line of HS2 and East West Rail in the 
vicinity of Fleet Marston (and indeed onto the site itself) which would add to the level of visual and landscape screening in this 
location. To the south of Aylesbury the green infrastructure appears to seek to buffer the growth of Aylesbury’s outward expansion 
but
would fail to effectively protect this sensitive area from settlement coalescence if the proposed housing allocations were developed.
23. BLEL therefore conclude that the Aylesbury Garden Town green infrastructure network proposals are out-dated as they do not 
reflect the Draft VALP’s proposed allocations; do not identify certainty in terms of their delivery (as an essential component of the 
policy D1 objectives); and are sufficiently ill-defined at this stage of the plan-making process that it is not clear what infrastructure is 
proposed and whether that is adequate to maintain landscape character and overcome any future landscape harms arising from new 
development. The green infrastructure proposals as set out are not effective and not justified. 
Transport and Highways
24. There is a significant range of transport highways infrastructure proposed in the Aylesbury Transport Strategy and necessary 
according to the Draft VALP. 
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25. Road infrastructure includes new highway links along the south-west (from near Lower Hartwell) through south and south-east of 
Aylesbury and a new link from Buckingham Park through the northern edge of Watermead to bypass Bierton. The Eastern Link Road 
is also shown as completed through to the A41. Notably the Aylesbury Garden Town Concept Plan does not show any highway 
improvements to the north-west or west of the town.
26. These new highway infrastructure developments are considered necessary by AVDC in order to meet transport objectives for the 
town. Policy D1 of the Draft VALP is therefore founded on a very extensive and costly road building programme in order to provide 
the level of connectivity and accessibility sought and without which the proposed housing allocation sites to the south-west, south
and east of Aylesbury would not be sustainable. This new highway infrastructure will inevitably have impacts on costs and add delay 
to housing delivery timescales (further backloading the proposed housing trajectory) as the chosen sites require major highways and 
access infrastructure to be provided. In contrast, BLEL’s site at Fleet Marston does not require major road building or highways works 
and is deliverable now.
27. Further transport modelling and the development of a comprehensive transport strategy for the Garden Town is to be undertaken 
according to paragraphs 4.19 and 4.21 of the Draft VALP. These are intended to identify an overall schedule of improvements 
required to support the growth of Aylesbury.
28. BLEL consider that there are other alternative development locations, including land at Fleet Marston, to the north-west of 
Aylesbury which are already well situated in close proximity to existing public transport facilities including Aylesbury Parkway station 
(on the London and East-West Rail lines) and immediately adjacent to the existing A41 strategic road network. Development at this 
location would not require the costly construction of new roads but could contribute to the Draft VALP’s objectives in policy D1 for 
development to be at linked and integrated urban extensions and to support the Aylesbury Transport Strategy objectives articulated 
at paragraphs 4.19 and 4.20 of the Draft Plan.
29. BLEL conclude that from a transport and highways perspective, policy D1 and the proposed housing allocations in Appendix A 
represent an inappropriate and unsustainable choice of locations with evident transport access implications resulting in the need to 
construct an extensive new road system rather than focus on development locations where new housing can be delivered without the
need for new highway construction.
Waste Water Utilities
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30. The capacity of and impact on the Waste Water Treatment Works (WwTW) and other utilities is noted in the Draft VALP at 
paragraphs 3.49 and 3.50. The Plan indicates that an Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study is being prepared that will identify which (if 
any) WwTWs are at capacity and will examine increases in flow through parts of the sewerage network.
31. At the time of writing however the Water Cycle Study has not been published and BLEL are concerned that this critical analysis is 
not available for review while the Draft VALP is subject to formal, public consultation.
32. The implications of the proposed housing distribution and employment land provision in Aylesbury cannot therefore be examined 
or tested in relation to impacts on waste water infrastructure. BLEL therefore reserve the right to submit further comment in this 
respect in due course. As the former Core
Strategy examination showed, the best locations for development as far as utilities in general are concerned and in-particular Waste 
Water is the west and north of the Town as this is closest to the existing WwTW.
The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment and Proposed Allocations, including Land at Fleet Marston
33. BLEL has commented previously on the methodology, assumptions and approach taken by AVDC in the draft Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA). The results of an updated HELAA (May 2016) now underpin the proposed housing 
allocations in the Draft VALP (as set out in
Appendix A).
34. BLEL’s concerns with the draft HELAA were submitted at the VALP Issues and Options Consultation stage and are re-affirmed 
here as the updated HELAA has not been amended to address the deficiencies identified. BLEL’s objections are:
• the HELAA’s approach artificially limits the identification of potentially suitable, available and achievable development sites capable 
of contributing to the District’s housing land supply;
• there is no reason why sites not immediately adjacent to existing development boundaries of settlements might not be capable of 
forming a sustainable development in accordance with national policy requirements of the NPPF;
• the development of a new settlement would potentially include development on sites not immediately adjacent to existing 
boundaries. This would be inconsistent to the approach taken in the HELAA;
• the failure to adequately consider and test BLEL’s land interest at Fleet Marston (FLM001) with the HELAA’s conclusion based on 
the findings of the Secretary of State at the Conjoined Inquiry (26th January 2015).
35. BLEL’s land interest at Fleet Marston (FLM001) has been excluded from potential housing allocation within the Draft VALP at 
Appendix A, having been identified within the HELAA Assessment as being unsuitable for housing or economic development.
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36. BLEL object to the HELAA analysis which concluded that Land at Fleet Marston is unsuitable and that development of the site 
would be unachievable.
37. The HELAA site assessment for Fleet Marston was not carried out accurately or in full and the conclusion drawn is unjustified. It 
is a deficient exercise that has failed to re-appraise Fleet Marston in relation to its current characteristics and context. The HELAA 
ignores evidence (see the Land Use Consultants report Landscape Advice to Aylesbury Vale District, March 2015) that there are new
circumstances in terms of new developments and changes to the landscape baseline in the Northern Vale character area, but that 
analysis and approach has not been carried through into the HELAA. The following paragraphs provide greater detail.
Fundamental Changes to Baseline Conditions
38. There are clear fundamental changes to the baseline landscape and development situation for Fleet Marston that have not been 
taken into consideration during the HELAA assessment process, namely:
• East-West Rail - the committed development of the East-West Rail corridor to include additional railway tracks and a significant 
increase both in rail movements and also the additional use of the Aylesbury Parkway Station adjacent to Fleet Marston. While it is 
noted that the railway line already
exists, the intensity and frequency of its use coupled with the intended operation of Aylesbury Parkway station to link directly to Milton 
Keynes, Winslow, Bedford and the West Coast Main Line will affect the character, perceived tranquillity and function of this area to 
the north and east of Fleet Marston with an increasing urbanising effect;
• HS2 – there is a fundamental change of the landscape created by the routing of the proposed HS2 high speed rail line to the west 
of Aylesbury and the southern and western boundary of Fleet Marston. The design proposals for HS2 at this location include the rail 
line running on a raised embankment
and various environmental mitigation and landscaping changes. The combined result of this major construction and transport project 
will be an irrevocable, urbanising change to the landscape, character and appearance of the western side of Aylesbury and the 
town’s relationship with its
surrounding countryside. Simply put, the Fleet Marston site will be enveloped by the HS2 rail line that will form a distinct new, defined 
boundary to the south, west and northwest of Aylesbury, separating the land from the wider countryside beyond and associating it 
with the urban edge and fringe landscape adjacent to the town, influenced by urbanising features including the parkway station, 
railway lines and wind turbine at Quarrendon Fields.
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39. The result of both the HS2 and East-West railway developments coupled with alterations to the route of the A41 north of Fleet 
Marston as a consequence of HS2 will essentially place the Fleet Marston site within a corridor of movement and character that 
offers a natural extension to Aylesbury, and an opportunity for new development that is sustainable and reflects the Taylor Review’s 
approach
to settlement morphology and sustainable urban extensions.
Assessment of Landscape Character and Effect on an Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL)
40. The HELAA assessed the site as unsuitable in relation to landscape character, stating that:
“The site is in an Area of Attractive Landscape and developing the site would have an adverse impact on the character and 
appearance of the landscape and cause significant landscape and visual harm”.
41. There is no explanation or justification of the assessment of development having an adverse impact and causing significant 
landscape and visual harm. There are no parameters, or masterplan against which this assessment has been made. AVDC has 
apparently assumed that the development of Fleet Marston could only be in the form of the plan set out in the previous application, 
while it is
entirely possible that the Secretary of State’s conclusions can be addressed by a new masterplan and associated proposals for the 
site.
42. In the main, the site lies outside the AAL, with only a small area beyond the A41 lying within the boundary (occupying 5.5 Ha and 
representing only 0.06% of the entire AAL). It is therefore completely disingenuous to say that the Fleet Marston site is in an AAL; it is 
not. The AAL is cut off from the site by HS2 that will sever the AAL area from the site and represents a fundamental change in the 
landscape character. The statement within the HELAA that the site lies within the AAL is therefore factually incorrect and misleading.
43. The most recent decision relating to the AAL designation was made in January 2015 by the Secretary of State in relation to sites 
at Fleet Marston, Hampden Fields and Weedon Hill (Report to the secretary of State for Communities and Local Government by 
David M H rose BA (Hons) MRTPI, 26th January 2015 Appeal Ref. APP/J0405/A/12/2181033). In his report at paragraphs 9.139 and 
9.140, the Inspector, Mr Rose, considered the following:
“Although the National Planning Policy framework indicates that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural 
environment by, amongst other things, protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, it is a further requirement that local planning 
authorities should set criteria based polices against which proposals affecting protected landscape areas can be judged.
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The policy is drafted in a manner which permits development if there is no harm to landscape character either inherently or by 
mitigation; but it does not set express criteria to be used in measuring whether or not harm would occur and the credentials for 
assessing mitigation. Additionally, there has been no comprehensive up-to-date analysis of the area and its boundaries and whether 
the designation continues to be justified. On this basis, and despite the Framework indicating that the planning system should 
contribute to and enhance the natural environment by, amongst other things, protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, the policy 
merits very little weight” (our emphasis).
44. Therefore, the reliance placed on the AAL within the HELAA is misplaced.
45. The HELAA methodology acknowledges that development may be suitable within areas of environmental constraint (including 
local landscape designations) depending on the size of a site and the extent to which the constraint covers the site and its potential 
impact. Notwithstanding that the AAL is an out of date designation that should be afforded only very limited weight, the HELAA 
should
have given consideration to the potential for Fleet Marston to be developed so as to respect the AAL designation.
46. Whilst it is stated within the HELAA that the Landscape officers at AVDC were consulted for their opinion on sites, no details of 
their comments are included within the published report. It may be that reference was made to, or reliance placed upon the previous 
evidence base including the various Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Area studies of 2008 prepared by Jacobs for AVDC.
47. As set-out in detail within work prepared by Duncan Thomas on behalf of BLEL (The AVDC Landscape Evidence Base – An 
Appraisal, July 2009, Duncan Thomas for BLEL) that AVDC has available to it (the document was submitted previously to the former 
Aylesbury Vale LDF Core Strategy Examination and was a core document at the Conjoined Inquiry (Report to the secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government by David M H rose BA (Hons) MRTPI, 26th January 2015 Appeal Ref. 
APP/J0405/A/12/2181033) – reference BL.1.53 – and remains unchallenged now) the landscape evidence base prepared by Jacobs 
was flawed in its approach to considering the sensitivity of the landscape and in directing growth. This included the following:
• lack of consideration of existing and consented development in influencing the landscape context;
• making the assumption that a less sensitive landscape has a higher capacity to accommodate change, without taking into account 
how the landscape is valued. This has led to the identification of areas of land that may be of significant value as being suitable for 
development; and
• the use of a scoring system to make choices for Growth Options that is based on the assessment of inherent sensitivity of large 
areas of land and which does not take into account the value attached to the landscape or the presence of certain features within it.
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48. It is not clear that this critique was made available or highlighted to Land Use Consultants (LUC) in connection with their any of 
their landscape advisory review work for AVDC. Nevertheless, LUC has made very similar criticisms and has as a result 
recommended additional work that should be undertaken and deficiencies in the existing landscape evidence base that must be 
addressed.
Transport and Highways
49. Transport constraints are cited as a reason for Fleet Marston being an unsuitable site in the HELAA. The site assessment 
highlights limited width of the railway bridge over the A41 resulting in a significant constraint to achieving a high quality route for 
pedestrians and cyclists. The HELAA’s conclusion is drawn entirely from the finding of the Conjoined Inquiry Inspector’s Report 
(Report to the secretary of State for Communities and Local Government by David M H rose BA (Hons) MRTPI, 26th January 2015 
Appeal Ref. APP/J0405/A/12/2181033). It is selective in its recording of the Inspector’s conclusion and its conclusion is flawed 
because there was no transport and highways issue that resulted in the dismissal of the appeal:
• Transport for Buckinghamshire (TfB) supported the proposals for creating pedestrian and cycle links under the A41 railway bridge 
as proposed in the previous Fleet Marston planning application and at the
Conjoined Inquiry (Inspector’s Report at paragraph 9.187). There was not an objection from TfB as the Highway Authority. This 
remains the case today.
• the HELAA did not actually undertake a re-appraisal of Fleet Marston, it has failed to identify and record the fact that the A41 railway 
bridge has, since the Conjoined Inquiry’s completion, been upgraded and improved with a new bridge replacing the original. The new 
bridge offers a more
open environment underneath and has a rectangular rather than arched cross-section that removes the need for larger HGV vehicles 
to pass under the bridge in the middle of the carriageway.
50. The HELAA’s failure to assess Fleet Marston means its conclusion on accessibility via the A41 railway bridge is based on an out-
dated understanding of the environment under the railway bridge and fails to record the situation as it is now in this critical respect.
Effect on Heritage Assets
51. The HELAA’s conclusion that development of Fleet Marston would have an adverse effect on the setting of a listed building (St 
Mary’s Church) is drawn entirely from the finding of the Conjoined Inquiry Inspector’s Report(Report to the secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government by David M H Rose BA (Hons) MRTPI, 26th January 2015 Appeal Ref. 
APP/J0405/A/12/2181033) and is erroneously recorded.
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52. The Conjoined Inquiry Inspector concluded that development would have an adverse impact on the setting, but critically that such 
impact amounted to less than substantial harm (Inspector’s Report at paragraph 9.180 and 9.186). It is not therefore appropriate for 
the HELAA to conclude that the effect of
development on the listed church would be sufficient to mean that the entire site is not suitable for development. BLEL have re-
designed the Fleet Marston proposals so that the development would provide for greater separation and an increased setting for the 
church and thereby further reduces what was already less than substantial harm.
53. The HELAA analysis is therefore flawed in this critical respect and a re-appraisal of the Fleet Marston site with this important 
context in mind is necessary. 
Conclusions on the HELAA Assessment of Fleet Marston
54. The HELAA’s conclusions are largely based on the findings of the Secretary of State at the Conjoined Inquiry (January 2015) and 
a full re-appraisal using an updated baseline and taking into account changing material factors was not conducted.
55. This represents a critical failure in the HELAA evidence base when it is wholly evident that:
• there are new material factors that fundamentally alter the character, suitability and achievability of development at Fleet Marston. 
The NPPG (Section 3, paragraph 011) highlights that site assessments will reappraise the appropriateness of previous constraints. 
This has simply not occurred for land at Fleet Marston;
• a full and comprehensive re-assessment of the site was not carried out through the HELAA.
56. The NPPG establishes a positive and proactive approach to overcoming constraints in order to support sites to come forward. At 
Section 3, paragraph 022 it states:
“Where constraints have been identified, the assessment should consider what action would be needed to remove them (along with 
when and how this could be undertaken and the likelihood of sites/broad locations being delivered). Actions might include the need 
for investment in new infrastructure, dealing with fragmented land ownership, environmental improvement, or a need to review 
development plan policy, which is currently constraining development”.
57. BLEL conclude that the Fleet Marston should be re-appraised through the HELAA within the revised character and context of 
HS2, East West Rail and the new A41 railway bridge taken fully into account.
58. Fleet Marston is a suitable, available and achievable site in a sustainable location. The Aylesbury Vale Core Strategy 
Examination Inspector, Mr Salter, identified the sustainable development opportunity in his Report (11th June 2010) at paragraph 6 
indicating that Fleet Marston should be combined with a southeast Aylesbury site and one other. He continued in the following 
paragraphs 8 –21 reflecting inter alia: that the site’s development would not raise issues of biodiversity, flooding, use of best and 
most versatile agricultural land; and could be successfully integrated with existing communities, offer a design and layout that would 
protect the integrity of the heritage assets and make use of the advantages of its location with respect to public transport, rail and 
accessibility.
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59. Fleet Marston should therefore be included within the VALP’s proposed housing allocations for Aylesbury as it can offer inter alia:
• a site that is readily deliverable for new homes and jobs now and which could contribute in the five year period and through the 
VALP’s lifetime;
• close proximity between homes, jobs, green infrastructure and public transport access;
• a contribution to the green infrastructure proposals for Aylesbury in keeping with the landscape character of the Fleet Marston area;
• support for and supplement the landscaping strategy and mitigations proposed by HS2 within the Fleet Marston area of the 
Northern Vale LCA;
• capability to be accessed by a range of means including rail, bus, foot and cycle as well as road;
• easy connection to Aylesbury Waste Water Treatment Works which is located to the west of Aylesbury (and which other sites 
around Aylesbury will not easily be able to connect to without major sewerage works and costs);
• a development opportunity that will support and contribute to Aylesbury’s quality of life, biodiversity and environment;
• support heritage and archaeological interpretation of the area in accordance with the Aylesbury Green Infrastructure proposals;
• the opportunity to refine and realign the north-western area of Aylesbury recognising physical features including the HS2 railway, 
A41 diversion and East-West Rail to form a logical, long term and defensible boundary for Aylesbury’s urban area.
Conclusions
60. Policy D1 and Appendix A (proposed housing allocations) are unsound as they are not:
• Justified – for the reasons identified, the policy and the proposed housing allocation sites for Aylesbury town are not the most 
appropriate strategy when considered against the alternatives. The evidence base for the proposed housing allocations set out in the 
HELAA suffers fundamental flaws and is wholly deficient in its appraisal of potential development sites such as BLEL’s land interest 
at Fleet Marston.
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VALP16-09-13-01675 Mike Taylor (Chilmark 

Consulting Ltd. (on 
behalf of Barwood Land 
and Estates Ltd. 
(BLEL)))

Policy D2 - Introduction
1. Chilmark Consulting Ltd. (CCL) are instructed by and write for and on behalf of Barwood Land and Estates Ltd. (BLEL) with 
respect to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan: Draft Plan, Summer 2016 (VALP) published for consultation by Aylesbury Vale District 
Council (AVDC).
2. This representation is concerned with Policy D2 (Delivering a New Settlement) and with respect to the separate Aylesbury Vale 
New Settlement Study: Scoping
Study (June 2016) evidence base report.
3. This representation must be read in conjunction with the other representations submitted by BLEL dealing with related matters.
Nature of Representation
4. Policy D2 and supporting text in paragraphs 4.27 – 4.43 is concerned with the establishment of a new settlement in the District.
5. The supporting text summarises the background to a new settlement and describes the findings of the Aylesbury Vale New 
Settlement Study: Scoping Study which contains the evidence base for the proposed policy.
6. BLEL object on the following basis: 
• The development of a new settlement in the District is not justified in principle;
• The Draft VALP policy D2 is missing from the Plan and this fundamentally undermines a lawful or appropriate public consultation 
process on the Plan;
• The Aylesbury Vale New Settlement Study does not provide a full or complete evidence base to support the development of a new 
settlement;
• There are critical gaps in the evidence base with respect to transport and development viability analysis and conclusions concerning 
the impacts and implications of developing a new settlement;
• The New Settlement Study or other Draft VALP evidence material does not include a complete or appropriate and meaningful 
evaluation of landscape sensitivity and value or of the visual impacts arising when assessing potential areas for a new settlement.
7. These significant concerns are examined in greater detail in the following subsections.
The Principle of Developing a New Settlement
8. There is no justified reason in the Draft VALP as to why, in principle, the development of a new settlement is necessary or 
appropriate in Aylesbury Vale.
9. BLEL has closely followed and commented on the plan-making process in the District over many years, including the previous Vale 
of Aylesbury Plan (VAP) in
2012/13 where the idea of a new settlement was floated at an early stage and strongly opposed then.
10. There has been, and remains, no clear, compelling case as to why a new settlement is needed, or why it offers any benefit or 
advantage to the District above distributing housing and economic growth to the existing settlements.
Response continues here 
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VALP16-09-13-01676 Paul Fyfe Policy D1 - Comments on the draft VALP

 •General - AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the 
South of Aylesbury.
 •Traffic - The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations. The AVDC's own traffic consultants acknowledge it 

is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
 •Transport Strategy - 
 oThere is no proper transport strategy, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model; these state that 

there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
 oThe “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 

sites cannot be built, the Council will struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the south of the 
town.
 •Number of House - The number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we should not be accommodating more 

than 10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks.
 •Overall Infrastructure Plan - There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The 

Council has a responsibility here: you cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 •Conflict with AVDC Stated Intent - The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, 

villages will be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
 •Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 

End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
 •Summary - This Plan has little merit since it:
 olacks logical and evidenced analysis of all the potential options;
 ouses inappropriate modelling and has some seriously flawed assumptions regarding transport infrastructure funding;
 ohas no overarching infrastructure plan ie coordination of the provision of roads, NHS and Education Services etc; and,
 oappears to simply favour certain existing planning applications as if the outcome has been predetermined.
 •Way Ahead - The Council should re-draft the plan objectively so as to ensure the provision of all appropriate services have been 

properly and realistically taken into account and all reasonable options have been genuinely considered based on transparent 
evidence, especially in relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-13-01677 Kate Wellby Policy D2 - Comments on VALP Draft Plan – Chapter 4.27-4.43 Delivering a new settlement

As a Haddenham resident I acknowledge the need to provide a certain amount of housing, as imposed by the Government. However, 
Haddenham should not be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. Haddenham is a 
large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has only a small and insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and an 
inadequate village hall; it has no secondary school. Most importantly, it has a medical centre that already cannot cope with the 
current amount of patients (on a personal level I have to wait 3 weeks for a telephone call with my doctor). Although there is a limited 
bus service, this route does not include the Church End area of the village. Consequently, many residents have to rely on neighbours 
to take them to the bus stop or local amenities. Also, all residents have to rely on either Thame or Aylesbury as the very few local 
shops are extremely limited. This also creates the associated undesirable reliance on car journeys.

Train travel, particularly to London is becoming increasingly difficult. With the construction of more and more new houses already in 
Haddenham, commuters to the capital are experiencing overcrowded trains, having to stand on many journeys. Also, car parking is at 
maximum capacity with many travellers now parking on the streets nearby creating additional safety problems.

The proposal for a new settlement of 4500-6000 houses in the vicinity of Haddenham should not be further considered. The proposal 
appears to have been developed in ignorance of proposals for a large development north of Princes Risborough, just outside the 
Vale boundary, and for similar proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire, all of which are predicated on the existence of the 
same transport links - in particular Haddenham and Thame Parkway station.

In all these ways, Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a 
new settlement. 

The unmet needs from neighbouring districts should be challenged and common density standards adopted, particularly in reference 
to the draft Wycombe District Plan.

On site after site, densities are extremely low, with larger sites in High Wycombe itself in the range 5.5 to, at most, 21 dwellings per 
hectare. Indeed the average density across all sites for which there is information is in the range of 10 to 15 dph. By contrast, the 
draft VALP is showing densities of 30 plus dph, and for Haddenham of 35 dph. If WDC adopted a more realistic approach to density, 
WDC could meet its own need within its borders. 
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VALP16-09-13-01677 Kate Wellby The allocation of new builds should take account of the impact on Conservation areas and the strategic aims of the National planning 

Policy Framework.  At present the potential impact of the proposals affecting Haddenham actually violates these strategic aims.

The housing build plan should be accompanied by a commensurate employment development plan and, if necessary, some land 
allocated for employment development should be re-allocated for housing. 

The time necessary to do this work should be allocated.  The excuse to rush this through to meet Government timescales is 
unacceptable, for peoples’ well being could be potentially at risk if a final version of this plan is published without being informed by 
the necessary investigation.  Unrealistic timescales should be challenged.

Haddenham is a historic village with a large conservation area that is an essential part of our heritage and requires equal protection 
to Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment.  This laudable aim should not be forgotten for Haddenham has a real sense of community and caring for each 
other isa evidenced by the number of supportive organisations and activities, which are a valued part of village life. This is rarely 
found after major developments, for significant increases in size lead to a lack of a sense of identity. Social considerations are as 
important as economic ones, and village life is an important aspect of our national heritage. Haddenham should, therefore, be 
classified not as a strategic settlement but as a larger village.  

On a personal level I moved to Haddenham twenty years ago because I chose to live in a medium sized village and not a large 
overdeveloped one with inadequate infrastructure.

VALP16-09-13-01678 Michael Rodrigues Policy D6 - I write this email in response to a notice put through my door and a meeting I attended in Grendon Underwood Town Hall 
on Tuesday 9th August 2016.

The meeting in the town hall was called due to a requirement of 80 more houses in the village of Grendon Underwood. It was a 
chance for the current residents to have their say on proposed locations for the extra housing requirement.

To cut a long story short a show of hands showed that everyone attending the meeting, around 100 people, unanimously voted that 
the sites identified as SHLGUW009a and SHLGUW009b as the most suitable site for a new housing development.

This email is to confirm my recommendation for this site. The reason for this recommendation is detailed below.

It has no impact on the current residents in Grendon Underwood, the size of the land area will more than meet the requirement of 80 
more houses, it is close to the A41 for ease of commute to Bicester or Aylesbury and may even help to provide the nearby industrial 
estate with local employees.
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Policy D2 - Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).  A 
consultation team was delegated with responsibility to progress a response to the Consultation on behalf of Thame Town Council.

 1.Introduction
 1.1.In general, we are limiting our comments to the impact on Thame.  That impact is substantial, quite transparent, even 

deliberate, and cannot progress without the strongest possible challenge.  Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) is being 
presumptuous in its reliance on Thame.

 2.General
 2.1.By 2033 the VALP is looking to build at least 33,000 homes across the Vale, of which 12,000 are to accommodate unmet needs 

from neighbouring Councils (Wycombe District Council, Chiltern, and South Bucks).  Its solution to this problem seems to be to 
allocate a large proportion of them on the Oxfordshire border.

 3.Thame Background
 3.1.The existing adopted Thame Neighbourhood Plan (TNP) as approved by the community of Thame in 2013 via a referendum 

provides all the fully sustainable growth needed by Thame up until 2027.  In practice housing provision is being front loaded as 
opposed to being developed over the whole life time of the plan, whereas infrastructure delivery lags behind, thus severely testing 
Thame’s services.

 3.2.Thame Town Council held a public meeting on the South Oxfordshire District Council (SODC) and VALP consultations on 
Thursday 4 August 2016, with more than 300 people in attendance at St Mary’s Church – standing room only.  The general 
consensus appeared to be that there was great concern at what was being proposed for Thame, in relation to both the threat of extra 
housing numbers and that required infrastructure must be provided ahead of housing.  The further impact of substantial development 
at Haddenham can only take Thame to breaking point.

 4.Duty to cooperate (with SODC)
 4.1.There is little evidence of cooperation with SODC in relation to the impact on Thame of VALP’s proposals for both Haddenham 

expansion and the proposed new settlement.
 4.2.SODC’s last consultation stated that ‘we have and will continue to work with our neighbouring councils on cross boundary issues’ 

and ‘understanding the nature of our towns and villages and how they inter-relate and link with places outside the district is vital’.  
However, there is little evidence of engagement, cross border cooperation, or joined up thinking between SODC and Aylesbury Vale.
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4.3. At a meeting between Thame Councillors and SODC on 14 June 2016, both the Leader and the Senior Planning Officer of 
SODC denied any knowledge of AVDC’s draft plan or of its likely impact on Thame.
4.4. There is no mention in the SODC proposals of the intended approximately 5,550 new dwellings in or close to Haddenham, (in a 
separate District/County) which will add an extra burden on all of Thame’s infrastructure, but not provide for it.  The level of housing 
proposed for Haddenham within the VALP needs to be considered alongside that proposed for Thame within the SODC Local Plan 
2032 Preferred Options document.  When viewed with consideration to current allocations, permitted developments and future 
windfall the proposals for an extra 600 homes means that the population of Thame could grow as high as 15,000 people.
4.5. The VALP proposals for Haddenham for a potential further 5,000 homes means that it would be probable that the population of 
Haddenham would also reach the 15,000 mark.  Together with the growth in population at Thame this would fundamentally change 
the character and nature of the two settlements within their historic landscape.  Furthermore, the VALP proposal at Haddenham 
alone threatens the vision of the TNP that Thame maintains its character as a “real market town” (TNP, 4.2).  This character was 
defined within the TNP as “a small town in the countryside which has a regular market and acts as a centre for surrounding farms and 
villages”.  There appears to have been no conversation between AVDC and SODC around the likely impact on cross-border 
settlements.
4.6. The VALP proposal for a new settlement on the Oxfordshire border takes no account of the fact that SODC are also planning a 
new settlement not that far away from Thame (6/8 miles).  This has been narrowed down to two options within the draft SODC Local 
Plan 2032 Preferred Options document; either one of at least 3,500 homes and 10 ha of employment land at Chalgrove, or an 
alternative site at Harrington of up to 6,500 homes, 23 ha of employment land, and an 11 ha motorway depot.
5. Wycombe District unmet need
5.1. An entire new settlement of at least 4,500 homes (and potentially over 6,000) is recommended to be grafted onto Haddenham by 
the year 2033 to meet Wycombe District Council’s (WDC’s) needs, yet densities proposed in High Wycombe itself are extremely low 
and apparently in the range of 10 – 15 dwellings per hectare (dph).  If WDC adopted a more realistic approach to density, WDC could 
meet its own need within its borders.
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5.2. WDC’s review of green belt appears to be conservative compared with the approach of other Districts with green belt constraints 
but which are recognising that the level of housing need requires exceptional response.  Meanwhile it is proposed that the 60 
hectares identified for release will contribute 900 homes.  This represents a density of just 15 dph and is not acceptable.
5.3. WDC is allowing lower housing densities in its own area, thereby forcing more houses elsewhere to accommodate its unmet 
need.
5.4. We know that other Local Plans include some green belt development, including Vale of White Horse, 
Gloucester/Cheltenham/Tewkesbury, Leeds, Greater Nottingham, Stratford-on-Avon District, South Derbyshire and Cambridge City, 
so there should be no reason why Wycombe cannot do more.  Allowing some development in the Wycombe Green Belt would reduce 
the need to travel to employment sites in Wycombe.
5.5. AVDC must challenge the unmet needs from other Districts, question the reluctance to allocate sufficient green belt land, and 
highlight the inequity in proposed housing densities.
5.6. All the above leads us to question the need for a new settlement.
6. Thame Infrastructure
6.1. Bucks County Council (BCC) stated in their response to the VALP Issues and Options Consultation, October 2015, that “the 
options fail to recognise the significance of growth centres around the Vale e.g Thame, Bicester, Brackley, Silverstone, and Milton 
Keynes. For example the proposed growth at Thame and Princes Risborough may present an opportunity for significant growth at 
Haddenham, perhaps as a new settlement”.  It would seem that this approach has given AVDC licence to assume that they can rely 
on Thame’s infrastructure.  It should also be noted that none of BCC’s suggestions are within BCC’s jurisdiction.
6.2. How can BCC evidence ‘growth plans for Thame’ when SODC are still in their consultation phase?
6.3. In the VALP document, page 66, para 4.35 it clearly states that “the site at Haddenham is marginally preferable because it 
already has a railway station with a good service.  In addition Haddenham is close to the higher order services provided by Thame, is 
closer to a range of employment locations and to the motorway network”.  There could not be a clearer statement of the VALP’s 
deliberate strategy to develop for commuter demand and rely on Thame for infrastructure.
6.4. Following the numbers allocated in the Thame Neighbourhood Plan, and the faster than anticipated delivery, Thame’s resources 
are heavily stretched.  Town centre parking, GP facilities, school capacity, etc are all under pressure, and we are particularly 
concerned about secondary school capacity.  This school capacity issue is exacerbated by increasing demand from Long Crendon 
and Haddenham.
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6.5. The SODC Local Plan 2032 consultation document concentrates on the allocation of additional housing numbers, retail provision 
and employment allocation rather than clear definition of infrastructure needs / provision.  It is clear that Thame’s current 
infrastructure deficiencies, never mind future needs emerging from windfall sites and the further 600 homes and 2.5ha of employment 
land proposed in the draft SODC Plan, are not being addressed.  These deficiencies can only be exacerbated by the proposals 
contained within the VALP.
6.6. Planned housing growth for Thame from 2011 to 2027 as defined by existing Core Strategy / Neighbourhood Plan is already 
19% (4875+162+775).  With known and conservatively projected unplanned windfalls which cannot be prevented (+233+400) it will 
be 32% by 2032.   With 600 extra dwellings as proposed by SODC it will be 44%.  Coping with Thame’s expected growth is enough 
of a challenge without having a large new settlement on our doorstep but just over the County boundary.
6.7. It is totally unacceptable that Aylesbury Vale identifies Thame as a growth town and uses that as a justification to allocate 1000+ 
new homes in Haddenham, plus the threat of a new settlement.  They cannot be allowed to rely on our already overstretched 
infrastructure.
6.8. The SODC consultation includes the objective to ‘ensure that essential infrastructure is delivered to support our existing 
residents and services as well as growth’ which implies that there are existing infrastructure deficiencies.  The SODC consultation 
acknowledges Thame’s infrastructure deficiencies such as ‘secondary school at or close to capacity’, ‘provision of health services 
needs to be improved’, ‘lack of leisure and community facilities’, and a need to ‘improve car parking’.  These points are not addressed 
further but we are still expected to accommodate extra homes in Thame, and are now also threatened with very substantial new 
development just over the border in Aylesbury Vale.  This is likely to lead to significant problems in Thame throughout the remainder 
of the plan period, which will be seriously exacerbated by the development proposed within the VALP.
6.9. New housing needs to be sustainable and not dependent on already overstretched resources.  Expansion in Haddenham, and 
especially any new settlement, should not be reliant on Thame for infrastructure and support services.
6.10. It was recognised at the TTC public meeting of 4 August 2016 and at the Haddenham Parish Council meeting on 28 July 2016 
that many people in Haddenham naturally gravitate towards Thame rather than Aylesbury.
6.11. The long talked of Thame / Haddenham cycle path still does not exist after more than 10 years of discussion – a prime example 
of desperately required infrastructure for existing need not being delivered.
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7. Local need?
7.1. The VALP does not appear to make any provision for employment land to support a large new settlement, further exposing the 
fact that this would simply become a dormitory development for longer distance commuting.
7.2. If development is so clearly aimed at longer distance commuters then it does not reflect AVDC’s housing need, nor even WDC’s 
unmet housing need, but is simply London overspill.
7.3. To be fully sustainable, new housing must be provided for as close as possible to employment, and not for long distance 
commuters.  There is no sustainable point in Thame / Haddenham being a commuter town for Oxford / London / High Wycombe.
7.4. Under the two sets of proposals it seems that Haddenham and Thame are destined, in time, to become virtually a single entity, 
sandwiched between the M40 and HS2, and serving commuter demand for housing.  Thame is a historic market town with unique 
character and a strong community, and Haddenham is a peaceful rural village with its own identity, yet both could be sacrificed to the 
housing numbers game and without sufficient infrastructure provision to compensate.  This would be against draft Policy S3 from the 
VALP itself, which states “…new development in the open countryside should be avoided, especially where it would: …a. 
compromise the open character of the countryside between settlements, and b. result in a negative impact on the identities of 
neighbouring settlements or communities resulting in their coalescence”.  The importance of recognising the threat of settlements 
losing their character is further recognised in Policy S3: “In considering applications for building in the countryside the council will 
have regard to maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built-up areas that might lead to 
coalescence”.  Using their own draft policy as a yardstick, the proposal at Haddenham is undoubtedly contrary to these key 
principles.
8. Transport
8.1. Because of Haddenham & Thame Parkway station and the convenient access to the M40, development in and around 
Haddenham will attract London commuters rather than local workers and, in that sense, does not solve WDC’s unmet need.
8.2. The VALP also evidences Haddenham & Thame Parkway station and commuter transport links as part of its rationale for 
preferring Haddenham as the location for a new settlement, giving further transparency to the fact that the proposals do not meet 
WDC’s unmet need.
8.3. The opportunities presented by the proposed east/west high speed railway line (and the extension of the Aylesbury spur to 
Winslow) should be taken, which would provide more sustainable locations for new settlements rather than adjacent to Haddenham.
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8.4. AVDC proposals for a new settlement at Haddenham would impact on WDC’s own proposals for Princes Risborough because of 
proximity.  Both proposals would share the same rail line and much of the local highway network.  Peoples’ daily travel experience is 
that both the railway and many local and trunk roads, including the M40, are already operating at capacity.  Meanwhile both South 
Oxfordshire and Cherwell District Councils have growth proposals impacting on those same networks.  This fragmentation of 
authorities means that no-one is considering the combined impact on the transport infrastructure in this area.
8.5. Along the Chiltern Line / M40 corridor it seems that every planning authority is evidencing transport connections as justification 
for substantial growth.  Cherwell DC are proposing 7,300 homes in Banbury and 10,000 in Bicester; SODC are proposing 600 in 
Thame in addition to the 1,000 already allocated plus recent windfalls; SODC’s proposed settlement at Chalgrove / Harrington cites 
the accessibility of the M40 and Haddenham station; AVDC are proposing 5,500 homes at Haddenham; and Wycombe DC 2,600 at 
Princes Risborough and 5,250 at High Wycombe.  Add in the fact that Chiltern Rail will shortly be running a service from Central 
Oxford to London.
8.6. The railway station at Haddenham is already extremely busy at rush hours and clearly unable to handle a probable doubling of 
passenger numbers without very substantial investment by Chiltern Rail.  Parking at the station, despite increasing its capacity in 
recent years, is woefully inadequate and the overspill into residential streets has become a major issue for Haddenham Parish 
Council.
8.7. Many people’s daily travel experience is that much of this network is already running at capacity, with standing room only on 
many rush hour services.  Marylebone is a relatively small terminus with limited tracks and platforms so evidence should be sought 
from Chiltern Rail that it can cope with longer trains or more frequent services to meet the substantially increased demand from the 
cumulative effect of proposed development along the route.
8.8. Similarly, the extra pressure on M40 traffic will severely exacerbate a road network that is already frequently congested and 
subject to delays.
9. Local Roads

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 777 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01679 Graeme Markland 

(Thame Town Council)
9.1. There are no specific proposals in the plan and nothing to indicate that the very severe impact of considerable extra road traffic 
from Haddenham expansion and a possible substantial new settlement has been taken into account.
9.2. Traffic from Haddenham to the motorway, and from Chalgrove / Harrington to Haddenham station, will all converge on the 
Thame ring road and, in particular, Thame’s Aylesbury Road roundabout, as evidenced by AVDC’s own consultants advising on the 
ability of the local highway network to accommodate growth.  AVDC seem to be ignoring this advice, possibly because it will become 
Oxfordshire County Council’s problem.
10. Summary
10.1. It seems apparent that each of the planning authorities (Cherwell, SODC, AVDC, WDC) is concentrating on its own plan in 
isolation, with little strategic cooperation and joined up thinking about the combined effect of proposals from the various authorities 
and the ability of communities and infrastructure to cope.  
10.2. SODC and AVDC are either worryingly ignorant of each other’s plans or are choosing to ignore cross-border issues around 
infrastructure.  As an example, the VALP seems to be over-relying on Thame’s infrastructure even though there is currently a shortfall 
in key areas, including health, education and leisure, plus concerns with regards to the local road network.
10.3. The TNP allocated sufficient growth in housing, employment and community facilities to 2027.  The planning and development 
of infrastructure now lags behind housing provision.  The Thame community is extremely concerned over the impact of the VALP on 
Thame.  The proposals for Haddenham do not recognise the inevitable impact and effect on Thame nor do they acknowledge the 
community’s vision for Thame to remain a compact market town, best suited to serve the needs of Thame and the immediate 
surrounding area.
10.4. WDC are not allocating sufficient land within its own borders, as shown by the low densities proposed for housing land.  With 
the information currently available TTC cannot even be sure that a new settlement is needed.
The new settlement proposed at Haddenham seems to be envisaged as a commuter town.  No real mention is made of employment 
provision within the proposed town.  This only encourages further long-distance commuting along the already stretched M40 and 
Chiltern rail corridors.  The VALP fails to account for planned growth at Banbury, Bicester, Thame/Haddenham, 
Chalgrove/Harrington, Princes Risborough and High Wycombe; it totally fails to reflect the absolute necessity for new communities to 
be sustainable.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 778 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01680 Andrew Ware Policy D1 - The VALP documents lack enough information to allow a meaningful consultation on the strategy that AVDC are 

promoting. 
In the Issues & Options consultation, the vast majority of comments clearly asked AVDC to consider a strategy for growth other than 
placing a vast amount of development to the South of Aylesbury, which clearly creates coalescence between villages. AVDC have 
shown no evidence that other options have been considered contrary to their argument that “we’ve accommodated the comments 
where possible”. AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to 
the South of Aylesbury.
The housing numbers are too high. The council should resist having to take an additional 10-12,000 houses from surrounding 
authorities. This would significantly alter the plan. The VALP needs to genuinely consider locations for a new settlement, not 
Haddenham or Winslow, with the potential for good infrastructure links to the M40 and East-West rail. One or two new settlements 
could significantly take the pressure off much of the housing growth ‘shoehorned’ in around Aylesbury.
The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". It is also clear that the 
planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road and in particular the 
gyratory system in Aylesbury.
The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
The current Plan appears to be a method of justifying the current strategy regardless of the evidence or local views.
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In the Issues & Options consultation, the vast majority of comments clearly asked AVDC to consider a strategy for growth other than 
placing a vast amount of development to the South of Aylesbury, which clearly creates coalescence between villages. AVDC have 
shown no evidence that other options have been considered contrary to their argument that “we’ve accommodated the comments 
where possible”. AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to 
the South of Aylesbury.
The housing numbers are too high. The council should resist having to take an additional 10-12,000 houses from surrounding 
authorities. This would significantly alter the plan. The VALP needs to genuinely consider locations for a new settlement, not 
Haddenham or Winslow, with the potential for good infrastructure links to the M40 and East-West rail. One or two new settlements 
could significantly take the pressure off much of the housing growth ‘shoehorned’ in around Aylesbury. 
The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues". It is also clear that the 
planned development would significantly worsen congestion on the A41 Tring Road, the A413 Wendover Road and in particular the 
gyratory system in Aylesbury.
The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those 
sites cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the "orbital road" round the 
south of the town. 
There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS.
The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air quality 
will be poorer and there will be major impacts on public footpaths.
Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, the West 
End Ditch and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
The current Plan appears to be a method of justifying the current strategy regardless of the evidence or local views.
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Policy D5 - PIT007 – land north of Marsworth Road
PIT007 is described in the HELAA as "suitable [with] no significant constraints": nice and straightforward, or so it would seem.  
However, unlike other sites within Pitstone (and more widely) which it assesses, the HELAA has failed either to reference or to take 
account of the designations given to this site by the PNP.  In particular, as well as being outside the Settlement Boundary, PIT007 
has been specifically reserved in our Plan for D1 education use.  This is, furthermore, the 'suitable site with a willing seller' which has 
been referred to in the final paragraph under "schooling and related issues", above.
By way of further elaboration, the land is owned by a local charity which wishes it to be put to a use that will benefit the local 
community.  PPC has been in discussions with the landowner regarding usage of this land since work began on the PNP.  The 
landowner has in turn indicated to PPC that there is no desire to see the site given over for housing.  There is (as previously 
explained) a severe shortage of primary school places within the local cluster, and the site is widely recognised as ideally-suited for a 
school.  However the VALP's designation of it as potentially suitable for housing will almost certainly make it more difficult for the 
charity to justify to the Charity Commissioners why it is not being sold for the greatest possible return (within the constraints of 
planning law and the local development plan).  This would, in turn, significantly hamper the ability of PPC and BCC to achieve what is 
otherwise a fundamentally "easy win", namely the delivery a school site currently owned by a willing seller that would benefit not just 
Pitstone but the entire south-eastern Vale and which could, in turn, be expected to significantly ease the ability of other large-scale 
planning applications in the surrounding areas to obtain planning permission from yourselves. 
In addition, PIT007 is also felt by PPC to be the least viable of all those within Pitstone that have been designated as potentially 
suitable for housing by the HELAA.  Furthermore, given the potential for a higher number of dwellings (by comparison with that 
envisaged by the HELAA) to be provided on other supported sites, and for windfall gains on other sites not referred to in the VALP 
(see below), its development is also felt unlikely to be necessary in order for Pitstone to attain its residual housing target.  It would as 
a consequence be equally unlikely ever to be allocated for housing by PPC once the emerging VALP has, in time, been 'made'.  For 
all these reasons, plus:
 •its location outside the Settlement Boundary;
 •its reservation for education use under the PNP; and
 •the additional difficulties occasioned by having charitable land that is already earmarked for one purpose by (a "made" element of) 

the local development plan ostensibly being designated as suitable for something else in a different (not-yet-made) part of that plan; 
we (PPC) would respectfully request that the finalised HELAA categorises the site as "unsuitable" and that commensurate changes 
are made to the VALP.
As for other potentially suitable sites within Pitstone:-
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PIT006 – land at the corner of Marsworth Road and Vicarage Road
This has been designated as unsuitable on the basis that it does not comply with the minimum size threshold of 5 dwellings for 
HELAA density.  PPC would respectfully disagree.  The land was put forward, both as part of previous "calls for sites" and during the 
emergence of the PNP, on the basis that it would take 8 dwellings.  We wonder if the stated size of the plot (0.1 hectares) is correct 
and in any event, a visual assessment of the site and adjoining housing suggests to us that 8 is a realistic number of houses to 
target.  Consultation versions of the PNP expressly supported the site for development.  Given too how the landowner still wishes to 
develop the land (and that this is supported by the 'made' PNP, on the (slightly re-framed) basis that it falls within the Settlement 
Boundary and is not accessible to the public), we would request that it be designated as "suitable" in the HELAA and hence capable 
of addition to the list of "reserve sites" referenced in the emerging VALP.
PITxxx – Victor House, Westfield Road, Pitstone
This listed building, which does not feature in the HELAA, sits on the corner of Marsworth Road and Westfield Road.  Formerly the 
main office building for the Castle Cement works it was, until two years ago, in use as commercial office space.  It is currently empty 
and the subject of a planning application (carrying joint references 16/01704/APP and 16/01705/ALB) for conversion into 8 residential 
units.  PPC tendered no objections to the application (in fact there were no objections at all submitted in response to it), and most 
recently neither Environmental Health nor your Heritage Team have raised any significant concerns.  We fully expect this 
development to come forward in the short-to-medium term and would therefore request that the housing it will provide is also 
appropriately reflected in the VALP.
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I am a Haddenham resident, and these are my own views - offered after careful reflection and consideration of the draft VALP.
I have looked at your online comment form, and find it a little confusing - so I hope this email can be accepted as a formal input, 
please.
I would be grateful if you could confirm this before the consultation period closes.
If you need to know the section of the draft document, my concerns relate principally to Chapter Four and the concept of a New 
Settlement.

I am a 29 year-old, self-employed tradesperson, living in Haddenham, where I have been based for much of my life.
Despite the potential for additional professional work arising from a much larger settlement surrounding or very close to Haddenham, 
I am strongly opposed to this part of the VALP.

Firstly, the suggested scale of the new settlement (approximately 5,000 homes) is totally disproportionate - imposing such growth on 
an historic village is unacceptable. I enjoy living in Haddenham because it retains a friendly "village style" atmosphere. The shopping 
facilities and the village hall in the centre of Haddenham would not support such growth, and there is no room to build new facilities - 
so any new shops and community facilities would simply be an afterthought - stuck on the edges, among new housing stock. This 
would not encourage a "single community" culture and so would be detrimental to the social wellbeing of Haddenham.

Secondly, most new residents coming to Haddenham would be attracted here because of its railway station and access to the M40, 
Oxford and London. A new settlement of the scale proposed would totally overwhelm the local roads and our railway capacity. I have 
looked at the road widening provision in the VALP and, frankly, this is totally inadequate. The level of investment required to achieve 
adequate road provision would run into many millions of pounds sterling, and I seriously question the influence that AVDC has over 
rail investment by Chiltern Railways and Network Rail! As for car parking at Haddenham & Thame Parkway, there is already a major 
problem with roadside parking, which is causing serious road safety concerns before any of the proposed expansion defined in the 
VALP even begins. Buses are having to stop and effectively double-park on the main thoroughfare into and out of Haddenham, on 
the Thame Road. The housing growth proposed in the VALP would exacerbate this hugely - I'm sorry, but this would be utter 
madness!
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VALP16-09-13-01683 Simon Milmer Thirdly, I am reliably informed by our parish council that some district councils in south Buckinghamshire are wanting the Vale of 

Aylesbury to provide a land supply for housing that should really be built in areas like High Wycombe, Marlow, Beaconsfield, etc. It 
seems that the relevant councils have laid down Local Plans that include housing provision at much lower housing densities than are 
applied by AVDC. How can this be fair and reasonable? Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, greenbelt provision and the like are all 
very well - but why should attractive Chiltern countryside be any more valuable aesthetically than our delightful countryside in the 
Vale of Aylesbury? So I would like to ask AVDC to reject the extra housing that Wycombe and other South Bucks district councils 
wish to force upon us. As I understand it, this would negate the need for a New Settlement in the Vale. 

Thank you for considering my comments.

As mentioned earlier, I would be grateful to receive confirmation that comments received by email are as valid as those offered via 
the online facility.
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VALP16-09-13-01684 Jo Turner Policy D2 - As a citizen of Winslow where we have lived for 15 years I wish to make these comments regarding VALP

1. Firstly I was unimpressed with the 3 plans put forward to accommodate more houses North of Winslow. A disproportionately huge 
number of upto 6.5 thousand dwellings is totally inappropriate to the current infrastructure, facilities and road system. The maps were 
decidedly fuzzy,unclear and Little Horwood Road, which could be a major feeder road to the proposed conurbation was not even 
shown!
2.Wycombe council's plans do not meet the demand from government and they have passed this unfulfilled quota of houses onto 
other local councils especially AVDC ,which is unfair especially as their current proposals are much lower in housing density than 
those put forward by AVDC , and in particular the area north of Winslow area as displayed to us as the VALP and also the WNP.
3. I feels strongly that brownfield sites should be used across the county first to satisfy future housing demands, where every 
community should share the burden ,but on the condition that planning suits the local community, as laid out by local neighborhood 
plans; both completed ones and those being developed.
Winslow has a completed plan ,WNP, which accommodates a substantial increase in housing, but this proposed huge planning 
proposal does not respect this and would have a negative impact on the community of Winslow as follows-
4. The report 'Broken Britain' made for government guidance by Ian Duncan Smith and his team recently outlines how a positive 
community is vital for health and wellbeing of the population. It is crucial that the places we live in support strong local communities 
where people have enough access to facilities such as healthcare, employment, education, transport and provision for social contact 
to avoid deprivation that occurs in inner cities and large towns and cities in Britain. Winslow has a strong local community with plenty 
on offer for all ages of the population and while accommodating more housing for the future ,WNP proposes plans that would help 
preserve our positive community. Having lived in many different places in my life I firmly believe that Winslow is about the right size 
for a community, where people are valued and supported and community contact helps to prevent problems like loneliness, neglect, 
poverty, unemployment and ill health.
If the population was expanded on the proposed level community benefits as described would be seriously diluted and would be 
virtually impossible to recover and this is mostly unrelated to infrastructure. It is about quality of life of people living in Britain.
5. There is insufficient employment in the Winslow area to support such a development and the current roads could not cope with the 
demands of increased population, especially the Little Horwood Road, and the roads leading to Buckingham, Milton Keynes and 
Aylesbury.
6. Negative impact on local countryside and wildlife which is struggling as it is as described in recent report Wildlife in Britain. Building 
on Green belt like this is largely unnecessary because other Brownfield sites or small projects would not have this impact.
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VALP16-09-13-01684 Jo Turner 7.Our infrastructure is inadequate currently to support an rapidly expanding local population, such as our surgery stretched to 

breaking point ,and I am cynical that in reality new infrastructure would be put into place to meet the needs of the new development. 
We lived in Ashford Kent from late 1980s, where massive building of new houses was taking place as a result of the channel tunnel, 
with very little infrastructure to support it such as enough availability of primary school places and even today it is still lacking and this 
project was of national interest.

I hope that you consider my comments and take them into account regarding this VALP proposal north of Winslow.
VALP16-09-13-01686 Richard Keightley Policy D2 - As a long-standing resident of Winslow I would like to make some comments about the VALP proposals that would affect 

Winslow specifically. Winslow Town Council was one of the first to complete a Neighbourhood Plan (which has been strongly 
supported by residents) and has shown a willingness to co-operate with AVDC to accept sustainable development for Winslow. 
However, the VALP goes well beyond that, representing 50% growth of the town which is not remotely sustainable with the current 
infrastructure.
With regards to the proposal for a new (large!) settlement north-east of Winslow, my comments are as follows:
1. This would dramatically alter the rural nature of Winslow as well as destroying the neighbouring villages of Great Horwood and 
Little Horwood and would have a detrimental effect on traffic in the area, especially Winslow High Street which is already a bottleneck 
on the A413.
2. It is generally accepted that Haddenham would be a much better site for such a large development because of its existing road 
and rail links (already with a station) with better links to Birmingham, London and Oxford. Also, Haddenham already has a large, 
expanding employment site and a larger and better Health Care centre compared to Winslow.
3. Haddenham already has an established rail link to Bicester, Banbury and London whereas Winslow currently doesn’t have a rail 
link and it will be some years before such a link will be established and then will only be east-west.
To me it seems ridiculous that AVDC should accept such a large housing allocation from other (southern) local councils because of 
their obvious NIMBY attitude. It makes more sense for these southern councils to accept their responsibility to accommodate their 
housing allocation because they have larger urban areas, excellent road and rail links, existing industrial areas, better infrastructure, 
and closer proximity to London and other large towns and cities. A case should be made to show that their housing allocation can be 
accommodated in their own council areas.
I hope that my comments will be taken into consideration when VALP is revised.
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VALP16-09-13-01688 James Stevens (Home 

Builders Federation 
Ltd)

Policy D2 - New settlement (Policy D2) and strategic allocations 
The draft plan relies heavily on the delivery of 4,500 dwellings in a new settlement before the end date of 2033 yet the Council has 
not even decided on the site for the new settlement let alone any of the details regarding its delivery. Such a new settlement is, 
therefore, unlikely to deliver any new dwellings within the next 5 year period leaving just 12 years in which to deliver the necessary 
4,500 dwellings. This equates to a delivery rate of 375 dwellings per annum. Even if the site was already identified and about to start 
on site this would leave only 16 years for the 4,500 dwellings to be completed at an annual rate of 281 dwellings per annum (between 
2017 and 2033).

However, the Council’s own evidence (set out in its interim policy statement regarding five year housing land supply, published in 
August 2016) suggests that the two major sites within the District (Berryfields and Land East of Aylesbury), both of which are 
established sites with multiple developers already on site, are expected to deliver no more than 200 dwellings per annum on each 
site. This suggests that the assumed delivery rates on the new settlement are overly optimistic.

The Council will, therefore, need to provide far more robust evidence to demonstrate how the new settlement and the major 
allocations adjacent to Milton Keynes will be delivered within the plan period if it is to continue to rely upon them to meet its housing 
requirements.

VALP16-09-13-01688 James Stevens (Home 
Builders Federation 
Ltd)

Policy D3 - A similar problem exists with regard to the delivery of sites adjacent to Milton Keynes (Policy D3), although we accept 
that the Milton Keynes housing market may be stronger in the short term than a newly establishing market in a new settlement within 
the Central Buckinghamshire housing market area.     

The Council will, therefore, need to provide far more robust evidence to demonstrate how the new settlement and the major 
allocations adjacent to Milton Keynes will be delivered within the plan period if it is to continue to rely upon them to meet its housing 
requirements.

VALP16-09-13-01688 James Stevens (Home 
Builders Federation 
Ltd)

Policy D5 - Indeed, we believe that delivery is a key issue that should be addressed throughout the plan, particularly with regard to 
the allocations for housing outside of the strategic settlements. There currently appears to be a considerable gap between the 
residual housing requirement and suitable sites in both the large and medium villages. This will need to be addressed before the 
submission of the plan if the Council is to be assured that the housing requirement will be met within the plan period and the plan 
found to be sound.

VALP16-09-13-01688 James Stevens (Home 
Builders Federation 
Ltd)

Policy D6 - Indeed, we believe that delivery is a key issue that should be addressed throughout the plan, particularly with regard to 
the allocations for housing outside of the strategic settlements. There currently appears to be a considerable gap between the 
residual housing requirement and suitable sites in both the large and medium villages. This will need to be addressed before the 
submission of the plan if the Council is to be assured that the housing requirement will be met within the plan period and the plan 
found to be sound. 
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VALP16-09-13-01689 Ivy Duffy Policy D2 - Comments on VALP Draft Plan – Chapter 4.27-4.43 Delivering a new settlement

As a Haddenham resident I acknowledge the need to provide a certain amount of housing, as imposed by the Government. However, 
Haddenham should not be equated with Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and Wendover as a strategic settlement. Haddenham is a 
large and vibrant village, but it is not a town. It has only a small and insufficient village centre, with a small range of shops and an 
inadequate village hall; it has no secondary school. Most importantly, it has a medical centre that already cannot cope with the 
current amount of patients (on a personal level I have to wait 3 weeks for a telephone call with my doctor). Although there is a limited 
bus service, this route does not include the Church End area of the village. Consequently, many residents have to rely on neighbours 
to take them to the bus stop or local amenities. Also, all residents have to rely on either Thame or Aylesbury as the very few local 
shops are extremely limited. This also creates the associated undesirable reliance on car journeys.

Train travel, particularly to London is becoming increasingly difficult. With the construction of more and more new houses already in 
Haddenham, commuters to the capital are experiencing overcrowded trains, having to stand on many journeys. Also, car parking is at 
maximum capacity with many travellers now parking on the streets nearby creating additional safety problems.

The proposal for a new settlement of 4500-6000 houses in the vicinity of Haddenham should not be further considered. The proposal 
appears to have been developed in ignorance of proposals for a large development north of Princes Risborough, just outside the 
Vale boundary, and for similar proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire, all of which are predicated on the existence of the 
same transport links - in particular Haddenham and Thame Parkway station.

In all these ways, Haddenham is unsuitable for the level of additional housing that is currently proposed, let alone as the location of a 
new settlement. 

The unmet needs from neighbouring districts should be challenged and common density standards adopted, particularly in reference 
to the draft Wycombe District Plan.

On site after site, densities are extremely low, with larger sites in High Wycombe itself in the range 5.5 to, at most, 21 dwellings per 
hectare. Indeed the average density across all sites for which there is information is in the range of 10 to 15 dph. By contrast, the 
draft VALP is showing densities of 30 plus dph, and for Haddenham of 35 dph. If WDC adopted a more realistic approach to density, 
WDC could meet its own need within its borders. 
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VALP16-09-13-01689 Ivy Duffy The allocation of new builds should take account of the impact on Conservation areas and the strategic aims of the National planning 

Policy Framework.  At present the potential impact of the proposals affecting Haddenham actually violates these strategic aims.

The housing build plan should be accompanied by a commensurate employment development plan and, if necessary, some land 
allocated for employment development should be re-allocated for housing. 

The time necessary to do this work should be allocated.  The excuse to rush this through to meet Government timescales is 
unacceptable, for peoples’ well being could be potentially at risk if a final version of this plan is published without being informed by 
the necessary investigation.  Unrealistic timescales should be challenged.

Haddenham is a historic village with a large conservation area that is an essential part of our heritage and requires equal protection 
to Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment.  This laudable aim should not be forgotten for Haddenham has a real sense of community and caring for each 
other isa evidenced by the number of supportive organisations and activities, which are a valued part of village life. This is rarely 
found after major developments, for significant increases in size lead to a lack of a sense of identity. Social considerations are as 
important as economic ones, and village life is an important aspect of our national heritage. Haddenham should, therefore, be 
classified not as a strategic settlement but as a larger village.  

On a personal level I moved to Haddenham twenty years ago because I chose to live in a medium sized village and not a large 
overdeveloped one with inadequate infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-13-01690 Anne Mackellar Policy D2 - I am writing in response to the proposals for Haddenham and the surrounding villages.

I am extremely disturbed at what is being proposed for a variety of reasons.

 •Haddenham is a conservation area and has grown rapidly already some could say having a detrimental effect on its status as a 
village. The density of housing currently being built near the station is very ugly and we certainly do not want other approaches to 
Haddenham being spoilt ie proposed Glebe development.
 •As we progress through Brexit and its consequences it is essential that we do not consider building on grade one agricultural land. 

We may need to produce more of our food!!!!!!!!!!!!! It could be likened to building on flood plains, not a particularly sensible way 
forward.
 •I question the so called duty to co-operate with local District Councils. I feel it is your duty to put pressure on the neighbouring ones 

to shoulder more of the burden for housing. We too live in an area of beauty which if the proposed 'garden town/settlement ' idea 
proceeds will totally be annihilated.
 •Considering the third proposal, for 6,000 plus houses west of Thame this would in effect give a ribbon development joining 

haddenham to Thame. This would again be detrimental to both areas. Currently schooling, medical facilities etc struggle to cope with 
the present population and my experience with the building in Aylesbury, Berryfield etc, facilities come after the development is 
completed.
 •Haddenham is a village and as such does not have a high street with a central area with shops etc, unlike Winslow, Bicester etc. 

We chose 30 years ago to live in the country in a pleasant village , not a metropolis which the designated proposals over the next 10-
20 years will deliver. 
I am aware that the District Council will no doubt ignore the huge volume of comments and ride rough shod over us all. We do not 
have the power and money that the development firms have as has been demonstrated recently by the proposed Glebe 
development.

I however live in hope that our voices will be listened to .

VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D2 - The ‘Delivering a new settlement’ (4.27) section offers a welcome alternative to simply adding on to an existing 
settlement. As the NPPF says “The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale 
development”.
Para 4.43 states a number of objectives for a new settlement which clearly cannot be met at Winslow. Primarily the objective that the 
development will “ensure infrastructure facilities and services are delivered in the right place at the right time”. As infrastructure is 
likely to be funded by the development it will naturally have to follow afterwards. Similarly the first objective refers to the need “to 
ensure that housing development is accompanied by employment”. Presently there is a very significant deficit of employment 
opportunities in Winslow relative to the population, and this plan gives no suggestions as to how this would be rectified with the 
arrival of a new settlement. With so many heavyweight factors overwhelmingly favouring the choice of Haddenham rather than 
Winslow as the location for the new settlement, why was the term ‘marginally preferable’ used in Para 4.35? What possible factor(s) 
could irrationally turn matters on their head and conclude that Winslow could suddenly be the better option? See my separate, very 
critical report on the New Settlement Scoping Study.
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VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D3 - What is the rationale for the huge (4,135) increase in housing close to Milton Keynes? Milton Keynes Unitary Authority 

has more undeveloped land to the east of the M1 than is occupied by the whole of the existing city of MK.  Including areas such as 
Whaddon and Newton Longville (and potentially Winslow and the Horwoods) will only serve to encourage the western expansion of 
MK. Ultimately this will be to the detriment of Aylesbury Vale as these communities will relate more and more to MK and not 
Aylesbury, nor to those ‘unmet need Authorities.’

VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D4 - D4 makes no mention of a Settlement Boundary or anything similar. Neighbourhood Plans need to be referred to.

VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D5 - In the ‘Delivering the allocated sites’ section for large and medium villages, there is no mention of those with well 
advanced Neighbourhood Plans such as Wingrave, which are likely to be ‘made’ before VALP is considered for adoption and the 
housing delivery numbers of those NPs. NB It is recognised that to base the housing delivery target for one’s NP upon an emerging 
Local Plan is potentially fraught with danger at an Appeal Inquiry.

What is the rationale and the evidence base for the mere 3% difference between the target housing growths for medium and large 
villages confirmed in Para 4.65? Heading the large villages is Aston Clinton with over 3,800 residents, followed by Edlesborough, 
Long Crendon, Pitstone, Stone/Bishopstone/Hartwell, Weston Turville and Wing all with over 2,500 residents and all these, obviously 
because of their size, have good infrastructure provision (schools, shops, good bus services, a range of community facilities etc) that 
many of the medium villages can only dream of. Contrast these large villages with the likes of Cuddington – pop. 650, 
Gawcott/Lenborough - pop. 900, Ickford – pop. 690 and North Marston – pop. 700, some of the smaller ‘medium villages’ with 
minimal facilities. As the basic demographic growth over the 20 year period has been identified by AVDC at 15%, a figure of 19% for 
the medium sized villages is not unreasonable as it only covers a little more than their own anticipated growth in demand for new 
homes. What is highly suspect is asking the larger, very sustainable villages to only provide 22% growth. The fact that Aston Clinton 
is not expected to provide more than its existing commitments surely proves the point. This community is well able and should 
provide more homes than a mere 22% increase to 2033, as should other large villages. A minimum of 30% housing growth would 
seem more just and equitable for these large villages, if not a minimum of 35%.

VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D7 - In the ‘Delivering sites at smaller village’ (4.85-4.87) section, it can be agreed that on average the smaller villages will 
have a new housing growth need to purely meet their own requirements during the Plan period  of about 15% (the baseline 
demographic growth identified by AVDC for the Plan period). The 5% increase on housing stock therefore looks unreasonably low 
when the district wide growth figure is 45%. Where is the evidence that underpins this growth figure? The evidence we see in the 
table in this section makes it abundantly clear that many of the smaller villages in the Vale are well capable of delivering far more 
than 5% housing growth to 2033. 38% of the smaller villages (17 out of 45) have been identified as already meeting the 5% growth 
figure via completions and commitments and VALP still has 17 years to run! It is not rational to state only 3 years into the Local Plan 
that 17 villages “do not require further sites” and “only permit approximately x homes” for many others, which is tantamount to 
confirming that planning permissions will not be granted for applications for new homes beyond the 5% cap. It must make sense to 
allow smaller villages to grow at a rate relevant to their individual needs and aspirations. To constrain the likes of Calvert Green, 
Dinton, Great Brickhill, Oakley, Soulbury etc to 5% housing growth appears unjustified and unreasonable. What would be wrong with 
stating that the increase in the housing stock for small villages should be a minimum of X%?

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 791 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D9 - In D9 ‘Provision of employment land,’ there is mention of live-work developments. It is anticipated that nationally the need 

for live-work units will steadily increase. In order to avoid ‘uncertainty’ in relation to planning applications for a change of use to a live-
work unit, AVDC would be strongly advised to include a clear definition of what constitutes a live-work unit in the final version of 
VALP in order to eliminate inevitable uncertainty. Also, ‘live-work’ does not appear in the Glossary with a definition. 

VALP16-09-13-01691 Roy van de Poll Policy D10 - 4.106 refers to the importance of community services and local facilities and the strategy to protect local shops, pubs 
and post offices to prevent the decline of communities. This also needs to make reference to the local Parish or Town Council office 
which is at the heart of the localism agenda and offers the best opportunity to improve the local community. Likewise an extensive list 
of community facilities in 11.16 makes no mention of the local council office.

D10, in a similar vein to S1, seems to suggest that any proposals for town centres will be approved regardless of merit and the 
wishes of the local community. It needs to be made clear that high-grade retail needs to be given priority and that residential use at 
ground floor level should be a last resort. For strategic settlements in particular, most of which are expected to grow by 50% by 2033 
and will therefore have a very significantly higher population at the end of the Plan period than currently, which will undoubtedly 
increase demand on their High Streets, it will be vitally important to resist changes of use of existing retail units on the High Street. 
There does not appear to be recognition in the draft VALP of this issue accompanied by the necessary robust Policy. Section I3 
states that the council will “resist proposals for the change of use of community buildings and facilities” the same assurance should 
be given that via VALP, AVDC will protect retail buildings. This would go some way towards supporting the statement in 4.110 that 
Aylesbury Vale District Council recognizes the need for retail growth in communities and will encourage it.

VALP16-09-13-01692 David Wetherill (Turley 
Associates Ltd)

Policy D5 - At paragraph 4.59 of the draft VALP a table sets out that at Wingrave a total of 124 dwellings are still to be identified (in 
order to meet the housing requirement of 134 homes), with a total of 10 dwellings already being the subject of completions or 
commitments. The table indicates that the HELAA identifies 112 dwellings at Wingrave, leaving 12 still to be identified. Paragraph 
4.73 of the draft VALP establishes that
Wingrave falls short of its housing requirement by 12 dwellings.

Appendix A of the draft VALP lists potential sites to be allocated and identifies the following at Wingrave [Table shown in attachment]
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VALP16-09-13-01693 Richard Kendall Policy D2 - Urban Extension/New Settlement 

The existence of the rail station at Haddenham with good services to London and Birmingham (and later this year also to Oxford) is 
certainly an attraction in terms of sustainability. However, permission exists for the construction of a new station at Winslow on the 
Oxford-Bicester-Bletchley-Bedford route as part of East-West Rail scheme and this should be opened within the next few years.  
Moreover, as part of East-West Rail there will be links into Milton Keynes and via Aylesbury to Princes Risborough. 
Haddenham is a village; it has the feel of a village and does not have a single focal point. In contrast, Winslow has a “town centre” in 
the form of Market Square and the High Street that includes facilities such as a bank and a hotel that one might expect to find in a 
town but not in a village. The parish church is also found in the “town centre”. Winslow most definitely has the feel of a town.  It is a 
service centre for many villages in the surrounding rural area, including Great and Little Horwood, the Claydons, Granborough, 
Swanbourne and Mursley.
Haddenham would be less able to assimilate growth of the scale proposed than would Winslow.  In contrast, the service centre role 
that Winslow already fulfils and its role as a focus for employment and cultural/social needs would be reinforced by the development 
of a new settlement or urban extension. 
Thinking strategically, it might be preferable to provide any new development that does have to be accommodated in AVD in the less 
congested and less busy areas of the District, i.e. generally further to the north, rather than in the busier southern band that includes 
Aylesbury, Wendover and Haddenham and that, in the case of Wendover, is constrained by the MGB and the AONB.  
The Aston Sandford site would be near to Haddenham but divorced from it. It would produce a free-standing development and 
residents of the new settlement would have to rely entirely on new facilities incorporated in the development. It would not be a 
sustainable location.  
At Haddenham, beyond Station Road, to the west, the landscape is a visually pleasant area of fields with hedgerow boundaries.  It is 
not flat but undulates.  It is seen from the Chearsley-Upper Winchendon-Waddesdon road and from the Chiltern Hills.  A new 
settlement or major area of development to the west of Station Road would have a significant adverse effect on the appearance of 
the area.  In contrast, at Winslow a former WW2 airfield abutting the northern edge of the settlement and for the most part 
undeveloped would appear to represent a suitable location for an urban extension/new settlement.  It is unremarkable in landscape 
terms.  The development of a new settlement in this area would not have a significantly adverse impact on its character or 
appearance.
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VALP16-09-13-01694 John Gilbey Policy D2 - Even if a new settlement is required it is self evident that Winslow is in the north of the district and Haddenham is in the 

south and since the expected requirement is to provide additional housing to meet the unmet needs from the south of the county it is 
clear that Haddenham is by far the better option. In addition Haddenham already has a railway station providing a regular and fast 
train service to High Wycombe and to London Marylebone whereas a station for Winslow is dependent on the completion of part of 
the East West rail project and current predictions on the timescale for its implementation indicate a completion date of 2024 or even 
beyond. Even then will not compete with the service from Haddenham as outlined above. It is also clear that the road network around 
Winslow is already heavily loaded and the vaunted new Oxford to Cambridge Expressway still seems a far off dream and in any case 
may be routed so as to provide no relief for the road system around Winslow and Buckingham in the north of the vale. Whereas 
access from Haddenham via the A418 to the M40 is only 6 miles. In the very sketchy plans provided in support of the possible new 
settlement for Winslow no new access road has been included even though a previous proposal for the development called Winslow 
Green which was submitted by a developer in 2008 did include plans for a relief road. In that case the plan was for 3,300 new homes 
whereas the new proposal is for 6000 house so it makes no sense not to include a new access road for this new proposal. Instead 
some very amateurish suggestions are made for minor improvements at road junctions. The most laughable is for a roundabout in 
Great Horwood village at the junction between Nash Road/High Street and Little Horwood Road. Here the proposals is for a new 
roundabout which will require to make partial use of what is described in the document as the village car park but which is in fact land 
owned by Great Horwood Parish Council and is registered as a “Village Green”.
Incidentally the land available in the area between Winslow and the Horwoods will not accommodate the proposed 6,000 houses 
together with the necessary additional infrastructure which would need to include both primary and secondary school provision and a 
commercial centre.
If the new settlement is included the totals including those itemised at the beginning of this submission would mean that over 35% of 
the planned growth would take place in the rural north of the vale with its poor transport links. This makes no sense.
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VALP16-09-13-01695 Sue Gilbert 

(Haddenham Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - VALP proposes 3 locations for possible growth options in the new settlement scoping study:
• 1,250 homes by yet further expansion around Haddenham
• 7,000 + homes by a new settlement to the south east near Aston Sandford
• 6,000 + homes immediately to t he west towards Thame

It is clear from the strength of feeling expressed by residents to the PC that this community is not prepared for this village to be 
changed beyond all recognition in order to accommodate overspill
from neighbouring Districts and to protect them from development. 

We object to the new settlement proposal in principle. Our objections and challenges are set out below.

1. The "Duty to Co-operate" with neighbouring District Councils

The PC appreciates the duty to co-operate, but AVDC needs to impose boundaries in response to demands, expected to amount to 
some 12,000 homes, from neighbouring councils. Particularly
relevant for Haddenham are the requirements of Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils. At present we only have 
Wycombe DC's proposals. These give rise to considerable concern, with AVDC's compliance seemingly taken as given. The PC is 
pleased to learn that AVDC have appointed consultants to scrutinise its neighbours' demands. The PC has responded to WOe's 
recent consultation on its draft Local Plan as follows:
• We have reviewed the area and indicative dwelling numbers for sites in the Plan. On site after site, densities are extremely low, with 
larger sites in High Wycombe itself in the range 5.5 to, at most, 21 dwellings per hectare. Indeed the average density across all sites 
for which there is information is in the range of 10 to 15 dph. By contrast, the draft VALP is showing densities of 30 plus dph, and for 
Haddenham of 35 dph. If WDC adopted a more
realistic approach to density, woe could meet its own need within its borders.
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• The draft Plan proposes a 25% tree cover for new developments in addition to other green space. Desirable though this may be, 
this is a luxury that cannot be afforded, and certainly should not be at the expense of destroying Haddenham.
• High Wycombe itself is a settlement larger than Aylesbury, yet is set to grow by under 10% compared with 50% growth in 
Aylesbury. High Wycombe should be making a considerably
larger contribution to its District's needs.
• The review of green belt appears to be conservative compared with the approach of other Districts with green belt constraints, but 
which recognise that the level of housing need requires exceptional response. 60 hectares are identified for release and will 
contribute 900 homes, representing a density of under 15 dph. This is not acceptable.

It surely cannot be right that Haddenham should be sacrificed in order that Wycombe can protect its own environment from 
development, and calls into question whether a new settlement is needed at all (see also below).

2. Optimising Density within VALP

The PC has conducted a detailed audit of the HELAA of AVDC and, where available, of neighbouring Districts. We noticed that the 
level of rigour and disclosure in AVDC's work is of a higher standard than in neighbouring Districts.

The HELAA v3 (May 2016) identifies a total capacity of 27,133 dwellings. This includes an allowance for Windfall of 876, 
commitments from sites below 5 units of 353, and 22 dwellings from sites outside the HELAA settlements, leaving 25,822 dwellings 
allocated to sites identified in and assessed for the HELAA.

These dwellings are allocated on sites that in aggregate cover 2,259 hectares of which 1,368 hectares are deemed suitable for 
residential development. This is an average density across the plan of 18.92dph.

However in Para 4.14 of the Draft HELAA v3 it is stated that:
"To establish a development yield, as set out in Table 2 of the aligned methodology, unless any other assumptions have been set out 
in an approved planning application, allowed appeal or made neighbourhood plan a standard density of 30 dwellings per hectare 
(dph) on the suitable site area is applied at all locations except a minimum of 50dph at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow and 
Wendover town centres as defined on the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan 2004 Proposals Maps (other than Aylesbury where the 
town centre boundary has been suggested by GL Hearn in the 2015 Retail Study)."
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Consequently the Draft VALP delivers a plan with densities significantly lower than its stated ambition. At an average density of 
30dph the areas deemed suitable of allocated sites would allow
for 41,042 dwellings, which is 15,160 more than currently in the plan.

The PC also notes that the 1,368 hectares deemed suitable for development is 61% of the total area of sites put forward in the 
HELAA. The 890 hectares deemed unsuitable would, at 30dph, provide for a further 26,715 dwellings.

The PC welcomes the District's desire to exercise sensitivity to existing settlements' heritage and amenities in choosing to not always 
allocate 30dph to every site. It also recognises that a good
number of the sites have planning permission and/or are already under-construction. And it recognises that in considering what part 
of a site is suitable or unsuitable for development that often there are considerations such as flood risk which mean that suitability is 
not a matter of discretion but one of fact.

That said, if all the suitable areas were developed at 30dph and if all the sites put forward were deemed suitable for their whole area 
the HELAA would have an additional capacity of (15,160+26715 =) 41,875 dwellings.

The PC's observation therefore is that with only very modest increases in achieved densities or in site utilisation - together to the tune 
of a 10.7% increase in density and/ or site utilisation- this
would deliver an additional4,500 dwellings on already-identified sites without the need for, and attendant on-cost of, a new 
settlement.

We further note that if neighbouring Districts utilise their land at appropriate densities (which they currently propose not to do) then 
the need for AVDC to make these increases on their own sites
would be significantly reduced if not removed entirely.

More generally the numbers indicate that AVDC and the surrounding Districts with whom AVDC has a Duty to Co-Operate can deliver 
the housing needs they have collectively identified at average densities which, while higher than currently in their plans, would be 
significantly lower than the 30dph that is the benchmark. Consequently there is no shortfall of availability that entails a need to 
consider a new settlement to meet housing needs in the SHMA/FEMA.
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Completions under-count

In our work on the HELAA the PC noticed a number of sites where planning permission has been given for a site but the site was 
under-construction at 31/3/15 with some dwellings built and other
dwellings still to be completed. In all cases only the number still to be completed at that date is included in the HELAA, as one would 
expect.

These completed dwellings should be included in the VALP at Para 4.11 (Aylesbury 2,205 dwellings since 2013), and in the tables on 
pages 74/5, 85-88, and 92-94. (We could not find a completions number in the VALP for the areas adjacent to Milton Keynes 
however. We have inferred it, for the table below, from the other publicly-available data published by AVDc.)

The completions numbers in the VALP are for 2013-2016, whereas the cut-off point in the latest draft HELAA is 31/ 3/ 15 (which will 
be updated to 31/3/ 16 when v4 is published). This difference in cut-off date makes it more difficult to make a comparison to check 
whether or not the completions of partially built sites have been correctly included in the total count. However AVDC's public statistics 
have enabled us to conduct a detailed analysis.

We believe those completions may have been omitted from the count and if so, AVDC's HELAA capacity will be higher than stated by 
2,111 dwellings.

As set out below, so far as we can see, it is impossible for the completions on partially-built sites excluded from the HELAA to have 
been correctly re-included in the VALP tables on the pages listed above. This is because in three settlements (Aylesbury, Oving & 
Winslow) the total completions for 2013-2015 included in the VALP tables are lower than the completions for that period on just the 
partially-completed sites (see "difference" column on far right of the table below). We are of course available to go through these 
figures to assist you in speedily evaluating this situation.

[table of completions removed due to formatting; please see attachment]
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On a smaller scale, we also noticed in the course of our work that completions disclosed in AVDC's annual completions statistics for 
2013/4 and 2014/5 were not included in the completions tables in
the draft VALP to the tune of 23 dwellings in total; the omissions being shown in the following table as a negative completions 
"balancing figure" for 2015/6.

[table of completions removed for formatting purposes; see attachment]

We note that it was only possible to identify these omissions due to the settlements having such a low absolute number of 
completions that it creates the illogical consequence of a negative number in 2015/6 to make the figures add up. In other words, were 
the absolute number of completions to be, say, 10 higher the error would still be there but it would not be evident. Consequently we 
humbly suggest that the process that led to these omissions is identified in order that it can be followed up to ascertain whether the 
same error or omission has occurred in the counts for larger
settlements.

Commitments undercount

Finally, we noticed that for Wingrave the allocations in the VALP for three sites were significantly lower than allocated in their 
Neighbourhood Plan which will be put to a referendum on 26/9/16. The sites, WGR003, WGR011 and WGR014 would deliver 64 
additional dwellings if the HELAA adopted the proposals of the Neighbourhood Plan.

3. The combined impact of growth proposals in the M40/Chiltern Railway corridor by different authorities

Haddenham is in the broad corridor served by the M40 and the Chiltern railway line. The presence of these communication links 
means that every local authority in the area is selecting this corridor as a preferred location for major "sustainable" growth:
• Cherwell District Council is proposing 10,000 homes at Bicester, and 7,300 at Banbury (the two stations to the north of Haddenham)
• Aylesbury Vale DC is proposing a new settlement of 4,500-7,000+ at Haddenham
• Wycombe DC is proposing 2,600 at Princes Risborough and 5,250 at High Wycombe (the two stations to the south of Haddenham)
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South Oxfordshire District Council is proposing a further 600 homes at Thame in addition to 775 already allocated in the Thame 
Neighbourhood Plan (station shared with Haddenham).
• SODC is also proposing a new settlement. Its top priorities are Chalgrove or Harrington (adjacent to junction 7 on the M40). The 
justification for Chalgrove includes being just 19 minutes by car to Hadden ham station; while Harrington is stated as being only 12 
minutes to Haddenham.
• Chiltern Railway will shortly be extending its service from Marylebone to Oxford Parkway into the centre of Oxford.
This same corridor is also covered by two different County Councils. This fragmentation of authorities means that no-one is 
considering strategically the combined impact of these proposals.
Of greatest concern is the ability of the rail and highway network to accommodate all this growth.

Many peoples' daily travel experience is that much of this railway and highway network is already operating at capacity. Many 
Chiltern trains are standing room only, and not only at peak commuting times. Marylebone is a relatively small terminus with only 6 
platforms and limited tracks. The M40 is frequently clogged whether travelling towards London or north-bound. It is unclear how all 
this growth is realistically going to be accommodated, or where the limits to "sustainability" lie.

4. Highway Infrastructure around Haddenham

The authors of the Hearn report clearly have no experience of the daily reality of the already overstretched capacity of the local 
highway network. Hearn refer to the A418 as a truck road (which
it is); presumably the report means trunk road, which it isn't (unlike, say, the A41). The A418 is in fact a narrow, winding, old -style 
single carriageway A road which at peak times becomes quickly congested on the approaches in both directions from Haddenham 
towards Thame and Aylesbury.

Congestion has increased notably since the completion of Fairford Leys and new housing at Stone, suggesting that there is no way 
the A418 will cope with the combined impact of the various growth
proposals.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 800 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
Haddenham is not actually on the A418, and being a village, is reliant on what is essentially a network of lanes for access in all 
directions. The junction " improvements" outlined by Hearn will do
nothing to increase vehicle capacity. Their proposal for a roundabout at the junction of Aston Road and Stan bridge Road is entirely 
unacceptable because its effect would invite traffic through the heart of the Conservation Area at Church End; it would be more 
appropriate to be limiting such traffic in order to prevent harm to a sensitive area. Hearn seem to admit that they cannot offer a 
solution to the already congested A418/A4129/B4011 junction on the northern edge of Thame: but of course this is in a different 
District Council and different County Council, and raises again the issue about responsibility for the combined impact of growth 
proposals.

Conditions on the A418 will be made worse for several years during the plan period by HS2 construction and by associated 
construction traffic, some of which will no doubt use the A418 itself,
particularly when approaching from the M40 and the west.
One of the PC's single biggest issues in recent years has been widespread daily car parking in residential streets by commuters 
using the railway station in order to avoid parking charges. This
causes the blocking of drives, carriageways and sight lines, and is the source of a great deal of anger and frustration. Growth will 
inevitably only make matters worse.

5. Harm to Heritage and Community

The feedback from one resident attending AVDC's 11th July exhibition was that a member of AVDC staff had commented to the 
effect: "what's so special about Haddenham?- it's just a couple of roads with modern development". Hearn recognises heritage in 
their list of development constraint s, but the consultants' knowledge of Haddenham appears just as limited.

Yet AVDC has been proud to promote Haddenham because of its heritage. A couple of years ago AVDC was pleased to host a 
presentation on its joint report with BCC and English Heritage on
Haddenham as part of the Buckinghamshire Historic Towns Assessment Report (2008). The section on Haddenham is 77 pages, and 
covers over 1000 years of history of the set t lement .
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Haddenham was one of the first Conservation Areas declared by AVDC in 1971. It was one of just two settlements selected for 
comprehensive review in 2008. The Conservation Area (actually two Conservation Areas since the 2008 review) stretches from north 
to south of the village, and incorporates more than a third of the village. It needs to be explored on foot rather than by car to be 
appreciated. It is characterised by narrow walled lanes and footpaths which snake through the village, and the unique use of witchert 
as a traditional building material. It contains some 120 listed buildings, including grade 1 and grade 2 star.

The influence of the former agricultural and rural economy remains a key element in its present character, and in the reasons for 
AVDC's designation as a Conservation Area. This character is
celebrated in a local museum, regular local history periodicals, and as a venue for walkers and cyclists from a wide area. Haddenham 
is visited by tourists, not least because it is regularly used by several film production companies (twelve t imes by Midsomer 
Murders). AVDC itself has frequent ly used Haddenham in its own publicity, with Aylesbury Advantage using images of Haddenham 
to attract people to live in a t raditional village environment. Indeed Hadden ham has scored highly in various best place to live 
surveys, not only because of its environmental heritage, but because of its wealth of cultural and social activity, most of it organised 
by voluntary sector action.

Feedback from another resident at the 11th July exhibition expressed surprise that AVDC staff appeared to be unaware that the 
airfield, described by Hearn as a former airfield, is still in use by the Upward Bound Trust, a charity which organises a gliding school 
for young people.

The Hearn report describes the land to the west of Haddenham as " relatively unconstrained". The PC challenges the consultants to 
walk across t his land on t he permissive footpath used daily by walkers.

Much of t he land is on a rise and higher than the surrounding count ry. The site has stunning views east and south towards the 
Chiltern escarpment which is very prominent all the way from Halton to the Thames Val ley. Development on the scale envisaged 
would be equally as prominent when viewed from the escarpment, and which no amount of " la ndscape mit igation" could disguise in 
a 6000+ housing scheme. This land is also a nesting area for skylarks, which are a RSPB " Red List" species because of dramatic 
population decline.

Taken as a whole, it is impossible to see how AVDC's new settlement proposals could not but cause demonstrable and significant 
harm to the character and vitality of Haddenham. These proposals are not sustainable development.
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6. Loss of High Grade Agricultural Land

The Hearn report acknowledges that good quality agricultural land is a development constraint, but fails to recognise as significant 
that the fields proposed for development around Haddenham are all in the "best and most versatile" category. The PC seriously 
questions whether it is sensible to build on such land rather than lower grade fields elsewhere, especially given post-Brexit 
uncertainties about future trading relationships and tariffs, and the potential need for greater national selfsufficiency in food 
production.

7. Competing with Aylesbury

The PC notes that Hearn rejects Waddesdon as a new settlement option because its proximity to Aylesbury (said to be 5.5 miles 
away) means that it would potentia lly compete with Aylesbury. If
Haddenham (said to be 6 miles away) is as sustainable as Hearn says, it is surely even more likely to compete with Aylesb ury in 
attract ing housing and enterprise, and so by the same logic should be rejected as a new settlement location. A more equitable 
distribution of growth and investment across the Vale should be sought.

8. De/iverability

Hearn's new settlement study casts doubt on the capacity of the housebuilding industry to deliver such major growth within the req 
uired timescale (complet ion by 2033}. It suggests that a new-style
development corporation (used for t he post-war new towns) would be required to deliver such growth. This would capture the 
increase in va lue created for re-investment in the community as
happened in the new towns model; by contrast development by house builders sees about half the increased value retained by those 
builders. As discussed above, Haddenham has not fared well t hrough sequential growth by housebuilders, and the PC rejects this 
approach. However the PC strongly doubts whether t he present Government has the appetite to legislate for an appropriate delivery 
mechanism, or whether in the current climate of expenditure constraint, AVDC has the resources to set up its own purpose-made 
vehicle.
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VALP16-09-13-01696 Mark Owen (Barton 

Willmore (on behalf of 
Hampden Fields 
Consortium))

Policy D1 - The HFC supports the identification of Aylesbury as a potential new ‘Garden Town’ (Draft Policy D1 (Delivering Aylesbury 
Garden Town)) and its vision (paragraph 4.7 of the Draft VALP) of creating an inclusive, innovative and forward looking county 
market town that meets the needs and aspirations of existing and new residents, businesses and visitors.

We are aware, as indicated by Draft Policy S2, that the Council expect the Aylesbury Garden Town to grow by 50% within the Plan 
period. To achieve such growth, AVDC must be willing to support significant development at the town and bring forward the extent of 
potential housing allocations which have been identified within the Draft VALP located within the town and adjacent parts of 
surrounding parishes.

As indicated within the Introduction to these representations, the HFC support the inclusion of Hampden Fields as one of these sites. 
We consider that this site would support the Aylesbury Garden Town vision by:
- Providing up to 3,000 dwellings including affordable housing and a 60 bed care home/extra care facility of the elderly.
- Providing a total of 9.45 hectares of employment land providing a significant number of new jobs. The proposed mixed use local 
centre will also provide a number of retail based job opportunities. Due to the location of the Hampden Fields site, this additional 
employment land will supplement the employment opportunities of the new Arla/Woodlands Enterprise Zone.
- Directly providing key road infrastructure including a Southern Link Road which supports the Council’s vision of providing a series of 
outer link roads that will take traffic away from the town centre.
- Providing new community facilities and infrastructure including two primary schools, a site for a new GP surgery and significant 
recreational opportunities.
- Providing green corridors across the site to support Aylesbury’s strategic green infrastructure network.

Aylesbury Transport Strategy
Paragraph 4.18 of the Draft VALP states that the District and County Councils are currently preparing a transport strategy for the 
Aylesbury Garden Town. Paragraph 4.19 of the Draft VALP states that this initial work has identified a series of six overarching 
strategic objectives to guide the growth of the town. We are in support of these six objectives and the potential transport interventions 
listed at paragraph 4.20 including, as indicated above, a series of outer link roads which will take traffic away from the town centre.

We are also encouraged by the ‘Aylesbury Garden Town – Transport Network’ plan identified on page 50 of the VALP Policy Map 
Insets which clearly illustrates the extent of the proposed highway network improvements around the outer edge of the town which 
includes the proposed Southern Link Road forming part of the Hampden Fields proposal.

VALP16-09-13-01696 Mark Owen (Barton 
Willmore (on behalf of 
Hampden Fields 
Consortium))

Notwithstanding the above comments, we do raise some concerns regarding the Aylesbury Transport Strategy (ATS) which currently 
forms part of the Evidence Base for the Draft VALP. This ATS (prepared by AECOM as consultants) has a total of six stages. Our 
technical critique of the ATS is provided at Appendix 3 of these representations.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of these representations, we support the Aylesbury Garden Town vision as indicated by Draft Policy D1 
and consider that the Hampden Fields proposal, identified as a potential housing allocation within the Draft VALP, would certainly 
support the intentions of this vision for the town.
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VALP16-09-13-01696 Mark Owen (Barton 

Willmore (on behalf of 
Hampden Fields 
Consortium))

Policy D10 - In regards to Draft Policy D10 (Town, Village, and Local Centres to Support New and Existing Communities), we agree 
that this draft policy should refer to the opportunities of new local centres within major development areas. The Hampden Fields 
proposal includes a mixed use local centre with provision for a food store, retail outlets, restaurant and café units, a GP surgery, 
public house, a day nursery, gym, professional services and multi-functional community space, to the advantage of both existing and 
future residents.

VALP16-09-13-01696 Mark Owen (Barton 
Willmore (on behalf of 
Hampden Fields 
Consortium))

Policy D9 - Draft Policy D9 (Provision of Employment Land) relates to the provision of employment space within the District. We 
consider that this draft policy should be amended to refer to the opportunity of new employment space coming forward as part of 
large scale sustainable developments. For example the Hampden Fields proposal includes 9.45 hectares of employment land which 
would provide a significant number of new job opportunities and would supplement the existing/proposed employment prospects of 
the Arla/Woodlands Enterprise Zone.

VALP16-09-13-01697 Jodi Stokes 
(Persimmon Homes 
Midlands)

Policy D3 - 4. Strategic Delivery of Urban Housing
4.1. Paragraph 4.49 of the Aylesbury Vale Draft Local Plan states that “development adjacent to Milton Keynes should provide a 
minimum of 4,274 dwellings to include affordable housing and a mix of tenures”.

4.2. We understand the approach in terms of distribution of numbers to higher
order settlements as presented. However, we do consider it inappropriate to assume that the entirety of the supply on sites adjacent 
to Milton Keynes would count towards meeting the housing need of Aylesbury Vale. The purchasers of new homes on such sites are 
far more likely to view this as an alternative to living elsewhere in Milton Keynes than they are to living elsewhere in Aylesbury Vale 
and will almost certainly make use of the employment, services and infrastructure of Milton Keynes in preference to alternatives in 
Aylesbury Vale. While these sites may be deemed suitable for development it is our opinion that at least some, if not all, of the supply 
should count towards the requirement figure of Milton Keynes rather than Aylesbury Vale.

4.3. The plan states that the new settlement will accommodate 6,000 dwellings. The location of this new settlement is yet to be 
decided. The Council need to consider how many houses will realistically be built within the plan period.
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VALP16-09-13-01697 Jodi Stokes 

(Persimmon Homes 
Midlands)

Policy D7 - 5.3 Paragraph 4.87 of the Aylesbury Vale Draft Local Plan states that “Calvert Green has a housing requirement of 10 
during the period 2015-2033, with 24 completions 2013-2016 and a residual requirement of 0”. Therefore Calvert Green has a 
residual requirement of 0 and will not be allocated any further development for the period 2017 – 2033. This figure is unsubstantiated 
and is not based on actual OAN, local need or Affordable Housing need of any specific settlement. This does not comply with 
paragraph 159 of the NPPF (see paragraph 5.1) and does not address or afford flexibility in the plan period to provide sustainable 
patterns of development to meet the needs of the village.

5.4. Paragraph 4.56 of the Aylesbury Vale Draft Local Plan states that “It is
acknowledged that there is some disparity between the HELAA and the settlement hierarchy in that some settlements currently fall 
short of suitable sites to meet their housing requirement, and some settlements currently have more suitable sites than are needed to 
meet their own housing needs. By their very nature, some settlements are more constrained than others in terms of factors such as 
landscape, flooding and settlement form, and therefore it is to be expected that some settlements may not have sufficient suitable 
sites to meet their own housing requirements. The council, in consultation with the community, must decide on the most appropriate 
sites to allocate in the Local Plan for each village. By identifying new sites where possible and choosing from options where they are 
available, no village (in larger, medium or smaller categories) will be allocated more than their housing requirement in the local plan 
even if there is unused capacity”. The Council itself has identified the need to assess the suitability of individual settlements to 
accommodate growth yet it has contradicted this sensible approach with an arbitrary limit of 5% growth.

5.5. Our view is that site assessments should be undertaken in villages that could potentially grow beyond their current tier in the 
hierarchy. In particular, Calvert Green could take a development of circa 250-300 dwellings North of Cotswold Way. This site is 
developable and deliverable, with two developers on board and no planning constraints highlighted at this stage. Also, discussions 
have taken place with the local Parish Council, who appears broadly supportive of additional residential development in the village on 
the basis that it could provide village facilities that could be sustained by the new and existing populations. Also, existing services and 
facilities (e.g. the shop) would become more economically viable to run as more residents would create the necessary critical 
demand.
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VALP16-09-13-01699 Alice Brighton 

(Planning Potential)
Policy D6 - Suitability and Draft VALP Policy D6
Draft VALP Policy D6 'Housing development at medium villages' (such as Newton Longville) sets out the potential housing sites 
identified within Newton Longville and also the circumstances in which sites not identified may be considered suitable for 
development. Land between Manor Farm and railway line is not identified as a potential housing allocation. Paragraph: 019 
Reference ID: 3-019-20140306 of the PPG sets out guidance on how sites can be considered suitable. In addition to the sites 
location being guided by the development plan, emerging plan policy and national policy, together with the market and industry 
requirements, the following should also be taken into account: physical limitations or problems such as access, infrastructure, ground 
conditions, flood risk, hazardous risks, pollution or contamination; potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including 
landscape features, nature and heritage conservation; appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development 
proposed; contribution to regeneration priority areas; environmental Amenity impacts experienced by would be occupiers and 
neighbouring areas. While we agree with the Councils commitment to the Core Principles of the NPPF by endeavouring to deliver 
plan led development, it is considered that in practice the Local Plan fails to achieve this. Both the HELAA and VALP outline a 
requirement for 140 new homes within Newton Longvillle, however, a deficit of sites suitable for residential development within this 
village is identified as leaving a shortfall of at least 40 homes within the plan period. This is increased to 518 new homes when 
calculating the deficit across the medium villages within the L.ncal Plan area as a whole. Inherently, this housing land positon will 
either fail to deliver the number of homes the Council plan for, or will delwer them without the benefit of a plan-led
allocation. Furthermore, the Councils Latest 5 Year Housing Land Supply interim position statement (January 2016), clearly shows a 
persistent failure to deliver new homes within the district at the anticipated rate for 1 0 of the 14 years recorded (Table 2: Past 
housing delwery rates against AVDLP until 2011 and 2012-based DCLG Household Projections 2011/12 and 2012/13 and the 
Central Buckinghamshire HEDNA's FOAN from 2013).
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Even under these prevailing low levels of housing delivery, framed by a dramatic shortfall in housing land among rural villages the 
Council is unwilling to consider this site for residential development. Therefore, by failing to allocate an adequate provision of sites 
within the V ALP, the wording of Policy DB only serves to make the delver of rural housing within the district unfeasible. This 
argument is only strengthened by the uncertainty that application 15/00195/APP will be delivered, particularly in the short term. This 
further strengthens our position that the plan fails to be the most appropriate strategy, is not justified, and is unsound. Policy D6 also 
set out the criteria to which all new housing proposals should accord in order to be considered suitable (a-n. While we agree in 
principle with the Councils positon at parentheses a), on the location of new housing development in medium villages we consider a 
greater level of flexibility within the wording should be considered. Rural settlements inherently have more constrainec development 
footprints and natural and physical constraints than brownfield sites. As such, the wording of Policy DB precludes many sites with the 
appropriate attributes to suitably meet housing needs in the area and positively respond to the identified shortfall in medium sized 
villages within the district, by requiring characteristics that are at odds with the prevailing context of rural development.

The site is available, deliverable and has the interest of a large developer. It is well placec to provide much needed housing in 
Newton Longville, within reasonable distance to many of the local services. There is a very good connection with the A421 and as 
such the wider region. Furthermore, although, as is stated within the 2016 HELAA summary document; ''The site is not well screened 
or related to the village and the site would be around 1.1 km to the village core", the site is by no means isolated. Both Manor Farm 
and Newton Longville located south of the site comprise of a number of buildings and hard standing.

On this basis, we request that Criteria (a) of Policy D6 is amended to state the following:

"Be well related to the existing developed footprint of the village."

Parentheses B) states that development should "Not result in coalescence with any neighbouring settlement". Redevelopment of the 
site would not cause the coalescence of any two settlements. Indeed, the site abuts the railway line forming a physical boundary, 
which could be considered to be a natural extension to, and the extent of, Newton Longville.
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It is acknowledged that a large plot of land north of the railway line adjacent to the site identified within the HELAA as ref: NLV001, 
'Site west of Far Blatchley', is identifiec within Draft VALP as a site adjacent to Miiton Keynes and suitable as a potential housing 
allocation. The site is currently the subject of a pending application (ref: 15/00314) for;

"Outline planning application with all matters reserved except for access for a mixed-use sustainable urban extension on land to the 
south west of Milton Keynes to provide up to 1 ,855 mixed tenure dwellings; an employment area (B1 ); a neighbourhood centre 
including retail (A1/A2/A3/A4/A5), community (D1/D2) and residential (C3) uses; a primary and a secondary school; a grid road 
reserve; multi-functional green space; a sustainable drainage system; an associated access, drainage and public transport 
infrastructure".

A review of the application online shows that further information relating to the Environmental Statement has been submitted in 
August 2016, suggesting that the Council are not yet satisfied that the proposals are acceptable in their current form. As with the 
application 15/00195/APP (Site NLV005) described earlier in this letter, this creates doubt over the delwery of homes on Site 
NLV001, particularly during the early stages of the plan period.

Furthermore, Site NLV001 is considered unsuitable within the Draft Newton Longville Neighbourhood Plan as the potential 
development threatens Village identity, integrity, road traffic, visual landscape and farmland. We consider that the development of 
Site NLV001 would be by far more visible and exposed to the surrounding countryside and far less related to Newton Longville village 
than the development of Land between Manor Farm and the railway line (the site subject of this promotion).
Yet within the HELM, Land between Manor Farm and the railway line is considered unsuitable for development as it is "exposed to 
views from northern and western approaches". This approach to assessing the suitability seems largely inconsistent, particularly so 
on grounds of exposure, screening and relating to the village.

'Land between Manor Farm and railway line' is not subject to any conservation or biodiversity constraints such as areas of landscape 
value or conservation areas, nor is it located in close proximity to any. As such, it is anticipated that there will be no impact on 
landscape features, nature and heritage conservation. Furthermore, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, paragraph 17) 
directs allocations of land for development to land of lesser environmental value. The site is not known to be of high environmental 
value with the Agricultural Land Classification identifying the site as being part Grade 3 (good/moderate) and part 4 (poor), and there 
are no known constraints or physical limitations to restrict residential development on site.
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To summarise, it is considered that the site is wholly suitable for residential development in accordance with the guidance as set out 
within the PPG and in the context of Draft Policy 06. On this basis we would urge the Council to re-consider this site as a residential 
allocation within the forthcoming Local Plan, as a site capable of delivering a development with a net density increase of 30 dwellings 
per hectare (approx. 150-300 homes). This would assist in making up the housing shortfall for Newton Longville, whilst also 
contributing to the shortfall identified for the medium villages as a whole.

Availability

Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 3-020-20140306 of the PPG states that "A site is considered available for development, when, on the 
best information available (confirmed by the call for sites and information from land owners and legal searches where appropriate), 
there is confidence that there are no legal or ownership problems, such as unresolved multiple ownerships, ransom strips tenancies 
or operational requirements of landowners."

Kier Property has an interest in the site, and therefore, there are no issues relating to availability of the site that would impact upon its 
delivery for housing.

Achievable
Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 3-021-20140306 of the PPG states that "A site is considered achievable for development where there 
is a reasonable prospect that the particular type of development will be developed on the site at a particular point in time. This is 
essentially a judgement about the economic viability of a site, and the capacity of the developer to complete and let or sell the 
development over a certain period."

Kier Property are a highly reputable company with an established delivery record. An application for residential development on site 
could be progressed and submitted in the near future. Should the site be successfully allocated, it is anticipated that delivery of 
homes could begin within the next 5 years.
Conclusion
The site is suitable, available and achievable for residential development for the reasons set out above. Furthermore, it should
be noted that the site was considered as a potential urban extension site as part of the Core Strategy. The site did not come
forward owing to a market signals, rather than it being considered unsuitable for development. It is considered that owing to
the above, the site could come forward for development within 5 years.
An application on site would be accompanied by a full suite of supporting documents that would assess the impact of the 
development on the existing site and the surrounding area, this would include: highways, ecology, arboriculture and flood risk. Kier 
Property would be happy to discuss the requirement and scope of supporting documents during the SHELMI Allocation process 
and/or prior to the submission of a planning application.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 810 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01700 Buchanan Land and 

the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners n/a 
(Buchanan Land and 
the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners)

Policy D2 - The emerging Local Plan policy “Delivering a New Settlement” (D2) confirms that part of the strategy, for delivering new 
housing, is the proposed creation of a new settlement. This would mark the first new settlement in the county of Buckinghamshire, 
since the creation of Milton Keynes. The proposal therefore represents a progressive and forward thinking endeavour to meet the 
considerable housing challenges facing the Vale of Aylesbury District. 
This emerging policy does not explicitly confirm the location of the proposed new settlement. Nevertheless, it is clear from the 
supporting text, that of the two shortlisted locations, Haddenham is preferred over Winslow. Whilst both settlements are considered to 
be strategic settlements (as defined in the proposed Settlement Hierarchy), we agree with the Draft Local Plan’s assessment that the 
presence of the existing railway station (with established services) and the settlement’s location near the District’s southern border, 
awards it with significant advantage over Winslow. The relative suitability of Haddenham is further enhanced (and the suitability of 
Winslow diminished) because of the delays affecting the proposed East-West link which may push the opening of Winslow station 
back to 2024. We therefore concur that the Council is correct to identify Haddenham as the preferred area of search for a new 
settlement.
The draft policy (D2) draws from the evidence and analysis laid out in the GL Hearn Report, New Settlement Scoping Study. This 
paper narrows down the broad location options for the new settlement to Haddenham and Winslow, which (as described) we 
consider to be logical. The Study takes the assessment one step further and identifies potential sites/locations around Haddenham, 
which could potentially accommodate the new settlement. Three growth options were subject to an initial evaluation; 

 1)Grow Haddenham/North Eastern Expansion – 1,250 Homes – does not meet OAN.
 2)A New Garden Village to the South of Haddenham – 7,000 Homes
 3)Western Expansion – 6,000 Homes

Whilst it is appropriate that the Scoping Study considers a range of locational options; attempting to deliver a new settlement on land 
which is remote and set apart from an existing town or village would almost invariably result in significant landscape and visual 
impact issues. It may be the case that these could be mitigated in part, however, such impacts would be inherently lessened if the 
new settlement took the form of a sensitive and well considered addition to the existing built extent of Haddenham. 
A new village (if distant from Haddenham) would also curtail the scope of the social and economic benefits achieved. For example, in 
creating a new standalone settlement, it would be challenging to replicate the same depth of amenities and services that are 
available in an existing settlement, which has existed for a long time. Residents would therefore have to travel further to reach 
essential services which is an inherently less sustainable approach to spatial planning. 
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VALP16-09-13-01700 Buchanan Land and 

the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners n/a 
(Buchanan Land and 
the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners)

Perhaps most pertinently in light of the “unmet need”, in being detached from Haddenham and Thame Parkway Station, the new 
settlement proposed in Option 2 would be less accessible to London, Birmingham, Oxford, High Wycombe etc. and their related 
employment opportunities. As a consequence, future residents would be deprived of one of the key strategic benefits provided by 
Haddenham; its connectivity.

In our general assessment, the option to create a standalone village some way south of Haddenham is not a particularly viable or 
attractive proposition and may also suffer from complex land assembly issues. Conversely, the proposal to provide an expansion on 
land which adjoins the existing village with all landowners working together, is considered to offer a more logical alternative. 
By growing the existing settlement, Haddenham would stand to benefit from the development of new services (likely to include a 
Secondary School for one of the largest settlements in the County without one) and bolsters existing businesses and facilities in the 
village. The benefits of new infrastructure provision brought forward through expansion at Haddenham, would benefit both new and 
existing residents.
Summarily, it is considered that Option 3 is most aligned to the emerging Local Plan’s spatial strategy and draft Policy D2, which 
seeks to site the proposed new settlement in a highly accessible location which is well placed to address unmet housing needs 
arising from neighbouring local authorities to the south.
As important as the sustainability of the Haddenham Western Expansion is its deliverability. It is therefore important to note that 
within the redline plan (711 acres), all landowners can confirm that their land is available and deliverable with no constraints to vacant 
possession and therefore early delivery of housing.
It is envisaged that whilst the development will be comprehensively planned and delivered, an early phase of development (up to 500 
dwellings) could be delivered in the short term and will therefore contribute materially to the District’s five year housing land supply. A 
potential delivery timetable could be as follows:
• Summer 2017 – Adoption of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
• Autumn 2017 – submission of hybrid application for up to 4,500 dwellings and other associated infrastructure (detailed for c.500 and 
in outline for c.4,000 with accompanying design code that ensures highest standards of comprehensive design and place making)
• Summer 2018 – determination of hybrid application (resolution to grant)
• Autumn 2018 – planning consent issued for c.4,500 with detailed element of c.500
• January 2019 - site start on infrastructure and first phase of 500 dwellings
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VALP16-09-13-01700 Buchanan Land and 

the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners n/a 
(Buchanan Land and 
the West of 
Haddenham 
Landowners)

Completions 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Standard Housing 30 100 200 300 300 300 300 300
PRS/Extra Care etc 20 30 40 40 40 40 40 40

Completions 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 Total
Standard Housing 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 4,000
PRS/Extra Care etc 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 500

Due to the sustainable location of Haddenham, and the strength of the housing market area, we are comfortable that 300 dwellings 
can be delivered (between private and affordable tenures) as a run rate. Alongside this, we are focused on delivering forward sold 
elements of the scheme (Private Rented units and Extra Care dwellings) which may be retained by the landowners and their 
development partners. By comparison Great Western Park in Didcot (25% longer train journey to London) has delivered in excess of 
400 dwellings per annum over the last three years.
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VALP16-09-13-01701 Emilly Hale Policy D4 - Draft policy D4: Housing development at strategic settlements outlines that, for Buckingham, the most sustainable 

'suitable' sites will be allocated, and the less sustainable sites will be identified as reserve sites, although the Council has not yet 
determined which sites will be allocated/identified. Under this policy it is stated that:

"Further development beyond allocated sites will only be permitted where the
council's monitoring of housing delivery across the district shows that the
allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated rate. 

This does not seem to provide a positive response to housing requirements. The Plan should ensure that a portfolio of allocated sites 
is chosen and that these are deliverable within a timely period to ensure needs are met, rather than some precautionary approach as 
currently contemplated. If this does not occur the draft Plan would not properly reflect national policy as set out at paragraph 47 of the 
Framework

Bourton Road. Buckingham

The site currently comprises undeveloped land to the east of Buckingham, as shown on the plan enclosed at Appendix 1. It is located 
approximately 1.5km from the towncentre, located between the A421 to the south, the A413 (Buckingham ring road) to the west and 
the Bourton Road to the north and east. The site lies opposite Manor Farm and the Bourton Industrial Estate. The Badgers residential 
development is on the opposite side of the A413 to the west. 

Bloor Homes have an option to develop the site at the earliest opportunity. The site has been previously submitted to the Council as 
developable and deliverable, and was included in the 2013 SHLAA as site reference (SHUBUC/017).

Planning Context
There is no relevant planning history concerning the site. However, we are aware of the evolution and contents and Buckingham 
Neighbourhood Development Plan (BNDP).

The BNDP allocates 1,017 dwellings to Buckingham8 (circa 50 dwellings per annum),of which 617 are within the Buckingham 
Settlement Boundary and 400 are allocatedfor university accommodation, to 2031. In light of the acknowledged shortfalls in relation 
to 5 year supply and the guidance at paragraph 10 41 - 082 - 20160211, the policy framework set in the BNDP is out of date in 
relation to policies relating to the supply of housing.
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VALP16-09-13-01701 Emilly Hale Nevertheless, the land at Bourton Road, Buckingham was assessed in the Site Assessment Site Submission Version of the BNDP, 

and was referred to as Site 8.

The Town Council concluded that the site could be appropriate for development and was allocated as a reserve employment site 
(Site C) in the submission version of the BNDP. However this was later removed as the allocation in the plan for employment land 
was significantly in excess of that required. Consequentially, there does not seem to be any local objection to the principle of 
development of the site.

It is likely that sustainable settlements such as Buckingham will need to accommodate increased growth to enable delivery against a 
lacking housing land supply, and to compensate for the likely scenario (recognised by the Council) that an over-reliance on larger 
strategic sites could slow delivery, and additional sites will be sought in the shorter term.

Conclusions
We consider the Plan to be unsound on the basis that it is not positively prepared, i.e. it is not based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet the objectively assessed housing development requirements of the District, either in absolute terms, nor does it provide sites 
which will meet housing requirements in the short or medium term. Indeed the Plan itself apparently accepts these shortcomings by 
the inclusion of the delivery based trajectory and reliance on unallocated sites.

We would be grateful if the above comments could be considered towards the
revision of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan - Draft Plan, and that land at Bourton Road, Buckingham is allocated in the plan as a 
sustainable location for housing development. I would be pleased to discuss the themes and any preliminary details with the Council 
during the on-going work in response to these submissions, to ensure that the scale and the urgency of the housing need situation 
are met.
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VALP16-09-13-01702 Derek Bromley 

(Bidwells)
Policy D2 - The Plan of the land which is the subject of this representation can be found in Appendix 1.  The land to the west of Tring 
Road within our clients' ownership measures 35.6 hectares (88 acres), comprising a field plus a small area of woodland.The land has 
an extensive road frontage to Tring Road and two field gate entrances. The land is farmed in arable crop rotation as a single field 
with no dividing hedgerows.  Footpaths traverse the field which are identified on the definitive map at Appendix 2.
The ownership boundaries are mature hedgerows and trees. The southern boundary adjoins Tring Road, the western boundaries 
residential development, schools and the Grand Union Canal (Wendover Arm - now disused). The northern boundary adjoins 
woodland and part of RAF Halton. Adjacent to the northeast corner is a practice small arms range screened by tall concrete walls. A 
small block of woodland falls within the ownership boundaries.
The land is farmed under a Farm Business Tenancy where the farmer has no security of occupation and the agreement may be 
brought to an end on 12 months' notice.
Our clients land is in a sustainable location adjoining the settlement edge. Wendover itself has a very good range of facilities, 
amenities and transport links. Via public footpaths and cycle paths there is good permeability and connectivity from the site to the 
amenities and education facilities of Wendover.

The town centre is 800 metres from the site which can be accessed via a safe footpath and cycle path. We provide below a checklist 
of facilities, amenities and distances from the site.
4.2.1 Transport
• Bus services, bus stops West bound - adjacent
East bound - adjacent
• Rail mainline station to Marylebone (service
Approx. 51 minutes at 15 minute intervals) 1500 metres
• Wendover bypass 800 metres
• A41 3. 7 kilometre
Public Footpaths on site and along the Tring Road frontage
• Cycle path Tring Road
4.2.3 Education
Pre-schools
Primary/Junior Schools
• Wendover Church of England
• John Hampden
• Halton Community School
Secondary Schools
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VALP16-09-13-01702 Derek Bromley 

(Bidwells)
Policy D4 - Wendover is one of five strategic settlements in the district and the third largest settlement with a population variously 
reported of between 8,000-9,000. It is an historic market town with a good range of amenities/facilities (including schools) together 
with good transport connections by road and rail.
The settlement boundaries are tightly constrained by the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The 
Council's evidence has calculated that within the settlement edge there are limited opportunities for further housing (38 plots). To this 
extent there is insufficient land for housing to meet the settlement's own future housing needs let alone making a contribution to the 
district wider needs.  The HEDNA report identifies there is no employment need in Wendover and only a small
additional provision for retail. 8m2 to 2024, 20m2 to 2029 and 29m2 to 2033.

VALP16-09-13-01703 Merilyn Munson Policy D2 - We are supportive of the concept of a new settlement being part of the strategy to meet housing needs within Aylesbury 
Vale. However, the Council must demonstrate that there is cross party political support for such a strategy and be able to 
demonstrate that the delivery assumptions for the scale of development within the plan period are robust. Failure to do this will result 
in the Council being unable to demonstrate a five year supply of land for housing, meaning that the plan policies will become out of 
date. This would leave other areas open to speculative applications for development that do not necessarily follow the settlement 
hierarchy in the plan.

VALP16-09-13-01703 Merilyn Munson Policy D3 - We agree that a strategic allocation adjacent to Milton Keynes is sensible since this is close to high level facilities of the 
town and represents an area where a lot of people want to live.  However, we believe that a similar spatial approach should be taken 
to other areas within the strategic housing market area and that strategic
allocations should be made closer to where housing needs arise such as High Wycombe. Given the inclusion of a large element of 
the planned housing supply is to meet the unmet needs of Districts to the south of the district having a spatial strategy that identifies 
more development to the south of the District would seem sound.  Indeed, this criterion is recognised in paragraph 4.35 as a reason 
for Haddenham being favoured over Winslow for a new settlement yet the approach is not reflected in the other spatial strategy 
policies which merely distributes growth on a pro rata basis throughout the existing settlements in the District.  This suggests that a 
spatial strategy based on a blanket increase in all villages is neither sustainable nor sound (see comments on Table 1 and Policy 
D6).
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VALP16-09-13-01703 Merilyn Munson Policy D6 - This policy recognises that delivery of development in medium villages (which includes Brill) should be on the most 

sustainable "suitable" sites and that some settlements have more suitable sites than the arbitrary growth target of 19% of existing 
stock. This demonstrates the fact that the growth strategy is not needs or capacity based - a strategy that we think is unsubstantiated 
and will lead to the plan being found unsound at public examination.
The Council needs to undertake more work in exploring both local needs and capacity for additional development in all existing 
settlements.  Merely suggesting (as the VALP does in paragraph 4.83) that many settlements fall short of their housing requirement is 
not a robust strategy on which to take a plan forward.   While we accept that, based on the assessment criteria used within the plan, 
Brill can be considered as a medium village, the environmental constraints (which are not assessed as part of the constraints to 
meeting the blanket figure of 19% growth) have not been used to temper the growth targets in such areas. This may result in some 
medium villages, such as Brill, being considered as "small" in terms of potential for growth, meaning that a 5% target (or 25 
dwellings) would be more appropriate than the blanket 19% figure applied to all medium villages.
Similarly, a capacity or "potential" based spatial strategy could result in some villages that are currently considered to be "small" (and 
thus only  being allocated a 5% growth target) gaining new facilities as part of the planned development, thus elevating them to 
"medium" villages and a consequent 19% growth target. Unfortunately, this strategy does not appear to have been considered.
Brill is a hilltop village with many environmental constraints such as challenging topography, designated ancient monuments and a 
large conservation area. These constraints were recognised in the "Brill Fact Pack" published in April 2011, and used to inform the 
previous incarnation of the VALP. This study concluded (page 34) that "Brill has been constrained from further development due to its 
setting and environmental constraints. It is very unlikely that there is much scope for the village to be developed further due to these 
constraints".  
Similarly, the landscape character and sensitivity assessment carried out in 2008 (and contained within the "Fact Pack") concluded 
that "Brill has a landscape sensitivity of 90-100%. This high score reflects the sensitive and distinctive landscape within which the 
village is located and its prominence on higher ground compared to its surroundings".
These constraints were clearly also recognised by the consultants undertaking the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA). Despite assessing four sites within the village they found no suitable or part suitable sites available for 
development in Brill due to the constraints set out above. It should further be noted that site BR1002- The Walks, by far the largest 
site assessed in the HELAA, has since been formally registered with Buckinghamshire County Council as a Village Green and thus 
has no potential for development. 
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VALP16-09-13-01703 Merilyn Munson We believe that the environmental constraints will lead to the village being unable to accommodate the arbitrary 19% growth rate set 

out in the VALP. This lack of site availability will contribute towards the District being unable to demonstrate a five year supply of land 
for housing meaning that the plan's policies of constraint will carry less weight when determining speculative development proposals 
which will have to be assessed under the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. This is obviously a 
position that neither residents nor, one supposes, the Council itself wishes to be in. The VALP must, therefore, demonstrate that the 
proposed levels of growth can be delivered rather than merely leaving a large part of the growth to be"unidentified".
The conclusion is that further work must be undertaken to find Vale and that the growth strategies for rural settlements should be 
based on housing needs, the potential for growth based on the availability of suitable sites, taking full account of existing 
environmental constraints and potential to provide additional facilities as part of new developments.
This will ensure that allocations can be made that are both deliverable and developable, thereby creating a sound plan that will not be 
open to continuing challenge through speculative applications on the back of having no robust plan in place or the Council being 
unable to demonstrate a five year supply of land for housing.
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VALP16-09-13-01704 Nick Freer (Hallam 

Land Management)
Policy D1 - A) Vision for Aylesbury
4.1 As is evident in the representations on the Spatial Strategy for Growth (S2) Hallam Land Management support much of the vision 
for the town of Aylesbury as set out in
the Draft Plan – whether in S2 or D1.
4.2 Hallam moreover supports and considers important the Aylesbury Linear Green Infrastructure proposals.
4.3 Hallam is mindful that the Council continues to work up a transport strategy for the town and is aware that the County and District 
Councils have aspirations, as part of a
broadly based transport strategy for the town, for the completion of a series of outer link roads – which include both southern and 
northern link roads.
4.4 As set out in relation to S2 it is for these reasons that Hallam considers that growth at Aylesbury – as well as at Buckingham – 
should be prioritised. Such growth has the
potential to deliver the broadly based benefits set out in the visions for the towns, to deliver the aspirations in relation to Green 
Infrastructure and help provide a focus for
the delivery of the Aylesbury Transport Strategy.
4.5 For these reasons and those set out in relation to Policy S2 and Table 1 HLM consider that the Draft housing requirements in 
Aylesbury set out in Table 1 and Draft
Policy D1 (i.e 15,845 dwellings) should be increased to reflect higher levels of OAN, the strong aspirations for robust and vibrant 
growth of the town, and the evidence of
available opportunities including in the form of additional sites in Aylesbury that properly should be regarded as suitable (in the case 
of Aylesbury).
B) Potential Housing Allocations
4.6 Draft Policy D1 refers to the list of potential housing allocations set out in Appendix A of the Draft Plan.
4.7 In Aylesbury potential housing allocations amount to some 6,896 dwellings leaving a residual requirement of 1,325 dwellings on 
the Councils figures in Table 1 where
additional sites need to be found.
4.8 Hallam Land Management consider that additional potential allocations will need to be considered and put forward in the next 
stages of the Local Plan.
4.9 On the one hand additional sites will need to be found to accommodate what should be an increased housing requirement at 
Aylesbury over and above that presently set
out in the Draft Plan (15,845 dwellings).
4.10 Equally it is apparent that:
- the schedule of sites in Appendix A does not as yet meet the requirement already set out in the Draft Plan;
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VALP16-09-13-01704 Nick Freer (Hallam 

Land Management)
Policy D4 - Housing Development At Strategic Settlements (D4) – Buckingham
5.1 As is evident in the representations on the Spatial Strategy for Growth (S2) Hallam Land Management support much of the vision 
for the town of Buckingham in the Draft
Plan.
5.2 The Draft Plan recognises that Buckingham occupies a very different part of the district to Aylesbury and hence has an enhanced 
role as a focal point for the northern
part of the District. The more it is able to grow and thrive the greater its role in contributing to a sustainable future for the District. It is 
notably larger and different in
role to Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover. It has strong and rapidly improving transport (including public transport connections) 
and a robust and growing economic
base.
5.3 The Draft Plan promotes Buckingham as a “forward looking market town”, one that is recognised as a centre for investment in 
housing and opportunities for all and a hub
for higher education and skills. With such aspirations and with its distinctive role in the settlement hierarchy second only to Aylesbury 
but with a geographically distinct
and complementary function, Hallam consider that Buckingham should be prioritised with Aylesbury in the strategy for the VALP. A 
distinction should be drawn between
its role and that of the other lesser strategic settlements of Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover.
5.4 Hallam is also conscious that the HELAA identifies suitable sites for development in excess of the presently planned level of 
provision at Buckingham in Table 1 of the
Draft Plan and the Table on pages 74-5 of the Draft Plan.
5.5 For these reasons and those set out in relation to Policy S2 and Table 1 HLM consider that the Draft housing requirements in 
Buckiungham set out in Table 1 and
the Table on pages 74-75 of the Draft Plan should be increased to reflect higher levels of OAN, the strong aspirations for robust and 
vibrant growth of the town, and
the evidence of available and suitable opportunities in the town as set out in the HELAA.
5.6 HLM does not understand the logic for constraining growth at Buckingham given the suitability of development opportunities and 
the contribution that such development
could and work make to delivering a thriving and inclusive town in 2033.
B) Potential Housing Allocations in Buckingham – Land South of the A421 (BUC025) 5.7 In Draft Policy D4 the Council refers to a 
schedule of five sites in Appendix A of the
Plan.
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VALP16-09-13-01705 David Vowles Policy D4 - 20. I set out below suggested amendments to policy D4. These assume that, at Haddenham, all the suitable HELAA sites 

are allocated. At Winslow there is a residual housing requirement of 402 and a single HELAA suitable site for 585. I suggest it would 
not be practicable to allocate just part of this site and so I assume that the whole site will be allocated. At Buckingham there is a 
residual housing requirement of 557. I suggest below that this should be increased to include the residual requirements of Gawcott 
(31), Maids Moreton (46) and Padbury (6), giving a total of 640. The HELAA suitable sites total 1212. I assume that the submitted 
plan will allocate sufficient of the HELAA sites and show the remainder as reserve sites. At Wendover I assume that the whole green 
belt site for 800 houses will be released for development, meeting the village's housing requirement of 722 plus the residual 
requirement for Halton of 17. However, whilst I agree that this site does not perform an essential metropolitan green belt function (it 
lies on the edge of the green belt about 19 miles from the outer edge of Greater London) it does perform an important local function 
as an open buffer between Wendover and Halton Camp and village. Its development should therefore be weighed against retaining 
this function or meeting the Wendover housing requirement (largely made up of overspill from Chiltern/South Bucks/Wycombe) 
elsewhere in the district.
21. My suggested amendments further assume that, where there is a commitment to prepare or review a neighbourhood plan, the 
site allocations will be "provisional" for 12 months following adoption of the Local Plan. Policy D4 includes a list of "made" 
neighbourhood plans. However, this is a transitory fact, not a matter of policy. It should therefore be transferred to the supporting text.
22. My suggested amendments to policy D4 are:- ~ote: The housing requirement figures are set out in policy S2 and Table 1 and do 
not need to be repeated in policy D4).
Replace the first four paragraphs with:-
"The residual housing requirements, beyond completions and commitments, for Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow 
will be met through the allocations and provisional allocations set out in Appendix A and shown on the policies map. The provisional 
allocations will be permitted only if they are not superseded by alternative allocations in neighbourhood plans which are made in the 
12 months following the adoption of the local plan.
The development of the allocated site at Winslow is dependent on the reopening of the East/West rail link between Oxford and Milton 
Keynes and the building of a
station at Winslow"; Substitute the word "strategic" for "sustainable" in the first sentence ofthe fifth paragraph.  Insert the words", 
including on the reserve sites," after the words "allocated sites" in the second line of the fifth paragraph; Substitute the words "an 
appropriate" for the words "the anticipated" in the fourth line of
the fifth paragraph.  Add the words "or where additional/alternative sites are brought forward in neighbourhood plans" at the end of 
the second sentence in the fifth paragraph;  Substitute the word "settlement" for the word "village" in sub-paragraph a) and delete the 
footnote.
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VALP16-09-13-01705 David Vowles Policy D5 - 23. The only policy differences between larger and medium villages is the proportion of the increase in housing stock to 

be accommodated. In larger villages it is 22%. In the medium vi II ages it is 19%.
24. These percentages are extremely arbitrary and no justification for them is given in the plan. In practice the differences between 
individual villages within each group is probably greater than the differences between larger and medium villages as groups. Ideally 
individually tailored housing figures should be derived for each village, reflecting local circumstances, rather than growth based on a 
uniform percentage of existing housing stock. Assuming, however, that this is  not practicable a single target percentage (20%?) for 
all larger and medium villages, whilst still arbitrary, would be much simpler and would remove the policy difference between policies 
D5 and D6, allowing these to be combined. The figures for individual villages should then be tested further and I comment below on 
the situation arising in some individual villages.
25. Please see my comments about allocated, provisional and reserve sites under "neighbourhood plans" above.
26. I suggest that the (combined) policy for larger and medium villages should make it clear that the allocated and reserve sites are 
"provisional" where a commitment has been made to prepare/review a Neighbourhood Plan and such plan is "made" within 12 
months of adoption of  the Local Plan. After that the "provisional" allocations become firm unless adequate provision has been made 
in a "made" Neighbourhood Plan. Meanwhile the Local Plan should make adequate allocations (provisional or otherwise) for the 
identified requirements, so there is no "remainder" requiring further identification at a later date. Otherwise the situation could arise 
whereby allocation of sufficient sites is left to a Neighbourhood Plan which then fails to be "made" in time (or at all). In such 
circumstances the local plan would surely not pass the test of soundness.
27. Policies D5 and D6 refer to the situation where allocated sites are not being delivered "at the anticipated rate". However, the plan 
does not contain any indications of what the anticipated rate is (or should be) in each village. How then is this part of the policy to be 
implemented? At what point, and how, will it be decided that sites are not coming forward "at the anticipated rate"?  Presumably there 
is not a 5-year housing supply requirement for each village (as opposed to the district as a whole) and it is unlikely to be practicable 
to phase the development of individual sites (especially where only one site is allocated, e.g. at Cheddington). It may be possible to 
prioritise where there is more than a single site; but I doubt that this would be sustainable in practice with such relatively small 
numbers involved and a national drive to promote more housing development now (rather than later). My feeling is that there will be 
irresistible pressure to allow development on all allocated sites in the larger and medium villages as soon as possible. Of course 
factors beyond planning (market forces/finance, etc.) may thwart this drive!
28. The criteria (a to f) set out in the policies appear to refer only to sites brought forward to offset any shortfall in the delivery of 
allocated sites. (They presumably have already been applied in the selection of allocated sites). I suggest they also need to be 
applied to any new sites brought forward in Neighbourhood Plans, either in substitution for or in addition to the allocated sites.
29. As a consequence of the comments set out above and assuming that the submitted planallocates all the necessary sites 
(including "provisional" sites) I suggest that:-
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VALP16-09-13-01705 David Vowles Policy D7 - 42. The draft plan (rightly in my view) makes no housing site allocations in any of the smaller villages but leaves these to 

be brought forward in neighbourhood plans or through the development management process.
43. Of the 45 smaller villages identified in the plan only 3 (Charndon, Halton and Whaddon) have a residual requirement of more than 
8 dwellings. Charndon has a shortfall of 14 but the adjoining village of Calvert Green has already delivered 14 more dwellings than its 
allocation. I suggest, therefore, that Charndon's shortfall should be reduced to nil.
44. Halton has a shortfall of 17 and lies almost entirely in the green belt. It is proposed to meet a shortfall in Wendover by releasing 
from the green belt a site for 800 dwellings, almost adjoining Halton village (indeed actually adjoining Halton parish boundary). 
Assuming that this green belt release takes place then I suggest it could also be used to meet the modest shortfall at Halton.
45. Whaddon has a shortfall of 11. The parish is to accommodate a major extension to Milton Keynes and I suggest this allocation 
could easily subsume the Whaddon shortfall.
46. This leaves the other 42 smaller villages with stated shortfalls of 8 or less each. I suggest that specifying figures of 8 or less 
spread over the plan period (or allocating such sites in the local plan) is an entirely unjustified level of precision, based as it is on an 
arbitrary percentage  of district-wide growth largely to meet requirements arising outside the district. In the case of Dagnall, which is 
located in the green belt and AONB , the shortfall of 8 could be met within the surplus of 24 in Edlesborough.
47. The calculations relating to windfall sites (para. 3.22) state that these have not been included for smaller villages. The figures 
would appear to total 22 per annum for all such villages.  Applying the logic set out in para. 3.23 this would amount to 302 dwellings 
over the last 14 years of the plan period. The total residual shortfall in the smaller villages is given in the plan as 110. 
48. I suggest that, rather than the misleadingly precise residual requirements set out in the draft plan, a windfall allowance should 
instead be included for the smaller villages. In other words the residual requirement for smaller villages in Table 1 should be replaced 
by an enhanced windfall figure. This would remove the unjustified precision of the supporting text and table preceding policy D7 but 
would avoid the problem of double counting mentioned in para. 3.22. 
49. Furthermore policy H2 allows exception sites in rural areas, which include all the smaller villages. This policy could be used to 
deal with specific local housing needs arising in the small villages.
50. Meanwhile, where local people so wish, Neighbourhood Plans could be brought forward to make specific allocations for housing 
sites in the smaller villages, without the proviso imposed elsewhere in the local plan that this should be done within a year from 
adoption of the local plan.  The table of Neighbourhood Plans included in policy D7 describes a transitory situation which is 
inappropriate for inclusion in the policy. It should instead be included in the supporting text.

VALP16-09-13-01705 David Vowles 51. As a consequence of the above the first two paragraphs of policy D7 should be replaced with the following:- "The housing 
requirement for smaller villages is included in the windfall allowance (Policy S2 and Table 1) and will be met by emerging/reviewed 
neighbourhood plans combined with proposals which come forward as part of the development management process, including rural 
exception sites (Policy H2)".  
Sub-paragraph g) of Policy D7 should be deleted.
The table preceding policy D7 should be deleted.
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VALP16-09-13-01706 Roger Welchman 

(Armstrong Rigg 
Planning (on behalf of 
Bellway Homes, 
Bellcross Co. Ltd and 
Fosbern Manufacturing 
Ltd))

Policy D4 - Paragraph 4.58
The statement in this paragraph that Buckingham as one of the strategic settlements are the most sustainable towns and villages in 
the district as they have the highest provision of services and facilities and are therefore the focus of the majority of the district’s 
development is considered to be correct and is supported.
Buckingham as the second largest settlement in the District is clearly a sustainable location for development and given the number of 
suitable sites identified through the HELAA, including our clients land, it is considered it could absorb more of the Districts projected 
needs and address the concern we have outlined above about sustainably meeting future projected housing needs.
Paragraph 4.59
This paragraph indicates that sufficient sites will be identified either through allocations in the Local Plan or by a neighbourhood plan. 
For the reasons outlined above under comments for paragraph 3.88 and policy S9 we would urge that sites such as our clients site 
which is shown as a potential housing allocation (Ref. BUC043) on the Buckingham map on the VALP Policy Map Insets should be 
allocated by the VALP.
Policy D4 – Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury)
This policy indicates in Buckingham the most sustainable ‘suitable’ sites at the strategic settlements will be allocated and the less 
sustainable sites identified as reserve sites. The policy invites comments on which to allocate.
As explained above we would urge the Council to allocate our clients land (Ref. BUC043) in the VALP. This would provide a greater 
degree of certainty that this sustainable housing site will come forward and make a positive contribution to meeting AVDC’s projected 
housing needs. AVDC’s HELAA describes the site as:
“Suitable – no significant constraints.”
Furthermore as explained above under comments on paragraph 3.88 the site has been the subject of a planning application which 
AVDC have assessed and resolved to grant planning permission. Development of the site would represent the third phase of housing 
development at the site by our clients. Our clients who represent well established, successful housebuilders are confident the 
proposed 130 houses can be brought forward and completed within 5 years. This in turn will have a positive effect on the current 
housing supply position. Our clients can be confident of this having successfully completed the delivery of 280 market and affordable 
homes on adjacent sites to the east (phases 1 & 2) and know there are no technical constraints to achieving this.
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VALP16-09-13-01707 Richard Walker 

(Pegasus Group)
Policy D2 - New Settlement
The Draft Plan identifies the need for a new settlement to achieve 4,500 homes to 2033 as part of the spatial strategy for meeting 
housing needs. On current evidence, this will be at either Haddenham (the preferred option given its proximity to the overspill 
Authorities) or Winslow. For both options growth potential beyond the prospective plan period allocation is identified, up to 6,000.
Policy D2 [Delivering a new Settlement] is conspicuous by is brevity: “Policy to follow, awaiting further evidence”. One is essentially 
invited to assume that by December 2016 the Council will have agreed a proposed ‘Submission’ location, site, policy and 
infrastructure requirements and have in place a full suite of evidence to be able to justify those decisions and the developability of the 
location to 2033.

This raises serious issues in respect of the full implementation of a development of at least 4,500 dwellings by 2033. The timetable 
set out in paragraphs 1.30 and 1.31 is noted, but it is not credible to assume adoption of a Plan of this complexity in mid-2017. Even 
if the timetable to March 2017 is met, the examination itself would not take place until mid-2017, and it will be a complex examination 
involving overspill housing needs and new settlement matters. Even without a period of suspension, in our experience this Plan will 
not be adopted until the 2018/19 monitoring year.
Assuming adoption in 2018/19, the Council will then undertake SPD detailed masterplan for the chosen location (paragraph 4.40). 
This will be an expensive undertaking and will unlikely be resourced in advance of the inspector’s report to avoid abortive work and 
accusations of a presumptive attitude from affected communities. This will take at least one year, bringing the timeline to 2019/20. At 
this point if one refers to the authoritative Hourigan Connolly report of November 2013 on the delivery of urban extensions over 500 
dwellings (not new settlements), it is prudent to assume 7-8 years before first completions take place. That takes the delivery timeline 
to 2026/27 at best, and at best 7 monitoring years’ worth of delivery to the end of 2032/33. Whilst investigating new settlements is 
laudable, and necessary, assuming the delivery of 4,500 dwellings by 2033 is not realistic.

We submit that less reliance be placed on a new settlement delivering 4,500 homes by the end of 2032/33.

VALP16-09-13-01707 Richard Walker 
(Pegasus Group)

Policy D5 - See comments under medium villages.
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VALP16-09-13-01707 Richard Walker 

(Pegasus Group)
Policy D6 - Medium villages are identified for 19% growth compared to 24% for larger villages. We find this statistical precision 
misplaced and suggest rounding to the nearest 5% in respect the relevant policies. That is not an endorsement of 25% and 20% 
being applied.
We submit that the spatial strategy does not enable the whole housing requirement and that the villages need to do more to be able 
to close the gap between need and required delivery. The Plan should enable medium and large sized village to grow by at least 
around 30%. The justification for this is
� the uplift to the objectively assessed need for housing
� the application a non-staggered approach to 5-year housing land supply
� the extension of the plan period by 1 year to ensure a 15-year Plan from adoption
� that the growth that can be expected from the new settlement is significantly less than 4,500

In addition, we note
� the lack of suitable sites at Wendover for 722 units
� Para 4.73 and the lack of suitable sites for 593 units expected at larger villages
� Para 4.83 and the lack of suitable sites for 449 units expected of the medium villages (excluding Grendon Underwood and Newton 
Longville).

This suggest that villages with suitable sites should at least be tasked with achieving 30% growth to ensure that the Plan as whole 
can better enable the required level of housing.

Furthermore, on current emerging policy if a medium or larger village is to grow by 19%-24% one might reasonably expect that level 
of growth to enable affordable housing. This will only occur if the sites utilised are above threshold and are viable. The HEELA for 
Grendon Underwood illustrates that if the emerging requirement, in this case 80 dwellings is met from smaller sites, there will be no 
more affordable housing in the village for the plan period. We submit that it is implicit within the localised housing requirement for 
each village that there is an expectation for a policy compliant amount of affordable housing. We think that this should be made 
explicit so that in Table 3 of the Plan there is both a requirement for ‘x’ market dwellings and ‘y’ affordable dwellings. Policies D5 and 
D6 should be written so as to enable an overall level of housing development (which may be above the market requirement) to 
enable the affordable requirement to be met.

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D3 - BCC are pleased to see that impacts on A421 are noted, however this needs strengthening. The main comments within 
the text are around shorter journeys, but such large scale developments could have big impacts on our already busy A-roads – 
therefore funding contributions towards/for mitigation would be needed.
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VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 

(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D4 - Housing development at strategic settlements (excluding Aylesbury) (pg. 77)
Suggest:
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections
Where ‘sustainable transport connections’ has been suggested it is intended to include walking, cycling, bus transport and 
connections to railway stations, if possible (acknowledging railway connections are not available in many rural areas). You may wish 
to be this specific to avoid doubt, in which case the following is suggested for f. in D4, D5, D6 and D7.
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections, 
including walking, cycling, bus transport and access to railway stations, where possible.
add criteria that development should not be in a location of flood risk and that sequential test should be applied for all forms of flood 
risk to determine this.
Strategic Settlements– also needs to take into account flood risk: surface water, groundwater and fluvial risk

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D5 - Housing development at larger villages (pg. 83)
Suggest:
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections 
Where ‘sustainable transport connections’ has been suggested it is intended to include walking, cycling, bus transport and 
connections to railway stations, if possible (acknowledging railway connections are not available in many rural areas). You may wish 
to be this specific to avoid doubt, in which case the following is suggested for f. in D4, D5, D6 and D7.
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections, 
including walking, cycling, bus transport and access to railway stations, where possible.
add criteria that development should not be in a location of flood risk and that sequential test should be applied for all forms of flood 
risk to determine this.

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D6 - Housing development at medium villages (pg. 90)
Suggest:
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections
Where ‘sustainable transport connections’ has been suggested it is intended to include walking, cycling, bus transport and 
connections to railway stations, if possible (acknowledging railway connections are not available in many rural areas). You may wish 
to be this specific to avoid doubt, in which case the following is suggested for f. in D4, D5, D6 and D7.
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections, 
including walking, cycling, bus transport and access to railway stations, where possible.
add criteria that development should not be in a location of flood risk and that sequential test should be applied for all forms of flood 
risk to determine this.
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VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 

(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D7 - Policy D7 Delivering sites at smaller villages (pg. 96)
f. can be served by sustainable infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage and highways
In D7 f. the word ‘sustainable’ is used, but it was absent in D4, D5 and D6 (see above). Where ‘sustainable transport connections’ 
has been suggested it is intended to include walking, cycling, bus transport and connections to railway stations, if possible 
(acknowledging railway connections are not available in many rural areas). You may wish to be this specific to avoid doubt, in which 
case the following is suggested for f. in D4, D5, D6 and D7.
f. Provide appropriate infrastructure provision such as waste water drainage, highways and sustainable transport connections, 
including walking, cycling, bus transport and access to railway stations, where possible.
add criteria that development should not be in a location of flood risk and that sequential test should be applied for all forms of flood 
risk to determine this.

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D9 - There is no reference for the need for appropriate transport links to business sites. The policy will need to state that 
employment development will generally be supported in sustainable locations where there appropriate transport links via road and 
sustainable travel modes. 

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D11 - These policies need a greater emphasis on accessibility. The town centre needs to be accessible for all, and whilst 
there is reference to pedestrians, we are encouraging cycling across the town. This means that cyclist access needs to be 
considered, with a planned consideration for cycle parking as well as car parking. If there are areas where the council do not want 
cyclists to use, there will need to be strategically placed cycle parking to encourage people to park their bikes and walk. Without 
careful planning for cyclists, pedestrians and mobility impaired, we could be discouraging sustainable modes of travel. The town 
centre must compliment the wider Transport Strategy for the town. Please refer to the town centre section of the Aylesbury Transport 
Strategy which will be completed in September. 

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D12 - These policies need a greater emphasis on accessibility. The town centre needs to be accessible for all, and whilst 
there is reference to pedestrians, we are encouraging cycling across the town. This means that cyclist access needs to be 
considered, with a planned consideration for cycle parking as well as car parking. If there are areas where the council do not want 
cyclists to use, there will need to be strategically placed cycle parking to encourage people to park their bikes and walk. Without 
careful planning for cyclists, pedestrians and mobility impaired, we could be discouraging sustainable modes of travel. The town 
centre must compliment the wider Transport Strategy for the town. Please refer to the town centre section of the Aylesbury Transport 
Strategy which will be completed in September. 

VALP16-09-13-01708 Rachel Wileman 
(Buckinghamshire 
County Council)

Policy D14 -  Specify what type of flooding – fluvial, surface water and groundwater
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VALP16-09-13-01709 James Yeoman (Savills 

on behalf of Lands 
Improvement Holdings 
(LIH))

Policy D2 - Haddenham is identified as the preferred location for the ‘New Settlement’. The reasons for this are set out in the Draft 
Plan and New Settlement Scoping Study, as follows:
o The relatively high potential for new development and few landscape constraints in the surrounding area;
o The settlement’s potential for a large-scale extension, taking account of the settlement’s existing infrastructure and relative 
accessibility;
o Provision of a range of key services including shops and pubs, a post office, GP Surgery, two village / community halls, 2 infant and 
1 junior school and employment provided within 14.4 ha Haddenham Business Park
o It already has a railway station with a good service, including to London and the A418 provides a strong level of transport 
accessibility;
o Haddenham being one of the most accessible locations in the District by public transport, with regular services to London, Oxford, 
Bicester, Banbury and Birmingham.
o Public transport provides access to a range of larger employment centres;
o Its proximity to the motorway network ; and
o Its position closer to the source of unmet housing need which the Vale has to try to accommodate.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) establishes that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development. The three dimensions to sustainable development require the planning system to perform 
an economic, social and environmental role. For plan making, Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, requires that:
� Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area;
� Local plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless:
o Any adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against policies in the 
Framework (taken as a whole); or
o Specific polices in the framework indicate development should be restricted.
(our emphasis in bold)
3.2. LIH considers that the Haddenham Airfield site provides a unique opportunity to meet local needs for new homes, jobs and 
community facilities in a highly sustainable location. In accordance with the requirements of the NPPF, the Council must engage 
positively to explore this opportunity with a view to providing a flexible supply of housing and employment land in the draft Plan.

The following sections provide LIH’s response to the Council’s VALP Draft Plan consultation and associated Evidence Base. The 
responses are set out with reference to relevant policy and paragraph numbers from the Draft Plan.
Housing Growth and Delivery
4.2. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF requires that local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development 

VALP16-09-13-01711 Michael Warren (South 
Northamptonshire 
Council)

Policy D1 - SNC supports the strategy to direct sustainable levels of development to existing settlements and would support 
designation of Aylesbury as a garden town.
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VALP16-09-13-01711 Michael Warren (South 

Northamptonshire 
Council)

Policy D2 - SNC would support Haddenham as a location for a large-scale extension to an existing settlement, taking account of the 
settlement’s existing infrastructure and particularly its relative accessibility. Haddenham and Thame Parkway station and the A418 
provide a strong level of transport accessibility, and public transport access to a range of larger employment centres

SNC would not support any form of strategic housing allocation at Turweston Airfield (which appears, in any event, to have been 
rejected as a potential site for a new settlement).

VALP16-09-13-01711 Michael Warren (South 
Northamptonshire 
Council)

Policy D3 - SNC supports the principal of a strategic allocation south west of Milton Keynes, but careful consideration will need to be 
given to how the transport challenges for the site can be addressed (including any future A421 and A4146 link road).
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VALP16-09-13-01713 Jonathan Diprose Policy D2 - 4.32 - Using the average houshold size of 2.5 reported earlier (1.55), 6000 dwellings would be a settlement of 15,000 

people. Add in the ~4,500 people that already live in Haddenham or Winslow and that amounts to a settlement of 19,500 people. This 
plan intends to deliver a new town at least as populated as Buckingham (even after its planned expansion) and probably slightly 
larger. In the case of the suggested Haddenham site closest to the railway station, its boundary would be only one mile from Thame, 
itself having a population 11,000 and growing. Between Haddenham, Thame and the new settlement, that's effectively creating an 
urban area of 30,000 people - half an Aylesbury. It is very hard to see how this fits with the spatial vision stated in 2.4.j, being neither 
'proportionate' nor likely to be 'predominantly rural in character'.
4.33 - Haddenham has little infrastructure beyond the railway station. There is no secondary school and the primary school capacity 
has already been expanded to meet current needs, limiting the possibility of further growth. The GP surgery is overstretched. There 
are a small number of village shops but local retailers struggle in the face of competition from the village's larger neighbours, Thame 
and Aylesbury, reflected in Sainsbury's recent decision to withdraw its planning application for a store in Haddenham. Recently-
approved developments have found problems with mains water pressure and sewer capacity. Leaving aside the new settlement, the 
proposed 50% increase in size of Haddenham will significantly challenge the existing infrastructure, let alone any thought of using it 
to bootstrap a new settlement. The train line does not have infinite capacity and a significant proportion of the additional capacity to 
be delivered by Chiltern Railways' current round of platform upgrades (1000 extra passengers into London during morning peak by 
April 2019) will be taken up by new services from Oxford and Oxford Parkway and additional journeys arising from the significant 
enlargements of other towns up and down the line, e.g. 13,000 new houses at Bicester, 2,600 new houses in Princes Risborough and 
5,250 houses in High Wycombe. The A418 already suffers from congestion at peak times around Thame and Haddenham. 4.34 - In 
addition to the improved connectivity that East West Rail will bring to Winslow, the A421 runs less than three miles to the north of 
Winslow. With the suggested new development to be placed to the north of Winslow, it could benefit also from the A421 Expressway 
improvements.
4.35 - Whilst Haddenham's railway station does indeed already exist, the VALP strongly supports both the East West Rail and A421 
Expressway developments that would significantly improve Winslow's transport connectivity (1.18, 1.19, 3.44, 3.60-3.64, S6). No 
such commitment is made to develop the additional transport infrastructure needed to support a significant expansion of Haddenham. 
Thame Town Councilor Mike Dyer recently made clear his opinion that Thame's own growing population will leave little service 
capacity left to continue to meet Haddenham's needs; AVDC cannot rely on Thame and South Oxford District Council to deliver the 
infrastructure necessary to make the VALP sustainable. 
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VALP16-09-13-01713 Jonathan Diprose 4.37 - It is extremely disappointing to see the preliminiary traffic analysis supporting the selection of preferred new development sites 

in the New Settlement Scoping Study (NSSS) to be based on eight-year-old satellite imagery from Google Maps. The analysis of the 
Haddenham site identifies the A418 from Haddenham round Thame to be particularly problematic but determines that improvements 
to the roundabout north of Thame could mitigate most of the impact of extra traffic from the development. However, the use of old 
imagery means that the analysts have not noticed that some of the improvements that they suggest have already happened, so the 
benefits they predict are not achievable. The methodology used also considers only the impact of 6,000 new houses at proposed 
sites and does not take into account any other housing development, including those planned for Thame, Long Crendon and 
Aylesbury (NSSS3.32, NSSS6.26). The analysis also fails to show that the traffic congestion regularly extends to the roundabout to 
the west of Thame, that the suggested roundabout improvements are going to directly impact a flood zone and that the A418 crosses 
a number of bridges either side of the A418/A4129 roundabout that will make the next logical step - widening the A418 - expensive. I 
have no doubt the analysis of traffic impact on Winslow is equally poor.

The quality of evidence supporting the selection of potential sites for a new settlement is poor and likely to significantly underestimate 
the cost of delivery. That absence of policy D2 reflects that the case for a new settlement is not clear, that the needs of a new 
settlement are not adequately understood and that AVDC alone is not in a position to deliver the range of infrastructure required for a 
new settlement.

In addition, I find it particularly hard to see the benefit to the district of siting a major infrastructure development right on the district 
boundary and right next to a major town in a neighbouring district. Siting this new settlement in Haddenham would be a mistake.

VALP16-09-13-01714 Nicholas Light Policy D2 - I am a resident of Haddenham and, whilst I am supportive of the political and social plans in this country to build more 
houses, I am surprised and appalled at the plans for my village. I would therefore like to register my opposition to any plan for 
expansion of Haddenham that (a) creates a 'new town' rather than a sensitively enlarged village and (b) does not provide extra 
infrastructure and services such as doctors, shops, schools, larger station car park etc.

I understand that Milton Keynes and Winslow are positive about taking considerably more housing over the next few years so I would 
press you to consider a moderate expansion plan for Haddenham whilst allocating more housing to those two towns. In the planning 
stage it will be vital to assure this village of a well-thought through strategy which includes all the services mentioned above as well 
clear thinking about road access and potential rush hour problems with much increased traffic volumes (amongst many other key 
issues).

I hope to hear that your deliberations result in such a plan and that this village is not just allocated hundreds of new houses willy-nilly 
without a strong supporting plan
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VALP16-09-13-01715 Susan Fenn Policy D6 - 4.84 page 90. There are a number of sites being considered in Grendon Underwood. However the first site to apply for 

planning is one of the least desirable, as it involves building behind a number of houses, in a linear village. There are other sites to be 
considered which would " be in keeping with the existing form of the settlement" and comply with the criteria required. Any building 
behind the existing houses would detract from the enjoyment of the residents who enjoy views of open countryside. I think that 
extending the village should therefore be done along the existing line.

VALP16-09-13-01717 Michael Brown Policy D3 - The vision for Milton Keynes was to develop a modern settlement with an infrastructure designed to support further 
development.  By comparison, Ickford is a small, fragile community with a very limited public transport system and infrastructure

VALP16-09-13-01718 Craige Burden 
(Persimmon Homes)

Policy D1 - Whilst it is acknowledged that Aylesbury is the most sustainable settlement within the District, the initial work relating to a 
Garden Town for Aylesbury appear to ignore the surrounding settlements. This is most acutely demonstrated with the creation of a 
buffer between south Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville, rather than trying to expand Stoke Mandeville and providing a buffer further 
north. 

VALP16-09-13-01718 Craige Burden 
(Persimmon Homes)

Policy D2 - The policy will be established with further evidence. It is important to note how long it will take a new settlement to come 
forward and the potential for this settlement to not deliver fully within the plan period (and to provide the location for future growth in 
next iterations of the plan).

VALP16-09-13-01718 Craige Burden 
(Persimmon Homes)

Policy D5 - The policy does not allow for additional development to take place at Aston Clinton. This is short sighted given the 
sustainable nature of the settlement, including the range of facilities. It also does not consider the constrained nature of Aston Clinton 
parish, which is starting to result in an uneven settlement formation, with a linear high street not well related to development being 
encouraged to the west of the settlement. Settlements such as this need to be fully assessed through the Local Plan process to allow 
cross parish growth to be considered and encouraged. 

The policy also excludes growth at Stoke Mandeville. The settlement has a station providing services to Aylesbury and London, with 
a good range of services. It is unclear why development south of Aylesbury is considered more sustainable than development north 
of Stoke Mandeville. The strategy for growth for Aylesbury needs to be reconsidered to take into account the potential at the adjoining 
locations, rather than focusing on the major centre. 

The same issues of over focusing upon the major settlements and not considering the sustainability credentials of medium sized 
settlements is true. Particularly in relation to Bierton and Weston Turville and their relationship to Aylesbury.
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VALP16-09-13-01719 Julia Sharpe Policy D2 - 4.33: If Haddenham is to be considered for a new settlement of 6000 new houses it cannot be looked at in isolation from 

the current and planned development in Thame and the surrounding areas all of which will impact on the Haddenham and Thame 
Parkway and the A418 between Aylesbury, Thame and Oxford.  There will also be a significant impact on the already congested M40 
corridor. 

The infrastructure that exists in Haddenham and the surrounding area today is already under immense pressure and cannot possibly 
accommodate the increase in use that would accompany the addition of 6000 new houses in the village.  

4.34: Winslow has been identified as a potential site for the delivery of a new settlement as there are already plans in place for the 
development of a railway station with links to London and there is the potential to build on the old airfield site.  If Haddenham is to be 
developed further it will be on the fields surrounding Haddenham which are agricultural land. 

4.35: 'Haddenham is marginally preferable to the site at Winslow because it already has a railway station with a good service, 
including to London'. Whilst this may be true, the future development of Haddenham cannot be considered in isolation from the 
planned development in Thame and the surrounding villages. The Parkway serves Thame and the surrounding area, not just 
Haddenham and there is significant development in Thame that will also impact the station and the infrastructure between Thame 
and Haddenham. 

The Haddenham and Thame Parkway already runs at capacity during peak times and there is seemly no capacity to increase the 
number of trains into Marylebone station. 
The volume of passengers using the Haddenham and Thame Parkway continues grow as housing in Haddenham and Thame 
expands and will continue to increase for the foreseeable future.   
Parking issues at the station are already creating traffic problems in Haddenham with station users parking in Sheerstock and more 
recently with increasing numbers parking on the Thame Road. Parking on Thame Road near the station causes traffic delays at all 
times of day but particularly when residents are accessing the village for work and to get children to the schools.    
The A418 between Haddenham and Thame is already congested at the roundabout where the A418 meets with the Thame Ring 
Road with queuing traffic at peak times on the A418 and where the Thame Road joins with the A418, any significant increase in 
housing in Haddenham is going to further impact on the road infrastructure in the area.  It is likely that the impact on traffic will not 
only affect Haddenham but also the roads into Thame, Aylesbury, Oxford and the already congested M40 corridor.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 835 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01725 Sarah Clifford Policy D2 - I am writing concerning the proffered plan of 5000 houses.  The continuous bombardment of plans for the village is 

exhausting.  We should not have to keep lodging complaint after complaint at this.

Haddenham is a VILLAGE and has already expanded significantly over the last 10 years.  I moved here because it was a village with 
a very family oriented core.  The ridiculous suggestion for expansion will lose the village feel.  Expand Aylesbury and provide a better 
town with increased facilities for local villages to access as wel,l rather than ruining yet another village.  The facilities in the village are 
already stretched and it would be a real shame to increase numbers so that we fall into neither village or town status but somewhere 
in between.  I am so fed up with having to lodge objections year after year.

I can't actually keep reading these documents.  Don't you have a duty of care to your current residents?  I am so disappointed that 
AVDC are not supporting my needs.  Aylesbury town is a lacklustre town with no soul.  Make it a better bigger town where there is 
room to expand rather than ruining a village.  Let a town be a town and a village be a village.

The infrastructure of Haddenham is already stretched and the family community will be lost if you continue with this plan.

Just to make it abundantly clear.  Please STOP trying to expand this village.  It is a lovely place to live and bring up a family bit this 
will be lost with your current plans.
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VALP16-09-13-01726 Caroline O'Donovan Policy D7 - In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. 

Firstly, to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small 
village.   My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:

 •Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
 •Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village.
 •Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 

school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
 •There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
 •Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 

own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
 •Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 

garage.
 •Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 

that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.

Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.  If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than 
accommodated in the White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.
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VALP16-09-13-01727 Brendan O'Donovan Policy D7 - I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 

being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development.

If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.   In view of this I would like to ask you to review 
the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a 
medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village.   My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village 
are as follows:
 •Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 

increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
 •Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village.
 •Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 

school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
 •There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
 •Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 

own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
 •Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 

garage.
 •Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 

that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.

Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
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VALP16-09-13-01728 Steven T Policy D6 - Marsworth has been categorised as a Medium village, which is completely inaccurate and does not reflect the status of 

the village.  By the Plan's own criteria, medium villages are "moderately well served with services and facilities".  Marsworth is poorly 
served - there are no shops, one of the pubs is derelict and the only 'facilities' are a recreation ground and a small primary school.  
There is absolutely no way Marsworth could be considered a medium village and should be correctly re-categorised as a small 
village.
 
Enforcing such a development on Marsworth as that proposed in the Plan would have a significant detrimental impact on the village 
and surrounding area.  Road communications are already poor with the current levels of traffic and by expecting the roads to support 
such an increase in additional traffic would be wholly unacceptable and risk the health and safety of residents.
 
The average person made 954 car journeys in 2012 (source: National Travel Survey 2012), resulting in almost 55,000 journeys for 
the proposed development’s residents.  This assumes each household were to own just one car, which is highly unlikely.  This 
number of journeys per year on the roads of Marsworth is unrealistic and shows an exceptionally poor understanding of the village.

More generally it is unacceptable that encroaching on the Green Belt has been considered.  Not only the current generation, but 
future generations will not forgive such reckless disregard for our environment.  The ability to ignore Green Belt requirements when it 
suits planners should not be abused.  The reasoning that the housing demand is an ‘exceptional circumstance’ thus justifying the 
destruction of Green Belt is false.  An event of national security is exceptional, not a demand for housing.
 
Please ensure you re-categorise Marsworth as a small village and also reconsider the irreversible destruction of the Green Belt.
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VALP16-09-13-01730 Philip and Susie 

Bonham-Carter
Policy D2 - We have been residents of Haddenham for the last 41 years  - and in that time have seen the village grow exponentially  - 
culminating today with agreed plans to hugely increase the size of our village - and houses being built in large numbers as I write.

The prospect of a further 4,000 to 6,000 on top of what has been apparently agreed is quite unjustifiable.

If the AVDC feel they only have one choice of location for such expansion i.e. Winslow or Haddenham, it seems clear that Winslow, 
in the considerably less populated area of North Bucks, would be a more suitable location.

Haddenham, since the reopening of the railway station has become a magnet for developers. At present the village is under huge 
pressure. Services (Health Centre, schooling, roads, parking etc etc) are already stretched and in certain areas failing. The 
continuous increases and by products of such increases are obvious. Not to mention quality of life - which always seems to be at the 
bottom of the list, yet is so important.

Our local town, Thame - has also had to accept a great deal of new housing and plans for yet more building and expansion.   

It is clear that if Haddenham and Thame are forced to accept continued unrestricted development - the area will simply end up  as 
one urban sprawl - and become akin to what sadly happened to Aylesbury in the late 1940's. 

Winslow, by contrast to Thame and Haddenham where there is currently a combined population of over 16,000, has a population of 
4,407. Great Horwood, the nearest settlement of any size to Winslow has a population of 1,049 - making a combined total with 
Winslow  of less than 5,500. Thus it is clear that the Winslow area as such could far more easily cope with such expansion. In 
addition to the above, a new railway station is due to open in Winslow in 2020 - thus making the area more accessible.

It is unfortunate that any settlements have to have such proposals inflicted in them, but the need for housing is clear and 
imperative.However lessons learned from the past we feel should be paramount.

We fully endorse the document produced by Haddenham Parish Council and printed in the Haddenham Village News Special Editiion 
(No.87) August 2016 sections marked 1 to 5. We would equally endorse the views of AVDC councillor Judy Brandis regarding the 
VALP.

VALP16-09-13-01731 Stephanie Schneider Policy D2 - 3)  There are major information gaps in the draft plan. - The VALP documents lack enough information to allow a  
meaningful consultation on the strategy that AVDC is promoting eg. the issue of transport.  There is no detail of infrastructure 
requirements including plans for health and education provision.  How will the existing hospitals cope with such an increase in 
poplulation when they are already overstretched?  Also, what guarantees are there that any essential infrastructure will be provided 
and in a timely manner?
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VALP16-09-13-01734 Charles Routh (Natural 

England)
Policy D2 - Other matters - ecological networks
The NPPF says (117): 
…planning policies should… identify and map components of the local ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, 
national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them.
and (165)
Planning policies… should be based on... an assessment of existing and potential components of ecological networks.
It is not how clear where in the plan such networks are mapped, nor how policies have been based on an assessment of such 
networks.  In the absence of such mapped information we cannot advise as to whether the plan is likely to sound in terms of its 
effects on local ecological networks.  Commonly (and helpfully) planning authorities include such matters on the proposals maps in 
their plans.  
Other matters – Habitats Regulation Assessment
When undertaking the Habitats Regulation Assessment of the plan, we advise that it should include consideration of recreational 
impacts the growth proposed in the plan on the Chiltern Beechwoods and Aston Rowant SACs, and air quality impacts on Chiltern 
Beechwoods

VALP16-09-13-01737 Helen Keeping Policy D2 - I'm writing to you to request you reconsider your plans regarding Cuddington, and its designation as a 'medium-sized' 
village.  Whilst I would agree that there is need for new development, properties in this area, and, indeed to a small extent, in 
Cuddington, I do not agree that there should be plans to build at least 50, which would happen as a result of the village being 
designated as medium-sized.  Until now Cuddington has beed designated as 'small' which in terms of development would mean an 
increase in the number of houses of at least 12.  We are a small village, and I feel that, being close to Haddenham AVDC feels that 
we benefit from its facilities, and therefore should be re-designated.

However, between Cuddington and Haddenham is the A418.  We have a very limited public transport system visiting Cuddington.  A 
number of our residents do not have cars, and rely on the bus.  The more frequent bus service can only be reached by walking from 
the village (on the road - there is no footpath), across the main road and then standing at the side of the road.  It is not an easy route 
for pedestrians to undertake, at any time, and in the autumn and winter, most people would regard it as dangerous.  For this reason 
please reconsider maintaining our designation as 'small'.
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VALP16-09-13-01738 Keith Allison Policy D2 - I write as a resident of Weston Turville of some twenty years . I realise new houses have to be built but I am not happy at 

the fact we are asked to accept the building of more than fifteen thousand houses around the south of Aylesbury. My reasons for 
opposing this are:
 
1) The infrastructure around our town cannot cope with this huge amount of new housing. 
2) The amount of extra traffic these new houses will create will clog our  roads , which are already under pressure. 
3) The extra pollution this brings will have a big affect on our health.
4) The health factor  will be a  BIG problem as there is no mention of a new hospital being built. Our A+E Dept at Stoke Mandeville is 
already struggling to handle our current Aylesbury population. You add a minimum of 40000 more inhabitants and this  can only 
mean disaster. Can’t the council planning dept understand and recognise this problem.
5) Flooding on certain fields where the new houses are to be built will prove a problem . Water has to escape somewhere and this 
basic problem must be solved before new houses are considered.
6) In my own village , new housing is being considered and all I can see is the green areas and footpaths which we use now  
becoming one gigantic housing estate joining onto Aylesbury. Where do our future generation get to walk the countryside , when 
there will be no countryside left!
  
I think this whole project should be shelved until you can prove to us the public that you have really ‘thought’ this development 
through. There is such a lot at stake . You are going the correct way to ruin this beautiful county of Buckinghamshire. Let’s have 
some more serious contemplation before ploughing ahead with such a huge development.

VALP16-09-13-01739 MFG White Policy D2 - I am writing to comment on the draft VALP as it affects Haddenham where I have lived for over forty years.
 
I think it would be a great shame to destroy the character of the village by building so many more dwellings.
 
Villagers voted by a substantial majority to accept quite a large population increase. This was not accepted by AVDC . Why did they 
allow a group of enthusiastic volunteers to prepare a plan in the first place?
 
Haddenham PC rightly question the proposed housing density in the Wycombe area compared with the Vale. I trust this aspect will 
be pursued.
 
There does not appear to be much further employment proposed in the village which means future residents will almost all be 
commuters. The highway system will not be capable of handling the vast increase in demand. For example on the A418 , queues in 
the morning peak stretch from Thame to Scotsgrove. Also the railway is only just coping with peak demand. HS2 will help and AVDC 
should support rather than oppose it.
 
Loss of prime agricultural land and amenity are other concerns.
 
If it becomes essential to provide further housing in the area, I would prefer a new settlement rather than spoil the attractive village of 
Haddenham.
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VALP16-09-13-01740 James Holmes Policy D5 - 1. Introduction 3

2. Housing target for Edlesborough cannot be achieved without site EDL021 3
3. Site in a sustainable location 3
4. HELAA supports allocation for housing 5
5. Would make significant contribution to local housing needs 7
6. Conclusions 7

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 My name is Hayden Todd and I am a Senior Planner with Aitchison Raffety. I am a Chartered Town Planner and a Member of the 
Royal Town Planning Institute.
1.2 I am representing Peter Deverell in support of a proposed housing site at Slicketts Lane, Edlesborough (EDL021) in the draft Vale 
of Aylesbury Local Plan.
1.3 The consultation in respect of the draft plan runs for an eight week period from 7 July to 5 September 2016. The final plan VALP 
will include the overall strategy for the district, site allocations and development management policies.
1.4 This Statement provides our assessment as to why the site is suitable for housing and should be allocated in the emerging Local 
Plan.
2. HOUSING TARGET FOR EDLESBOROUGH CANNOT BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT SITE EDL021
2.1 In order to ensure that new development takes place in locations that have the best access to a wide range of services, facilities 
and employment opportunities, the Council has developed a settlement hierarchy which ranks all settlements. The settlement 
hierarchy forms the basis for the distribution of growth outlined in the strategy.
2.2 The proposed housing site is located in Edlesborough, which is defined in the emerging Local Plan as a ‘larger village’. Larger 
villages are the largest, most sustainable villages that have reasonable access to services and facilities. As set out in Policies S2 and 
S3, larger villages are required to provide a total of 2,174 new homes between 2013 and 2033, which is a 22% increase on existing 
housing stock.
2.3 Individual housing requirements for each larger village are set out in table 2 which accompanies Policy S3. Edlesborough has a 
requirement for the provision of 164 houses over the plan period to 2033.
2.4 The table on page 79 of the emerging Local Plan states that 97 dwellings have already been committed or completed in 
Edlesborough, and that allocations for 67 new homes are now required.
2.5 The table on page 207 of the emerging Local Plan lists only three potential sites to be allocated in Edlesborough. These three 
sites provide a total of 96 dwellings, comprising 10 dwellings at land off Dove Close, 6 dwellings at The Green and 80 dwellings at 
Slicketts Lane.
2.6 Due to the small size of the other two potential housing sites in Edlesborough, which provide only 16 dwellings between them, it is 
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VALP16-09-13-01743 Jim Wilding Policy D1 - AVDC has failed to consider any strategy other than vast development to the South of Aylesbury.

The traffic proposals use a flawed set of assumptions and calculations with, for example,  errors in “journeys per hour in rush hours” 
far lower than nationally accepted guidelines. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants acknowledge it is "unlikely the model can be used 
to accurately identify future and existing transport issues".
There is no transport infrastructure strategy, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And even these 
state that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads.
The “orbital road” strategy is based on flawed thinking. It ignores the fact that most traffic is trying to enter Aylesbury not wanting to 
bypass to the north or south, such traffic uses the M40 or M1, what is needed is adequate connection of Aylesbury to the motorway 
system if businesses are to be attracted to provide employment for the residents of additional housing.
In any case the number of houses planned is too high, especially considering that we are required to accommodate more than 
10,000 houses from other places like Wycombe, South Bucks., and, possibly Herts and Beds. Are they required to accommodate any 
of our excess?
There is no infrastructure plan to demonstrate how roads, local medical centres, hospitals, parking facilities and schools will be 
provided. In these areas the Council has a direct responsibility, the attitude at the so called local “consultations” of “we’ll make land 
available” without any consideration of capacity requirements is irresponsible and unacceptable to the existing population. In the case 
of Wendover an additional 800 plus houses on existing green belt conjoins Wendover and RAF Halton, ignores the fact that local 
services are already overloaded, and will destroy the character of the town.   
This serves to illustrate that policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will 
be joined up, air quality will be poorer, and there will be major adverse impacts on public footpaths, and wildlife sanctuaries (e.g. 
Weston Turville reservoir). 
Generally, highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, in addition the area threatened by ‘Hampden Fields’, 
the West End Ditch, and the green buffers between Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury.
Overall the VALP is not a plan, it is a disjointed aspiration. It puts the "cart before the horse" in key areas such as traffic planning, 
health and education provision. It is just an attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome.
The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 
relation to transport and other infrastructure and recent possible government policy changes, for example the new Prime Minister is 
quoted as saying that she will stop the erosion of the green belt for building purposes.
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VALP16-09-13-01744 Mike Chapman Policy D3 - I would ask that you register my objections to developments NLV001 and WHA001 on the grounds of inadequate local 

infrastructure.  

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY/LANDSCAPE IMPACT

On NLV001 I object due to the visual impact from a substantial area of Newton Longville.  With the exception of the view to the north 
where West Bletchley is clearly visible, the village surroundings are exclusively farmland.   This is appropriate and key to the village 
setting.  There is a ridge running NE-SW which effectively cuts site NLV991 in half.  The proposed housing on the south east side of 
that ridge would be in full view from a large proportion of Newton Longville (including from the central Conservation Area).
I would ask that you register my objection to development NLV001 on the grounds of landcsape impact and loss of resiential amenity.

ENCROACHMENT/LOSS OF VILLAGE SETTING

Housebuilding on sites NLV001 and NLV008 would effectively bring Newton Longville closer to the town of Milton Keynes.  Further, 
the lack of any physical boundaries would give developers an open invitation for further development which would reduce that 
distance further (we have seen this already with the multi-phase development of Newton Leys which has brought Milton Keynes 
closer to the village).  
In the case of NLV001 this later-phase development would be on the land between the site and the village (south of the railway line).  
For NLV008 this would be development away from the village towards Newton Longville.  
I would ask that you register my objection to developments NLV001 and NLV008 on the grounds that these would bring the village of 
Newton Longville physically closer to the town of Milton Keynes.
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VALP16-09-13-01745 Dean & Jill White Policy D2 - We live in Singleborough, near Great Horwood and are writing to you to strongly object to a proposed new settlement 

site, as outlined in the VALP, for some 6,000 houses near Winslow/Great Horwood.
My wife and I chose to move to this area 16 years ago. The reason we chose to live here was its essentially quiet rural nature, 
providing a lifestyle characterised by uncongested roads, quaint peaceful villages and surrounded by beautiful countryside abundant 
with wildlife. Ours is a small village with a strong sense of identity and community values. Had we imagined such a development as 
proposed in the VALP would be built we would never have moved here because it will completely transform the area into a busier, 
noisier, more congested and more suburban one: It will destroy all the things we love about living here. It will completely transform 
our quiet rural lifestyle into a noisy town environment; an urban sprawl.
We therefore object to this proposal for the following 3 reasons:

 1.Impact on the local community: The proposed development would be three times the size of our largest local town, Winslow. Most 
significantly, this new settlement would radically alter the nature of Winslow, Great Horwood, Singleborough and the surrounding 
villages, with all the existing attractive rural qualities lost forever.

 2.Conservation and safeguarding the countryside: Most of the land on the proposed development is ‘greenfield’, agricultural land with 
much of it used for growing crops with some being unspoilt countryside. Only a small part of it is ‘brownfield’, so this proposal will 
destroy a huge part of our dwindling countryside. Its development would create a large urban sprawl and totally destroy the 
quintessentially rural nature of this area. 

 3.Disruption, traffic and access issues: The development will cause huge disruption to the local communities over a prolonged 
period, especially as the construction traffic will have to use existing roads during the early years of construction . And once built it 
will cause a massive increase in the current traffic volume. Much of this will inevitably end up on the local roads that were never built 
to accommodate such volumes. The road going through our village of Singleborough is busy enough as it is and I can only imagine 
what a catstrophe it will be with substantially more traffic coming through: it will be noisy and unsafe which is surely unacceptable?
We therefore strongly object to this proposal in the draft VALP for the reasons given above.

VALP16-09-13-01746 Sarah Darnell Policy D2 - I am writing because I am very concerned about the proposed developments in Haddenham village.

I think the key word here is 'village'.  I do not know of anyone who wishes Haddenham to become a town but if the proposed 
developments of thousands of new houses actually happen then we will  have more housing than our nearby town, Thame.  I can 
only react to information given by yourselves and by the local councillors.  The question I want to ask is, if towns in 
Buckinghampshire have the infrastructure to cope with thousands of new houses and seem to be happy to have more building within 
their area then why is a village being considered for suchmassive development.
 
I understand there has to be some development within our village area.  We have already had many new houses built within the last 
few years, there are currently many more being built and there are also a few hundred more planned which I am sure will go ahead. 
But, please, not thousands.  I listen to constant complaints of not being able to get
early appointments at the Haddenham Medical Centre and that the roads are getting so much busier and people are worried about 
their village.  
Please give permission for new housing in the right place.
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VALP16-09-13-01747 Peter Snook Policy D2 - I object strongly to the above proposal which would completely destroy the countryside around this area and would 

create a massive urban spraŵl extending from and including Milton Keynes to Buckingham and Aylesbury. The local infrastructure is 
already fully stretched and transport between these towns is  extremely congested and even the addition of a new, but only local, rail 
link to MK and Oxford is surely not going to have much impact on improving movement.
The area was urbanised in the 70s by the building of Milton Keynes which has still got room for some expansion making a further 
development in this area unnecessary.

VALP16-09-13-01748 Roy Fulton Policy D14 - Further to the discussion I had with Ms Anderson at Haddenham at the AVDC open day on 11th July on the VALP I am 
in full support as to the suggestions made regarding Gypsy and Traveller sites.
Although my main interest lies with the land at Worminghall (14/00519/APP) which was granted temporary occupation in February 
2016 on appeal I think that the wording in the VALP could be strengthened to support AVDC in the future.

After a little research since the open day I have found the following;

“Paragraph 27 of the PPTS 2015 in footnote 9 advises that there is no presumption that a temporarily grant of the planning 
permission should be made permanent.  This footnote refers back to National Planning Policy Guidance paragraph 14.”
I ask that this is referred to in the policy so that when unsuitable temporary permissions come up for renewal under the adopted Plan, 
they will not be granted permanent permissions as this would conflict with Development Plan policy.  
I consider that with the addition of the wording above/or similar included in the VALP this would help to protect both AVDC and the 
community to other spurious speculative development applications and would also help support the current temporary sites not 
becoming permanent.
AVDC should now be taking action to become a best in class council and by building in protection into the VALP for the next 15 years 
this is one small step in setting the correct processes for AVDC and the community it represents.
I trust that those involved in the final draft of the VALP take heed of the recommendation and build in the correct wording for the 
protection of the community so that existing temporary sites do not become permanent and will fail on any future appeal they may 
make in attempting to create a permanent site.

I hope and trust that you will take consideration of my comments.
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VALP16-09-13-01749 Chris Kelly (Marsworth 

Parish Council)
Policy D6 - Response to VALP from Marsworth Parish Council
This is the formal consultation response from Marsworth Parish Council.
1. The change of Marsworth's status from a small to a medium sized village is challenged as incorrect. The number of employment 
sites used in the calculation includes many sites in neighbouring villages which should only be counted within neighbour's allocation. 
It also includes many units on the north airfield site which, whilst inside the Marsworth Parish boundary, cannot be reached from the 
village centre without a long roundabout journey of over 4 km through a neighbouring parish or county, and it is therefore 
inappropriate to include them in the Marsworth calculation. In addition it is inconsistent to classify Halton as small when it is larger 
than Marsworth and scores more points.
2. The step jump in housing allocation from 5% to 19% between small and medium categories is arbitrary and penalises villages 
which are only just above small in size. It is appropriate for a somewhat smaller percentage increase to apply to smaller medium 
villages.
3. The draft plan completely omits the quarter of Bulbourne which lies within Marsworth Parish. It fails to recognise the planning 
application in progress (which Marsworth Parish Council supports) for adding 21 housing units on that site, and this should be taken 
into consideration.
4. The draft plan recommends allocating greenfield productive agricultural land for development whilst there are other somewhat less 
green sites which have been excluded. There is no supportable logic to the argument that the car park behind the derelict White Lion 
Pub is open country unsuitable for development and at the same time the green fields of the proposed development site are. It is 
contended that a modest development on the White Lion car park is reasonable, and for which a planning application is now 
promised by its owner, in preference to the site proposed.
5. A further site we recommend to be allocated for redevelopment as housing is the garage at Lower End. This was recently closed 
as uneconomic, and its owner has a history of acquiring rural service stations/garages, and obtaining planning for their conversion 
into housing. Sites in Ivinghoe, Northall, Tring and Waddesdon have all been part of that history and the owner has declared his 
intention to do the same in Marsworth.
6. It is contended that the Lower End Garage area, White Lion Car Park, and Bulbourne redevelopment, together with the already 
granted conversion of the White Lion Pub building and development of Marsworth Wharf are sufficient to meet planning requirements 
for the Vale of Aylesbury Plan.
7. It is a serious concern that young people, and elderly people wishing to downsize, from our locality have no modest cost housing 
available into which to move. It is recommended that the developments proposed above include a generous allocation of such 
housing.

VALP16-09-13-01749 Chris Kelly (Marsworth 
Parish Council)

8. A growing problem within Marsworth, and other canalside parishes, involves roadway parking of vehicles owned by canal users 
and dwellers. It is recommended that the plan incorporates parking requirements for both new and existing canal users.
9. It is further recommended that provision is made for expansion of car parking at all rail stations serving the region in line with 
projected growth.
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VALP16-09-13-01751 Liz Rawlinson Policy D3   - 2.Sustainability

The Draft VALP Spatial Vision states than an appropriate amount and distribution of sustainable growth will “contribute to creating a 
thriving, diverse, safe, vibrant place to live, work and visit, and where all residents enjoy a high quality of life.”  For this to happen: 
“Growth will be shaped by strong place-shaping and sustainability principles to create well-designed developments that are sensitive 
to the district’s local character and are well integrated with existing communities, both in terms of scale and design, people will have a 
sense of pride in their communities.”
This vision is echoed in Milton Keynes Core Strategy Policy CS12, which states that a key development objective is to ensure that 
proposals will support sustainable life-styles.  Clearly, these proposals do no such thing.  Where is the safe pedestrian access to 
good local schools, shops, healthcare, open spaces and public transport?  Living on one of these estates will simply not be viable for 
anyone without at least one car per household.  
Furthermore, we already have experience of a lack of integration with existing communities, for example, in parts of the Lakes Estate, 
where noise pollution from the link road is already reaching an unacceptable level.  See also paragraph 4 below re increasing 
congestions on local roads.  In both cases this is hardly conducive to all residents enjoying a high quality of life!  Also at Newton Leys 
where, for example, only AVDC residents may use the allotments, but the only access to them is via MK local roads; rubbish 
collection is on different days depending on where you live – hardly exemplary of building cohesive, integrated, sustainable 
communities.

Conclusion
There is a serious issue of timing that we are concerned about.  The Plan MK preferred options will not be available for public 
consultation until next April by which time AVDC hopes that VALP will have been approved.  Many of the ‘commitments’ within the 
draft VALP, if actually delivered, could ease some of our concerns about the future, and we recognise that these issues will have to 
be addressed before a planning application can be approved.  However, there is no indication where the funding for infrastructure 
improvements would come from; no evidence that any consultation with Highways England or NHS England has taken place or even 
needs to take place before decisions can be reached, and no real understanding as to how the proposals will actually affect Milton 
Keynes.  At this stage the draft document reads more like a ‘wish list’ than a properly researched, strategic, local plan.  
It is much too early for AVDC to include the Milton Keynes periphery in the VALP.  The issues mentioned above need to be fully 
resolved first.  MK’s position as third in the Settlement Hierarchy is completely inappropriate when so many questions remain 
unanswered.  There are critical and complex financial, procedural and boundary issues that must be addressed first.  In our view, the 
proposals concerning land adjacent to Milton Keynes should either be omitted entirely from the plan or at the very least be worded as 
a mere possibility, to be considered at a later stage once all appropriate consultation has been undertaken.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 849 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-13-01752 Mark Bull Policy D2 - My main areas of concern are around why we even need such high numbers of proposed housing within Aylesbury Vale.

Our neighbouring district councils inability to meet their own housing targets should be challenged, why aren’t we putting more 
pressure on these district councils to meet their demand. When you compare the relative densities in VALP compared to the High 
Wycombe equivalent for instance, the difference is significant; if High Wycombe were to adopt our housing densities then they would 
likely meet or significantly reduce their housing target. Then when you consider Luton, why aren’t Milton Keynes taking the overflow 
as they have the infrastructure to support the growth.

I would also like to comment on the plan that showed how the new garden village would nestle between Winslow, Little Horwood and 
Great Horwood. The area highlighted for the new settlement looked about the same size as Winslow currently is, yet you are talking 
about 4,000 – 6,500 which is twice the size of Winslow and Winslow has a high density of housing. I am sure you don’t want to cause 
alarm and draw attention to the potential size of this new settlement which would be bigger than Buckingham, but the lack of 
transparency was very disappointing.

So I simply ask that you are more open and transparent in the future.
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VALP16-09-13-01753 Paul Earley Policy D2 - As a resident of Thame, I write to object to your draft VALP because of the threat and adverse consequences which will 

affect Thame due to your emerging proposals for an extended or new settlement at Haddenham. 
 Your introductory text refers to the formal ‘duty to cooperate’ over strategic issues and the need ‘to engage positively with 
neighbouring councils about issues such as housing numbers and employment requirements’.  This you have failed to do with Thame 
Town Council and South Oxfordshire District Council.
I attended a public meeting at Thame Town Hall on the emerging draft South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2032 on the 2nd July 2016.  
This document made no reference to your proposals for Haddenham so I can only conclude that your duty to cooperate does not 
extend to South Oxfordshire.  The SODC officer present did not know of your proposals and told me that one of your staff had made 
an appointment to come and discuss this matter with him the following week.  This is an appalling situation and a lack of a meaningful 
democratic process between adjoining planning authorities.
The level of housing proposed for Haddenham needs to be considered together with the emerging proposals for Thame, just 2 miles 
from Thame.  Haddenham’s population at the 2011 Census was 4,500.  Emerging proposals from Aylesbury Vale District Council are 
likely to result in the allocation of a possible further 5,000 homes at Haddenham.  In total, Haddenham could grow to a population of 
15,000.  
Thame could also grow to a population of 15,000 when all the currently proposed housing developments in the Thame 
Neighbourhood Plan and the further developments being planned in the South Oxfordshire Local Plan 2032 are taken into account.  
Haddenham and Thame could grow to a combined population of 30,000, with a substantial proportion of Haddenham’s services 
being provided in Thame.  This would fundamentally change the character of Thame as a small traditional and historic market town 
with a population of 12,000 in 2016.
Thame town centre is becoming increasingly congested with traffic.  There are both short-term and long-term parking problems.  
Many of the streets around the town centre are used by commuters for all-day parking.  Town centre short-term parking is under 
considerable pressure.  There are further traffic problems as a result of the implementation of the Thame Neighbourhood Plan as the 
new residents at Thame Park Road try to access the town centre. 
All over the country capital infrastructure schemes are being built to assist traffic flows/movement.  Consequently, more cars are 
using roads for journeys and traffic volumes seem to keep increasing.  Railway transport is increasingly popular with consequent 
problems for commuters.  We seem to be losing the fight over air quality.  
The Aylesbury Vale – New Settlement Study Scoping Study identifies Haddenham as the preferred location as a ‘sustainable option 
to contribute towards meeting (your) district’s needs, where higher-order service can be provided in Thame.  As said above, Thame is 
struggling to cope with existing pressures and a lack of infrastructure to accommodate planned developments.  The VALP proposals 
for Haddenham would fundamentally change the character of Thame as a small and traditional historic market town, and should be 
resisted. 

VALP16-09-13-01753 Paul Earley Further substantial development at Haddenham, largely based on rail transport links to London and Birmingham, will result in a 
continuing increase in commuter travel with little local employment and amenities to serve the proposed extra population.  
Haddenham will become an enlarged commuter settlement serving the wider areas from Oxford, Birmingham and London.  It is 
difficult to appreciate your draft document’s assertion that this is meeting the needs of Aylesbury Vale.  
I would be grateful if my views could be considered by the appropriate committees of Aylesbury Vale District Council.
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VALP16-09-13-01754 Elizabeth Tyrrell Policy D2 - People, in my experience, tend to set up home in a location that suits their desires and needs.  For instance city folk may 

choose to live in London or Birmingham, Manchester or Liverpool, they want the bustle and hum of city life.  Then there are the 
people who want to live in big towns for the facilities and local employment, the schools and recreation that is available. The people 
who choose to live in the villages do so for the community spirit, the peace and quiet, the open countryside and a more rural way of 
life.

Why, therefore, does the proposed draft local plan for the Vale of Aylesbury seek to turn a large proportion of our rural settlements 
into places that will no longer resemble the villages they are at present. The growth being proposed will amount to 36% of the total 
housing requirement all in the area of Winslow, Whaddon and Newton Longville.

If District Councils, such as High Wycombe, were made accountable for their own housing needs the pressure would be taken off 
Aylesbury Vale and shared more evenly.  The New Settlement that is being proposed would surely be more suited to the south of the 
Vale which would be more in the location of where the unmet housing need seems to be.  Thereby limiting the impact on displaced 
families.

I think, as it stands, the proposed plan needs a rethink in order to preserve people's way of life and harmony within local 
communities.

VALP16-09-13-01756 M. Shelton Policy D2 - The 'Draft Plan' appears to show a huge aversion to a common sense approach in planning the location of much needed 
housing in The Vale.

Wycombe District Council needs to provide 15000 homes but decides it doesn't want to build as many houses as it needs so it 
'passes on' 5000 'unmet needs'of the requirement to AVDC, who don't appear to even blink.   AVDC add the 5000 to the 'unmet 
needs' kindly given over to them from  other sources and produce the VALP, which suggests plonking 6500 houses in a rural area 
which does not have the infrastructure to cater for the number of residents that would produce. Furthermore the surrounding area 
does not have the employment, retail, or leasure opportunities to offer large numbersof people, which would place a very heavy 
burden on the narrow, twisting roads of this area as the new residents travel to other, larger towns for those purposes..
Wycombe and Aylesbury have already got that infrasructure. Wycombe also has a great many people who can't get on the housing 
ladder because there are insufficient stocks of 'affordable' houses in the area and I wonder just how many 'affordable' houses are 
present in the homes that WDC  are willing to provide.
Wycombe and Aylesbury both have excellent transport facilities by both road and rail.
In short, I am amazed that AVDC would even contemplate such a plan, especially in view of the building of 2000 houses at Whaddon 
and 2500 at Newton Longville.
What is so difficult about bringing pressure to bear on the District Councils in the South of the Vale to meet their own needs.
Winslow has shown that it recognises that it has to grow, and provided a neighbourhood plan which provided for growth that was 
reasonable and to require the town to grow by 50% is, frankly, unreasonable.
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VALP16-09-13-01757 georgina mellows Policy D2 - Dear Sir/ Madam , we were very concerned recently at the information that was provided at a drop in session in Winslow 

for the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan ( VALP ) .
We would like to make the following comments regarding the possibility of further development resulting in a very large new 
settlement of housing around the Winslow area.
The requirement for additional housing , up to a potential capacity of 6.500 houses appears to be as a direct result of the failure of 
district councils in the south of the County to meet their requirements . Surely some pressure should be brought to bear on these 
councils rather than forcing a rural area in the north of the county to take on their responsibilities. The two sites that have been put 
forward to take on this enormous amount of extra housing appear to be either in Haddenham or Winslow 
Winslow already has Neighbourhood Plan which the community voted 98 % in favour of and this allows for 35 % growth and though 
this figure is due to be looked at in the near future in view of an increased requirement for housing ,the proposal above would 
increase the housing in Winslow by 50 % which is totally unsustainable in this area . Our health services currently are totally 
inadequate for the existing population and housed in very old premises and there is very little local employment. We have no railway 
station and the East/ West Rail plans keep getting delayed so that it is now looking at 2022 before a new station is built at Winslow 
The MI is 15 miles away and can take 30-40 minutes to get to and the bus service to MK /Aylesbury is on average hourly particularly 
outside of the rush hour .
Haddenham however has very good transport links both road and rail already in place around the sites suggested and the train 
services are far quicker than those from Aylesbury( 34 mins to London ) .There is also a large expanding Business park on the edge 
of the area which has well known companies in place and is just off the main A418 road We gather that the Medical centre in 
Haddenham is also very modern 
Having looked at the suggestions for different sites both around Winslow and Haddenham we do feel quite strongly that building a 
form of 'satellite development' away from the current development would create a lot of difficulty for both new and existing residents 
as it results in two separate communities that wouldn't always 'gel' due to the distances between them, and the new residents often 
do not feel part of the existing community .This has apparently happened in the new development in Calvert Green. 
We therefore feel very strongly that the most appropriate place for this development would be shared between Wycombe and the 
proposed 'Western Expansion of Haddenham 'site .
We would be grateful if you could forward our comments to the appropriate planning officers who are dealing with this issue .
Yours sincerely Christopher and Georgina Mellows
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VALP16-09-13-01758 Jeremy Galpin Policy D6 - I write regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and in particular concerning Cuddington village, which I am a resident 

of.

I would urge you to reconsider the classification of Cuddington as a 'Medium' village and reclassify it as a 'Small' village.

It seems to me that villages are not being classified on a rational basis as there seems to no differential on the volume of amenities 
present in these villages, simply that amenities exist. For example a village such as Cuddington which has one shop and one pub (I 
support both of these as all residents should to maintain their sustainability) receives the same classification as a village that has 
several shops, pubs etc.

Whist I agree that everyone must 'do their bit' to accommodate new housing, the proposed expansion of Cuddington seems to me to 
be disproportionate - an increase in houses of 20%+ and a potential population growth of 30%+.

The comments regarding Cuddington's proximity to Haddenham with all its facilities is also surprising as their is no direct access to 
Haddenham in terms of foot / cycle paths or public transport, an issue only solvable by constructing a pavement and cycle path in 
conjunction with building a foot bridge over the A418 to avoid pedestrian crossing of the A418 at a notorious accident 'Black Spot' - 
impossible for elderly residents.
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VALP16-09-13-01759 David Heathfield 

(Chiltern Railways)
Policy D2 - Chiltern Railways welcomes the opportunity to respond to Aylesbury Vale District Council’s Consultation on the Local 
Plan. We recognise the challenge that Aylesbury Vale faces in accommodating new homes and jobs as well as providing the 
infrastructure necessary to serve its population.

Housing Development
Chiltern Railways is pro-growth and supports the location of new housing in locations with access to our railways stations. In areas 
where large new housing allocations are provided we support the provision of bus links, cycle paths and pedestrian access from 
houses to stations. Chiltern is happy to engage on this subject and ensure that sufficient space is provided at our stations to 
accommodate these modes of transport and provide an effective transport interchange. 

At railway stations where housing growth is planned it would be wise to use developer funding to improve amenities for passengers. 
This would be particularly relevant at Stoke Mandeville, Haddenham & Thame Parkway and Wendover stations. We would suggest 
that it is preferable to improve infrastructure in anticipation of growth rather than after. Chiltern Railways would be happy to work with 
Aylesbury Vale District Council to help specify the potential upgrades that would benefit from developer funding.
Where development is planned next to the railway we would caution that there will inevitably be noise and vibration from passing 
trains. Although Chiltern Railways services cease operation during the night, it is likely that freight trains and maintenance vehicles 
will continue to run. It would beimportant as part of any development to mitigate the risk of noise and vibration becoming a nuisance 
to new residents.

East-West
The completion of the Western section of East-West Rail (EWR) will see journey opportunities from Aylesbury Vale District through to 
Milton Keynes and with onwards connections on the West Coast Mainline. This will lead to better east-west connectivity and access 
to jobs and housing. All of these developments mean that the railway is a vital piece of the district’s transport infrastructure going 
forward.  The impact of this project will unlock the potential for greater regional journeys and connections onto
the key mainlines without going via London. In order to facilitate the service the single line branch between Princes Risborough and 
Aylesbury will need to be upgraded to increase its speed, modernise the signalling and boost capacity through partial or complete 
double tracking. In addition the junctions at Princes Risborough and Aylesbury will need remodelling so they are able to 
accommodate the extra passenger and freight services that EWR project will unlock. It is therefore necessary that any development 
in Aylesbury takes account of and protects the wider alignment that may be needed onthe route.
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VALP16-09-13-01759 David Heathfield 

(Chiltern Railways)
Level Crossings
There are a number of level crossings in Aylesbury Vale that we consider to be priorities for abolition on grounds of risk assessment. 
These include the footpaths from Penn Road and from Old Stoke Road in Aylesbury that cross the branch line to Princes Risborough, 
and the footpaths near Griffin Lane to the north of Aylesbury station and to the north of Stoke Mandeville.  In addition we consider 
there to be a good case for abolishing Marsh Lane Crossing, between Little Kimble and Aylesbury on the line to Princes Risborough, 
as part of the works needed to enable HS2.  The abolition of these crossing would increase safety on the railway and potentially lead 
to more trains and better punctuality.

Chiltern Railways is committed to working with Aylesbury Vale District Council to fulfil its obligation to plan for the future of the area.  
We are happy to have further discussions to help Aylesbury Vale meet its duties on growth and engage on any of the matters 
discussed in this letter. 

VALP16-09-13-01760 Ed Cahill Policy D1 - I am writing to express my wish that this option of a New Garden Village be removed from the draft Aylesbury Vale Local 
Plan (‘VALP’) that is obviously inappropriate to a reasonable person, for one of the few remaining largely untouched parts of 
Buckinghamshire.  Having been born and raised in Ford Village I am very aware that this part of the Aylesbury Vale is so far unspoilt 
with numerous conservation areas, listed buildings, and sites of archaeological interest.
 
My specific concerns and objections to the option of a New Garden Village are as follows:
 

 1.There is not enough room:  The proposed site on the map is simply not big enough for the potential 7,000 houses; the map is not 
only misleading with surrounding villages and roads being obscured for some extraordinary reason, but the true size would result in 
surrounding villages being swallowed up along with the destruction of well established communities.

 2.Transport impact:  The proposed development would certainly lead to tens of thousands more vehicles on increasingly congested 
roads, just how would the road infrastructure cope?  How would the site actually be accessed?  The existing passing roads are not 
sufficient, and a few new roundabouts would not suffice.  Furthermore you state that housing for workers should be provided in the 
area they work.  There would likely be insufficient jobs in the local vicinity and I therefore logically suspect there would be many 
commuters, for example to London, and just how exactly would Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station cope?

 3.Pressure on public services:  There would almost certainly be intolerable strains on already over stretched schools, doctor’s 
surgeries, and hospitals.  Developments in Aylesbury Vale so far have only stretched services further, and offered little in terms of 
increased capacity and relief.

 4.Loss of productive agricultural land:  This would be grossly irresponsible and short sited to future generations in an economic 
environment where nation dependency is becoming ever more important again, not to mention the significant detriment to established 
wild life habitats, poorer air quality, and loss of way of life.
 
In addition to the above, views across the Vale of Aylesbury enjoyed from the Chiltern Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would 
be spoilt, something I and many others have enjoyed and continue to enjoy.  I therefore urge AVDC to remove this option of a New 
Garden Village from the draft VALP.
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VALP16-09-13-01763 Damon Cater Policy D2 - I am a resident of Haddenham and write in relation to the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan.

I wish to raise the following issues/concerns:
It appears that there are question marks over the extent to which neighbouring authorities are assessing their own housing needs.  
For example, it seems that Wycombe District Council is applying very low densities and thereby failing to maximise its own sites for 
principal settlement.  This raises the question whether a new settlement is needed at all? 
The Plan does not take into account the impact of other proposals for housing growth in neighbouring areas. For example, the Plan 
appears to ignore proposals for substantial development north of Princes Risborough (just outside the Vale boundary) and for similar 
proposals for new settlements in South Oxfordshire. Again, it seems questionable whether the existing infrastructure (in particular, rail 
and transport links and existing shopping, educational and social facilities) can cope with development on this scale.
This is further exacerbated by the construction of HS2 and seems to indicate a lack of "joined-up" planning.
The Plan would seriously damage the heritage of Haddenham as a village.  Haddenham does not have the central focus nor the 
service core traditionally found in a high street, such as Winslow.  Similarly, the Plan would result in the loss of agricultural land which 
is in the top "best and most versatile".
It seems uncertain, in any case, that such housing growth on this scale is deliverable within the indicative timetable.
Finally, it is unfortunate that the consultation process was launched over the summer holidays at a time when many will be away on 
summer holidays and therefore unable to fully engage.
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VALP16-09-13-01764 Patrick & Jacqueline 

Harland
Policy D2 - We would like to express our views on the draft Local Plan for the Aylesbury Vale and particularly with regard to the 
proposals for a new settlement in the Haddenham area.  We appreciate that Haddenham will have to take its fair share of new 
housing but it does seem disproportionately unfair that the village (current homes approximately 2,150) should be expected to 
provide up to 7,500 extra dwellings.  Since our Village Neighbourhood Plan was thrown out, after many people spent a great deal of 
time and expense in working on the project, it seems that the views of all the occupants have been totally disregarded.  Haddenham 
most certainly does not have the infrastructure to support such a large development and it doesn't seem fair that this area of 
Buckinghamshire is being asked to take up housing because the High Wycombe area feel unable to take their full quota.
Our village is already blighted by cars parking on any residential road near the station and the Thame Road has now become very 
dangerous due to this, as many train users refuse to pay the car parking charges imposed at the station.  This problem is only set to 
get much worse with the planning which has already been allocated for the village and the whole place would become grid-locked if 
either of the options of building a huge development tacked onto the village take place.  Currently Haddenham is a wonderful place to 
live and should the large scale development take place it will just be swallowed up and become another urban sprawl like High 
Wycombe and Aylesbury and this historic village will be lost. 
It seems that a large scale development would be better placed in a completely new area, not tacked onto an existing development 
and should such a settlement be situated in the area between Aston Sandford, Longwick and Ford, the residents would be in an 
equal position for using Princes Risborough and Monks Risborough stations in addition to Haddenham. As the High Wycombe area 
feels unable to take up their allocation it would seem fair that the development should be nearer to them so that the amount of traffic 
can be more evenly shared by them. However, this would mean the loss of some fields currently being used for agriculture which 
post-Brexit may not be desirable as we may need to produce more of our own food. Ideally such a development would also need to 
be place so that it was not too close to the small villages surrounding it.
May we suggest that some brown-field sites be also examined first rather than using 'green-belt' land around Haddenham. Has the 
council considered the large brown-field site which is situated at Westcott?  There is also a new station being planned for Quainton 
and with the M40 being even closer to Westcott than Haddenham, surely this site should be given consideration.  Westcott village 
may even appreciate having development in their area as they are fighting hard to keep their village school open.  
We understand that Winslow is also a possible site under consideration for this large-scale development and have to point out that at 
least Winslow is already a town with far more facilities and amenities than Haddenham.  There is far too much development in South 
Bucks and maybe the north of the county, going towards Milton Keynes may be a better option as the south is becoming ever more 
congested with traffic.
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VALP16-09-13-01765 Martin Barr Policy D2 - Re: Objection to the VALP and impact to Haddenham

I am a resident of Haddenham in Bucks and I am extremely concerned about the proposed new building and housing plans (as 
outlined in the VALP), which will accelerate growth in Haddenham at an artificial, unsustainable and unsafe rate. Whist I do 
acknowledge that there is a need for new housing in our county, I utterly dispute the way in which this growth in housing is to be 
planned in Haddenham. It is an unfair distribution, it is an unsafe burden for Haddenham and it will cause unacceptable problems in 
the social fabric and infrastructure of our community in Haddenham.
1. Unfair - 6,000 approx new homes in Haddenham/Aston Sandford compared to new houses proposed in Long Crendon and Princes 
Risborough and other communities is not a fair or rational distribution of new building and housing.
2. Unsafe - roads and infrastructure in Haddenham will not tolerate 6 - 7,000 new homes. The station is already used by many other 
communities in the area and the roads are congested with parking. The road crossing Haddenham called Station Road cannot 
absorb the pressure that the new settlement will generate. Doctors surgeries will need to be built and a high street with bank, 
supermarket, leisure centre, petrol station, dentist, lots of new car parking at the station, wider platforms at the station, a ring road to 
the south of Haddenham will all need to be built to make this a safe and viable WELL PLANNED new community which is stainable, 
healthy and robust - in which people still wish to live.
3. Unsustainable - the current proposals from planners at AVDC in the VALP are short-sited and a knee-jerk reaction to a quite 
legitimate demand for new housing. at least one large primary school will have to be built and operational before 2020 and a new 
secondary school is also essential to service the educational needs of the area by no later than 2022. I am a teacher in state 
education and it is clear that the needs of young people in a Haddenham twice its current size would not be met based on current 
provision. Also the loss of valuable agricultural land as well as the inevitable and detrimental impact on the heritage and dynamic 
community within Haddenham is under real threat.
These planning proposals (VALP) appear to have utterly overlooked or misunderstood the needs and nature of this community in its 
determination to overlay a plan which is not fit or fair for purpose. I urge you to dismiss these planning proposals outlined in the VALP 
2016  in its entirety.
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VALP16-09-13-01766 Mark Ashby Policy D2 - We are writing to express our concern on the dramatic development proposed in Haddenham in the draft VALP. Whilst 

we also have other concerns on the other areas proposed for significant growth, such as Winslow, we have focused our response on 
Haddenham will be the most affected.

The VALP talks about increasing residential dwellings and in Haddenham by disproportioned amounts, 50% to 300%, in a short 
period of time for this quantum of development. Haddenham already is short of amenities for its population size. Yes, it does have a 
train station however this has significantly become busier in the past two years and nearly full at commuting times with a large 
number driving to the station from Oxfordshire. Is this really sustainable  development? If the intention is to increase a village by this 
magnitude why not create a high street and turn it into a town and provide the facilities that would support a population of this size. 
Without this all the residents will be commuting out every day to other settlements.

Whilst areas for development in the village have been identified the utility infrastructure needs to be carefully considered. A village of 
Haddenham's age doesn't have the network and capacity to support and therefore these would need to be brought in and new 
networks, in particular sewers, will need to be created.

We would like to request these concerns to be carefully considered before the finalisation of such a plan.
VALP16-09-13-01768 Alan D White (Gawcott-

with-Lenborough Parish 
Council)

Policy D2 - GAW002. Land east of Buckingham Road, Gawcott
Councillors are in agreement in principle with this allocation.  The following comments are relevant:
1.  Frontage development only would ‘sterilise’ the remainder of the land to the rear.  
2.  It seems appropriate to develop the whole of this land to the same depth as the adjoining Gilbert Scott Gardens.
3.  The development of the whole site would largely satisfy the 15 year allocation of residential units for the Parish and make good 
the shortfall of 31 homes identified in the Draft Plan. 
4.  Some improvement to Buckingham Road [which would give access to GAW002] would be necessary with an outward [towards 
Buckingham] extension of the 30mph speed limit and relocation of the road narrowing speed reduction feature.  Substantial sight-line 
clearance would be required due to the configuration of Buckingham Road at this point. 
5. Any planning consent granted on this site should include a condition by GAW002 developers to provide off-street parking spaces 
for the existing Buckingham Road residences.  This would do much to improve road safety in Buckingham Road. 
GAW001. Land off Church Street, The Rise, Gawcott
Councillors are in agreement in principle with this allocation for the Parish.  
However planners should note:
1. Access to the development is a problem.  Church Street is narrow and with a difficult junction onto Main Street.  
2. Church Street provides access to Roundwood School with associated pedestrian and traffic issues.
3.  An access through The Rise is theoretically possible, but this would create problems for existing residents, danger to children at 
the play area and put pressure on the difficult junction with The Rise and New Inn Lane and the New Inn Lane junction with Main 
Street. 
4.  Drainage from The Rise is already a problem with backflows through the drains of homes in New Inn Lane when there are periods 
of heavy rain.  The development as envisaged at GAW001 must be accompanied by a new drainage infrastructure which should also 
link in to provide a better service to The Rise.
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VALP16-09-13-01770 E. A. Lock Policy D2 - There is an urgent need for additional housing but can a new settlement really be justified. Have AVDC fully challenged 

the neighbouring authorities on their unmet needs and on how the density per hectare of housing developments in AVDC vs those 
other councils.

VALP16-09-13-01770 E. A. Lock Policy D7 - Haddenham is a village not a town and has multiple small centers known locally as “Ends”. Sticking on huge 
developments of 1000’s of houses around the village will result in a disjointed, almost ghetto like, groups of houses that won’t be able 
to knit into the old village. The existing infrastructure is close to the conservation area and can’t be expanded to serve a huge village. 
The shops are small with very limited parking, the station and car park is full with commuters parking all over the village, the schools 
are full as is the doctors. The majority of food shopping is done in Thame and comments from Thame Council have stated that they 
are already bursting at the seams and cannot handle this proposed increase in people.
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VALP16-09-13-01771 N.J Lock Policy D2 - Haddenham is a historic village with a large conservation area for which large reports and detailed analysis have been 

done in order to protect this area. The NPPF states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment and that there should be a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. The key 
words here are village and positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. Currently a village of 
some 2000 houses quadrupling the village cannot be seen as a positive strategy. The increase in traffic alone through the 
conservation area must in itself be reason for the planners to look at alternative sites for 1000’s of houses.
There is an urgent need for additional housing but can a new settlement really be justified. Have AVDC fully challenged the 
neighbouring authorities on their unmet needs and on how the density per hectare of housing developments in AVDC vs those other 
councils.

Haddenham is a village not a town and has multiple small centers known locally as “Ends”. Sticking on huge developments of 1000’s 
of houses around the village will result in a disjointed, almost ghetto like, groups of houses that won’t be able to knit into the old 
village. The existing infrastructure is close to the conservation area and can’t be expanded to serve a huge village. The shops are 
small with very limited parking, the station and car park is full with commuters parking all over the village, the schools are full as is the 
doctors. The majority of food shopping is done in Thame and comments from Thame Council have stated that they are already 
bursting at the seams and cannot handle this proposed increase in people. 

The potential loss of grade 1 and 2 agricultural land is a significant consideration in particular with the recent Brexit vote we have no 
idea what the food demands for the UK will be in future years. I would also question the assumptions used for population increase as 
the government is looking at drastically reducing immigration over coming years. 
The price of housing in Haddenham is quite high with a typical 3 bed semi being sold for in excess of £500,000. Developers will not 
build huge numbers of houses in a hurry as that will depress the prices and hence their profits. Any development will be phased very 
deliberately to attain maximum return and will keep prices high.  AVDC should look for areas in the north of the county which are 
affordable for young families. 

Winslow is being considered as an alternative to Haddenham with a new station due in 2018. Not only is Winslow a town with a town 
centre and town amenities Chiltern Railways could build a station and car park to meet the needs of a large settlement.
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VALP16-09-13-01775 Christopher Roberts-

Smith
Policy D2 - Following the public presentation of the draft VALP I wish to make comment.
The overriding predication of the increase in housing that is required is as a result of neighbouring authorities' inability to provide their 
own. This seems illogical to me. The current favoured locations for the bulk of this increase are in the north of the district whereas the 
need is in the south.
Haddenham and Winslow have been earmarked as favourites for new settlements should they unfortunately be required.
Being a resident of Winslow it would appear to be 'Nimbyism' to say that the more appropriate location is Haddenham. However that 
is not the case as the WNP has already catered fora 35% increase in housing stock and no doubt more could be accommodated in a 
revised plan with resident's agreement. Also the existing infrastructure and transport links together with local employment 
opportunities are far superior.
Better still is the enlargement of Aylesbury which has existing services and transport links.
In the unfortunate scenario of a new settlement being foisted on Winslow, all required services need to be in place before there any 
new residents. The existing Winslow infrastructure could not cope as it is already at full stretch

VALP16-09-13-01776 Catherine Pusey Policy D2 - * Haddenham is a village, not a town and presently doesn't have the infrastructure for the building proposals    already 
designated for here.  We have no High Street as our neighbours, Princes Risborough, Thame,  Aylesbury etc have and therefore few 
shops and leisure facilities to accommodate the large influx of people already due to come. The village can barely deal with the traffic 
at busy times as it is.  The schools are at full capacity. 
* The parking at the railway station is already a considerable problem.  Vehicles including the 218 bus and their passengers entering 
Haddenham from the main road from Thame into Haddenham are dangerously compromised by cars parked along  it. The problem is 
compounded by parking in every available nearby road such as Sheerstock & beyond with considerable aggravation to residents and  
little access for an ambulance to gain entry safely if needed.  If this is the situation as it is today, and it is, what faith can us residents 
hope there will be in future plans?
* The land being proposed for development is also of high agricultural yield as well a being a buffer between major roads and other 
towns/villages. In the case of some of this land eg the land behind Rosemary Lane it provides rights of way and footpaths to our 
neighbouring villages and is a source of leisure/enjoyment for many villagers.  The development proposed will see Haddenham, 
Thame, Longwick and Princes Risborough becoming one massive development.
* A new settlement of upward of 6000 new homes would have a devastating effect on the village of Haddenham as we know it. To 
triple the size of our community would be to change its' nature completely and for ever.  Of course nobody wants building of this scale 
in their 'backyard' and many towns such as High Wycombe can call upon their status of being in an area of outstanding natural 
beauty but we believe our village and its' surrounding countryside has status too and should be protected. 
* Where is the employment for the residents of these proposed new homes going to be?  At present it's not in Haddenham.  Are they 
all going to be travelling by train and car to jobs in London, High Wycombe, Oxford and Aylesbury? If yes the mind boggles at the 
density of traffic that will ensue in 20 years and the pressure this will put on the road and rail networks.  Together with the proposed 
HS2 link the lives of many people here is going to be that of living through a nightmare.  For some of us that will be for the rest of our 
lives.
* A better approach to meeting the need of a growing population and the overspill from other authorites would be to spread out the 
homes over a larger area and legislate for greater densities in areas such as High Wycombe that are vastly different to our own 
densities in Aylesbury etc.
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VALP16-09-13-01777 Greg Davies Policy D2 - I am aware that you have to plan for a population expansion that has been thrust upon you by the government, and I can 

quite understand that some of your thoughts must turn to the northern part of AVDC, especially where it adjoins Milton Keynes – after 
all the Westcroft District Centre is not far from the border, and Stony Stratford, CMK and Bletchley are all in easy reach.
However I feel you are over-reaching yourselves by extending large scale development to the Horwoods and Winslow because the 
infrastructure is not available, and what transport has been promised (east-west rail link for example) will be many years coming, 
while the proposed Oxford-Cambridge road link is only at the proposal stage.
It makes far more sense to me for you to expand existing towns such as Buckingham, and particularly Aylesbury, because they have 
an infrastructure already in place and it would be evidently far more sustainable there than in Winslow.
Having said that, I am sure Winslow will take more development but this should be far less than your proposals because Winslow’s 
Neighbourhood Plan already caters for a 35% growth; it would be unreasonable for you to expect Winslow to take much more when 
others are not pulling their weight in this respect.

VALP16-09-13-01778 Kate Williamson Policy D2 - The item I am particularly concerned about is the proposal to site 7000 houses in a wholly rural location between 
Haddenham, Ford and Waldridge Manor.
I wish to object strongly to this proposal on the grounds that:

 1.It would sterilise productive agricultural land which should be protected. Once lost never regained.
 2.It would destroy wildlife habitats and mean the loss of ponds and watercourses, including a possibly detrimental effect on the 

water table.
 3.It would be seriously detrimental to the settings of nearby Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and archaeological sites. These 

are Heritage Assets which the National Planning Framework states should be protected. “Buffer zones” are simply not enough to 
achieve such protection as they generally amount to one field or a line of trees at most (cf proposals for expansion at Princes 
Risborough). Certainly not enough to maintain the wholly rural setting of these assets.

 4.7000 houses means at least 1400 vehicles using what are essentially country lanes. This would be an untenable situation, 
leading to increased pressure on nearby local roads and settlements. Stockwell Lane from Ford through Little Meadle and Meadle is 
already busy enough at rush hours. Upgrading of such roads, which no doubt, would be the next step, would be unacceptable in the 
rural context.

 5.Such a large area of development would have a significant impact on surrounding views out of all of the settlements dotted 
around this currently undeveloped countryside, as well as the wider views from the Chilterns AONB.

 6.There appears to be no provision for infrastructure such as schools, surgeries etc. After all, Haddenham with only 2000 houses 
has appropriate facilities and these, along with Thame’s and Princes Risborough’s could be under intense and unacceptable 
pressure.

 7.What this proposal amounts to is total urbanisation of a wholly rural and unspoilt area of countryside. It is likely to result in a mini 
Milton Keynes, since absorption of surrounding settlements is inevitable, given their proximity to the site and AVDC’s admission that it 
may have underestimated the amount of land required. 

 8.Our countryside is precious and constantly under threat from developments like this. Once lost, it can’t be retrieved. The proposal is 
entirely unacceptable and should be removed from the Local Plan.
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VALP16-09-13-01779 Katharine Whitney Policy D2 - In response to the draft VALP proposal there are several points I would like to have considered.

1) Haddenham apparently the favourite site for a new development because of the station and the successful Chiltern Line. However 
at peak times this line is already at capacity. Marylebone station has had to build a new platform to accommodate the additional 
traffic. Is it going to continue being a successful commuter line when it is further stretched? This brings me to:
2) Each county and district is under pressure from the government to provide housing and this is being done in isolation. So 
Aylesbury Vale proposes to develop a settlement in Haddenham at the same time that Oxfordshire are developing areas on the 
border with Bucks who will also be using Haddenham and Thame Parkway station. Thame is Haddenham's nearest town. Will they 
be able to cope with the increased population? 
3) At this stage of the plan housing is the only consideration (we were told this by Tracey Aldworth at the public meeting in 
Haddenham). Surely more consideration should be given with regard to what makes a community?
4) Again at the meeting we were told that Aylesbury Vale District Council have been rigorous in their opposition to the amount of 
housing they should provide. However we since learnt that the ratio of housing per hectare in Wycombe district is much lower than 
that being proposed in Aylesbury Vale. This does not sound like rigorous opposition to me.
5) The Haddenham Neighbour Plan was developed over two years by volunteers who took the views of the village into account while 
being realistic about the need for more housing in the area. This was not supported by AVDC when challenged, who had the 
opportunity but chose not to take it.
6) Are we, in Haddenham, getting fair representation by officials and elected officers in AVDC? It doesn't feel like it

VALP16-09-13-01782 Peter Pearce Policy D2 - I wish to add my support to the objection of the proposed vast expansion to Winslow.
I attended the recent event in Winslow Hall to view the planning proposals and was horrified at the increase in size to the area.
A similar but smaller development on the old airfield has already been rejected just a few years ago. I believe it should be again for 
the same reasons and it still does not have local support.
Winslow has already accepted quite a large expansion to the town and this extra housing would put enormous pressure on the 
already congested roads and other local facilities.
A new Oxford to Cambridge road would be far better also linking Aylesbury.
The possible new railway and station is still a long way off as Haddenham already has a good rail network and roads to the M40 this 
would be the far better choice.
My understanding has always been that the building of Milton Keynes was meant to avoid the unnecessesity expansion of the 
surrounding area. 
However there are already plans to do so in Whaddon and Newton Longville. 
We have been told AVDC will take into account the views expressed during this consultation. 
I do not think they have a good record of doing so so far. The Great Horwood local plan was overruled within days and the 
Buckingham local plans also largely ignored. Despite both favouring sensible development.
I trust local peoples views will be more seriously taken into account this time as I believe the proposed expansion to Winslow would 
be a complete disaster to the town and change it's character from a pleasant rural town to an unacceptable urban sprawl.
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VALP16-09-13-01783 John Farthing Policy D6 - I write to object to the field to the NE of Stoke Road and to the S of Bletchley Road indicated as a proposed site for future 

development. This site was considered and rejected during the formation of the proposed Village Plan, reasoning given within this 
plan, part of which was to maintain a buffer between the village and the Newton Leys development to the E of the village which is 
already having an adverse impact on the village. AVDC seems to reject the village plan having demanded provision for a stated 
number of extra houses, yet the potential number of houses on this site would to my eye seem far greater than AVDC claims to need. 
It further argues that the use of this site is justifiable as AVDC will not allow further expansion of Newton Leys in order to maintain a 
buffer between it and the village. From a village perspective, the compromising of such a buffer has significantly more impact on us 
as a settled community than it would have on such a recent development as Newton Leys. As a village, Newton Longville is in danger 
of losing its settlement identity.
 
This has already had an adverse effect on families in the village attempting to gain entry to the village primary school for their 
children: places have been taken by youngsters from Newton Leys where occupation predates school provision, so families in the 
village can now be faced with having to seek primary school places beyond the village “envelope”. 
This is a problem which would inevitably be duplicated and exacerbated by the proposed development,
Concern for settlement identity is also generated by the potential for degradation of the visual aesthetic of the village and loss of 
recreational facility with the access to open countryside we enjoy now. Unlike some neighbouring villages which enjoy circular walks 
round their perimeters, our footpaths with rights of way radiate from the village to our neighbours. If developments such as this are 
allowed to proceed we will have footpaths which cross urban sprawl, thus denying us and future generations of villagers the 
opportunity to enjoy a walk with a rural feel.  Such degradation has already started: the landfill site to the NE took out a right of way 
leading to the Blue Lagoon. The field of which I write is a remaining open country section of that right of way. Use of this path has 
significantly increased over the last 2 yrs. since the replacement of a stile by a metal kiss-gate, making it a regular route for dog 
walkers.
Past applications for use of this land have been confronted with problems associated with the water table. The close to the SW of the 
site is aptly named The Slade (The Spring). Beside the entry to the field on the left of the right of way from the Bletchley Road is a 
spinney which contains standing water, the depth fluctuating throughout the year. 
Although small, this spinney has considerable significance on the maintenance of a wildlife presence in the vicinity. Birds which 
regularly nest here and in adjoining hedges include magpie, jackdaw, green woodpecker, long-tailed tit, great-tit, robin, wren, 
goldfinch, hedge-sparrow, wood-pigeon, collared dove and blackbird. Visitors have been kite and buzzard. I have seen newts, 
lizards, moorhen, mallard chicks, hedgehog at its margins. 
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VALP16-09-13-01783 John Farthing In an area so close to the Bletchley and MK, the open field provides both a year-long and seasonal feeding ground for a range of 

species. The NNE field hedge contains a badger set. I have seen foxes and “dog deer”. Bats work the field and adjoining gardens. 
Mixed flocks of fieldfare, redwing, mistle-thrush, song-thrush make twice a year migratory extended stays. Starling are regulars as 
are rooks and crows. Corvids have been more noticeable since the compromising of the rookery near Newton Leys.
Access to this site is presumably from the Stoke Road. I have written before about traffic flow through the village, with this road and 
Whaddon Road having become a de facto ring road for SW Milton Keynes. I am sure you have detail enough on this from most other 
respondents. If access is by Home Farm close, all traffic movements save those to or from Bletchley will add to this pressure and 
compound the complexity of usage for the cross-roads with the poor sight lines nearby.

Finally, there is the dark shadow cast by the application from The SW Milton Keynes Consortium for 1855 houses including land 
within our Parish Boundary. I know you already have detailed comment on this from the village, and have had some from me on its 
previous manifestations. I restrict myself to commenting that given the impact the planning decision on this huge development will 
have on the nature of all neighbouring areas including our village, it would seem sensible to make it before nailing down numbers for 
us.

VALP16-09-13-01784 Barbara Blundell Policy D2 - A new settlement should be built near Milton Keynes.
VALP16-09-13-01785 M C Trim Policy D3 - Residents are worried and want MK's expansion halted.
VALP16-09-13-01786 Edwyn Good Policy D2 - I am writing to object to the draft VALP to build a new settlement between Aston Sandyford, Ford and Waldridge. I have 

been a farmer and land owner in this proposed develop area for over 50 years and my father before me. Between us we have 
developed a productive farm and planted hedges and spinneys to support the natural wild life in this area. All this effort will have 
been a complete waste of time if this area of land which has miles of hedges (which have taken years to develop) and its capability to 
produce food are completely destroyed. It is possible to live without a house but without food you will die! (this country only produces 
just over 60% of the food it needs for the present population).
There are many other reasons to object to this development and to keep this letter short I will leave it to others in this area to 
enlighten you.

VALP16-09-13-01787 Nicola Bancroft Policy D2 - I am writing to object in the strongest possible terms to this proposed Garden Village. 
For a start this is an area of productive agricultural land and a rich wild life habitat. 
Also as the land is below the 70 metre contour, any major building and excavation would upset the water table and the proposed 
houses could well be liable to flooding. Take note of the names of the local villages: Ford and Marsh! With the enormous number of 
new houses being built in Haddenham, the local schools and Health centres can hardly cope as it is, so the thought of 7000 more 
houses un this locality is quite preposterous and short sighted. Think of all the extra roads and widening of existing ones that would 
have to be done. Accommodate 14000 more cars (as nearly every household has 2 cars). There isn't much countryside left between 
the triangle of Aylesbury, Princes Risborough and Thame and this proposed development would demolish what's left and urbanise 
the area completely, so much for the beautiful vale of Aylesbury, do you really want to demolish our heritage with all its listed 
buildings and conservation areas not to mention this archaeological sites. I hope you will all see sense and turn down this 
extraordinary plan for a Garden Village in the middle of such a beautiful area of countryside.
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VALP16-09-13-01788 Simon Gordon Policy D6 - I am writing to you about the proposed housing development in the field north of Stepnells in Marsworth.

Marsworth is a small village with no shops nor GP or dentist surgeries, few public transport links after further recent reductions, and a 
small first school withy about 30 pupils and with no nursery provision.
The land designated for development is agricultural land and is currently is currently worked by a farmer from the village.
There are few employment possibilities either in or near the village, and those that do exist would need only a small number of 
employees anyway, and those would probably be targeted by other local developments. There are two brownfield sites at the lower 
end of Marsworth, plus the white lion pub site which I believe should be considered for any development before any agricultural land. 
There are already problems with the existing drainage system which would be compounded by any new development in the village. 
In the circumstances, I hope you will re-consider your current proposals which certainly bring no benefits to the small village and the 
surrounding area.

VALP16-09-13-01789 Valerie Good Policy D2 - I am asking you to object to the draft VALP to build a new settlement between Aston Sandford, Ford and Waldridge. I 
have lived all of my life at the manor (80 years). All of my family have farmed the land and helped to feed the community with hard 
work and pride.
We live in a lovely part of England - the vale of Aylesbury with the Chilterns as a lovely back drop, we have also done a lot to help the 
wild life even badgers.
It would be very sad with all the hard work my family has done to help feed our county and keep the countryside in good order. 
Please could you consider somewhere else with not such a lovely countryside which lots of people enjoy. People have thought to 
have a pleasant country once you have built on it we will never have it back, so the next generation can farm it to help feed the 
country and keep our wild life.
The papers are not looking after wild life and now all you want to do is kill more wild life.

VALP16-09-13-01790 Sylvia Copp Policy D6 - I have recently attended a meeting on the above subject and should like to add my own objection to this proposal for 96 
new houses. This is an enormous number for such a small village. 
To be realistic we haven't got the land or infrastructure to cope with such a development. This village has grown over the years but 
has not been spoilt. Visitors frequently came to Brill for its uniqueness. We have excellent school (already at full capacity) and a good 
surgery, two shops, few pub-restaurants and two churches, but narrow roads.
I appreciate the need of the country to build more homes and perhaps some in-filling would be possible, but only for a few homes.
Have other possibilities really been explored?
I sincerely hope you will bear this in mind when you finally reach a decision.
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VALP16-09-13-01791 Valerie Tappin Policy D2 - It is with absolute disgust for this headlong rush to turn our green and pleasant land into something that I write to protest 

most strongly! Surely this proves that we must realise that we need to be growing more food for the country since Brexit. Once our 
green fields have gone, nature can never provide us with any more. Successive governments have let far too many people into the 
country, thereby blighting the lives of our own people, by building all these houses and roads! 
Too much traffic is already on our roads and we struggle to get doctors appointments now. 
With the 'Northern Powerhouse' plans, let all future development be in the north where there is plenty of room and stop surrounding 
the southeast. In these days of fast communication it is not necessary for people to live near London.
I trust some common sense will prevail before so much damage is done.

VALP16-09-13-01792 Elizabeth Howell Policy D2 - I am writing to register my opposition to the proposed plans for the development of new houses in Winslow.
The plan for the development of land between Winslow, Great Horwood, and Little Horwood would completely alter the character of 
the area.
I attended the meeting of AVDC when they ruled against the application for the Greenway development by Gladman on the same 
site. It was said that it had been refused because AVDC wanted to preserve the character of the villages in the same area. 
This new plan is far more extensive and would increase the population and traffic even more. There is considerable wild life in the 
area which would also be devastated. 
The proposed route for the A421 would destroy houses, the proposed railway station and bring dangerous levels of pollution close to 
housing, and even more disastrously to the new Freemantle School. It would also encroach on the land of the school considerably. 
This is paper planning with no forethought.

VALP16-09-13-01793 Margaret Earl Policy D2 - I was appalled to hear of a so called "village" to be constructed near Waldridge Manor. To call 7000 a village is very 
wrong - it is a small town in a quiet agricultural area. Please note the following:
1) A town as planned would destroy the rural nature of the area. Even a village of approx. 1,000 to 1,500 houses would impact 
considerably on the agricultural and wildlife aspects of the area.
2) Where will all this traffic go? Already Stockwell Lane where I live is becoming a hazard accident wise. Cars come round a blind 
corner near my house at 70mph. A serious accident will happen.
3)Where is the work near home for the new occupants? I thought the idea was to create more low-cost housing where there are 
jobs? A so called garden "village" is unlikely to be mainly low-cost.
4) This is a productive area of historical interest and visually much attraction. The area to the west of Aylesbury is more accessible 
and fairly empty of small towns. There is the town of Aylesbury reasonably near if another decent road existed north of the A41 which 
could link up with the bypass which we hope will be constructed.
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VALP16-09-13-01797 Gaynor Richmond Policy D2 - To suggest that Winslow has a 50% increase in housing seems to be stretching Winslow to a state where it will become 

unrecognisable.
Winslow has already allowed for 35% growth in the period up to 2031 under its Neighbourhood Plan - huge growth by anyone's 
standards but perhaps particularly so given the nature of this part of the district - rural with poor transport links and few facilities. 
Whilst Winslow might get a railway station in 2022, it might not, and even when it does the frequency of trains will not be great and 
journey times to London well over an hour. 
Aylesbury, by contrast, has better transport links and facilities and should, as the major settlement in the district, take more of the 
required additional housing.  Additional expansion west of Aylesbury, which is in close proximity to one of the two Aylesbury railway 
stations would surely be more sustainable than the north of the district.
To moot this part of the district for growth of a huge amount - an additional 4500+ houses - is beyond belief.  If a new settlement in 
Aylesbury Vale district is required largely because of the failure of neighbouring authorities to the south failing to meet their own 
housing needs, then surely those additional houses should be located near to where the need is and not in the north of the district 
almost as far as possible from where the need is.
Moreover, any new settlement alongside Winslow would mean a huge and wholly disproportionate share of additional housing in a 
very small area of the district, particularly  when account is taken of the growth of Winslow itself and the proposed increases in 
housing at Newton Longville and Whaddon. 
I am also concerned that neighbouring districts which are expecting AVDC to take on some of their housing shortage may be taking 
advantage of the fact that AVDC's previous development plan (VAP) was criticised for not taking neighbouring authorities housing 
need into account.  These neighbouring authorities should make every effort to accommodate their own housing requirement and 
minimise the impact on AVDC by a mix of methods including finding more sites (including re-designating land), increasing housing 
density and reducing tree cover.
I am of the opinion that the housing supply would increase more quickly if developers were to apply to build homes on land that is 
earmarked for homes in a made Neighbourhood Plan as this would have the support of residents rather than be opposed by them.  I 
am therefore heartened by para 3.88 of the draft VALP and in particular: "the Local Plan will identify reserve sites but will
allow neighbourhood plans to decide which sites are allocated".  Moreover, if residents know they will have the support of AVDC 
when an application contrary to a made Neighbourhood Plan is received that would hopefully restore some confidence in the 
planning system.
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VALP16-09-13-01800 SJ Beckwith Policy D2 -  Dear Sir/ Madam, I am writing to express my concerns over the proposed building of a settlement on the old site of the 

world war two runway in the Horwoods. This site seems to have been proposed as a brown site purely on the strength of the old 
runway which is literally a narrow strip of concrete in the middle of open countryside. The proposal to build 4500- 5000 houses there 
is unsustainable. The infrastructure there is nonexistent. The Little Horwood road that links that site to the Horwoods and Winslow is 
very narrow and has many dangerous bends. It was a single track road that has been widened to 2 lanes but this means the edges 
have very poor foundations and are missing in various places which makes passing wide vehicles hazardous. Realistically this 
settlement will add at least    10 000 vehicles to that road. 

Where would all the children go to school? It is in the catchment area of the grammar school system which is already severely 
oversubscribed as no significant expansion of these schools is feasible. The secondary modern schools in the area are not of a high 
standard as it is and the influx of large numbers of children can only make the situation worse.

The nearest doctors surgery is in Winslow and again it is already massively overstretched. It is typical to have to wait 3 weeks to see 
a doctor if it is a non- emergency.This is completely unacceptable and what would happen with an extra 20000 on the books?

There has been some suggestion that this is to provide housing for people working in the High Wycombe area so why is that 
authority not meeting their own needs. If that is the case most of the traffic will be added to all the villages between Winslow and High 
Wycombe and add greatly to the congestion in  Aylesbury. It would be much more sensible to build the extra housing on the south 
side of Aylesbury. The roads in this area are just not capable of coping with that much extra volume of traffic as even the main roads 
are still single carriageway and very tortuous.
Public transport in this area is very poor and expensive making using cars the much more sensible option. The railway station is a 
long way off still and not definitely going to happen.

In short unless there is going to be a massive investment in new roads,public transport, schools, doctors and hospitals this amount of 
housing is unviable. I hope you will take note of my objections and register my opposition to these proposals
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VALP16-09-13-01801 Frazer Hickling (Phillips 

Planning Services Ltd 
(on behalf of Mr and 
Mrs Collier))

Policy D1 - 0. As set out above, it is considered that the strategic policy to substantial grow the town of Aylesbury and to facilitate the 
formation of a ‘Garden Town’ through the eastern expansion is a logical approach to accommodating a large proportion of the 
district’s development needs.
2.21. It is noted under policy D1 that it is identified that the housing requirement for Aylesbury is 15,845 (including the requirements of 
Stoke Mandeville, Bierton and Weston Turville due to their association with the urban expansion to the east and south of the town). 
The residual housing requirement is identified as 8,221 homes.
2.22. The policy identifies that the housing development will be delivered through previously developed sites and sustainable urban 
extensions, with a list of potential housing allocations listed at Appendix A.
2.23. The potential housing allocations includes both previously developed sites within the existing town as well as urban expansion 
sites to the south east of the town. These sites have a total capacity of 6,829 dwellings.
2.24. There is therefore clearly a substantial shortfall between the residual requirement and the capacity of the potential allocations.
2.25. Further to this, it is noted at paragraph 4.78 that due to Bierton and Weston Turville forming part of the proposed expansion of 
Aylesbury, specific allocations for those settlements would not be made (e.g. the allocations made are as part of the expansion), and 
that “Any other proposals for development at Bierton or Weston Turville will therefore not be permitted except in exceptional 
circumstances”
2.26. Given the above situation, it is considered that in order to achieve the housing requirement for Aylesbury, the council should be 
allocating a greater number of sites and ensure the flexibility of policy to allow additional growth in Bierton and Weston Turville which 
accords with the strategic expansion of Aylesbury on unallocated sites.
2.27. In regards to the allocation of more sites, it is considered that ‘Land at Brook Farm, Broughton’ clearly represents a site which 
could contribute towards achieving the residual housing requirement and is extremely well located in the context of the eastern 
expansion of Aylesbury.
2.28. The site will therefore have access to and support the services and facilities provided in the Kingsbrook MDA.
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VALP16-09-13-01802 Jeremy Houghton Policy D2 -  I live in Grendon underwood and have some concerns about the local planned development that I would like to share 

with the relevant department. If I have included anyone that is not involved I apologise but please could this email be directed 
towards the relevant persons?

I understand that as a village we need to grow and we have no choice but to find the space for 80 new houses, of which we only 
need to confirm the final 29 houses. However I am very concerned that proposals are being taken into consideration that previously 
the local council would have never considered and have been actively against. My main concern is the proposal in the South West of 
the village behind Rumptons Paddock. Having lived in the village for a number of years I am fully aware of proposals for 
developments in the past where developers or individuals have tried to build behind other properties. Many of these proposals have 
been dismissed on the grounds that the village is a linear village (or ribbon village) and therefore development is to be carried out 
along the length of the village and not back filling development. By keeping a tight control on this type of development within the 
village, the council and the villages have managed to keep the attractive single street style village which is a reason why the village is 
so attractive to many people settling here. This proposed development therefore turns the whole idea on its head and goes against 
everything that the council and village have fought for in the past. By allowing this type of development it creates a whole new shape 
to the village and leave the village exposed to further back fill developments, ruining the traditional Linear village that the community 
is shape around. 

Having read the proposal on "newhomesforgrendonunderwood" I immediately spotted an error in their surveying of the land by the 
comment that the field doesn't flood. Anyone with any local knowledge knows that this field floods every year, and by just looking at 
the land surrounding this area it's clear to see that the fields all slope towards this area, making it quite obvious that water will run to 
and gather in this area (which it does do, all winter). 

This land is grazing land. It is currently being used for grazing and has always been used for grazing, so a development of this scale 
in such an area has a huge effect on green belt land, again going against everything the local council has spent years trying to 
protect. The suggestion that the development would help towards traffic calming down the Broadway is a cheap shot. The entrance to 
the development will lead out onto a dangerous part of this stretch of road, way before any "traffic calming" is put in place. Someone 
just needs to spend one evening in that location to realise the risk that pulling out of the proposed road is to the safety of any driver. 
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VALP16-09-13-01802 Jeremy Houghton I have read AVDC comments on the Grendon Facebook page suggesting that a plan needs to be put in place by the village that 

would best suit the community. Having heard many people's opinions on the proposals everyone seems to be in agreement that 
developments along the linear village would be the preferred option. There is more than enough land heading out of the village to the 
East towards Kingswood and this is in keeping with the current style of development, as well as not encroaching on other villagers 
space. However this area seems to have been dismissed or not being considered as an option even though it is many people 
preference. 

My final question is regarding the latest application for development at the bottom of Spring Hill on the old playing field. Here they are 
proposing the development of 75 houses, so if this planning permission is granted would this mean that there would be no 
requirement for the development behind Rumptons Paddock? 75 houses is already 46 more houses than the village is required to 
take so surely if the government feels that the village has the capacity to take in 80 new families in total, then accepting both of these 
proposed developments would more than double the number of new families within the village, therefore creating unnecessary 
pressure on such areas as the local Primary School. 

I hope you take the time to consider some of my points and I look forward to hearing yours and other members of the communities 
opinions.
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VALP16-09-13-01803 Paul Beckwith Policy D2 -  I am writing to express my concerns and objections to the draft plans outlined in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan to build a 

new settlement in the vicinity of Winslow, Little Horwood and Great Horwood.
I believe that this development, were it to go ahead, would have a severe impact on the area, destroying the character of this 
pleasant market town and two lovely villages. For instance:
1. The development would have a devastating impact on the character of the area. In effect, three distinct communities would merge 
into one large sprawl. Instead of a well-planned town that developed successfully over many years, this new “town” would have no 
proper centre, no clear identity, the existing character being completely overwhelmed by the huge new development.
2. Winslow is not an appropriate location to meet new housing demand. The reality is the transport infrastructure does not provide 
good links to the centres of employment. The result of this would be a huge increase in cars on the road, since this would be the only 
effective option for travelling to work, which will generally be a significant distance away. There is precious little employment in the 
area.

3. Arguments that transport links could improve due to the new railway opening are ill founded. Even if the east-west rail line is 
completed, (and it is increasingly unlikely), it will not lead to fast journey times to the most likely locations for employment.
4. Winslow has already bourn more than its fair share of new housing development, which has stretched local facilities to breaking 
point. The town is already struggling to cope with the pace of population expansion, and an increase of the scale proposed would be 
simply unmanageable.

5. Far too much of the new housing development identified in the AVDC plan is directed towards this area of Aylesbury Vale. This is a 
rural community. The bulk of new housing development must be directed to regions local to where the housing demand actually 
exists.
6. To the extent that this housing is needed, the vast bulk should be focussed in the large communities which have the scale and 
infrastructure to handle development on this scale. For example, Aylesbury and Haddenham would be far more suitable locations, 
having excellent rail, bus and road transport links, and could accommodate new housing without dramatically changing the character 
of the communities or dramatically increasing congestion and pollution.

I therefore urge you to reject this entirely unsuitable and ill-founded proposal.
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VALP16-09-13-01807 Tom Hutchinson (Land 

and Partners Ltd 
(Winslow & 
Haddenham))

Policy D2 - Delivering a new settlement - paragraphs 4.27 - 4.43

We are familiar with the land west of the railway lie at Haddenham, as well as having been involved with the main site at Winslow 
identified in the Neighbourhood Plan (Land East of Furze Lane - HELAA site WIN008).

Our view is firmly that the land west of the railway line at Haddenham is the most suitable site in the District for major strategic 
growth, linked to the Haddenham & Thame Parkway, part of the Chiltern Main Line with good connecting links to London and 
Birmingham. With regard to the proposed new settlement, this area is the obvious choice as the land is relatively flat and it would act 
as a second 'hemisphere' of growth to the settlement, arranged around the Parkway station. Winslow seems to be a less suitable 
choice as the morphology is that of a historic market town which is approaching its natural limits in terms of outward expansion and is 
more visible in the landscape from longer distance.
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VALP16-09-13-01810 Cllr Edith Bald 

(Tattenhoe Ward, 
Milton Keynes)

Policy D2 - I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the 
development of 2,000 houses.

Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of thedevelopment would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urbanextension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV. This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area. It is 
even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not taken 
up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border. Why is this the case? What is the rationale 
for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries. 
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs. 

I have a number of more specific concerns:

1. The area proposed for development is prime agricultural land which we believe should be protected under Policy NE7.
2. Although the draft plan talks about providing protection for settlements such as Mursley, Whaddon and Newton Longville, to 
preserve their unique characteristics, there is no mention of protection for Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park, the latter is currently in 
development. Kingsmead is a village style development of just 420 houses on the edge of MK, adjacent to rich agricultural land with 
views of the open countryside in some parts and bordered by ancient hedges and woodland in others. These features have 
significant amenity value for the residents and needto be recognised, protected and preserved.
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VALP16-09-13-01810 Cllr Edith Bald 

(Tattenhoe Ward, 
Milton Keynes)

3. The Kingsmead and Tattenhoe Park area currently marks the edge of MK and there are no grid roads beyond this point. Grid 
roads are an essential part of MK’s infrastructure, ensuring fast movement of traffic into and out of the city, whereas the proposed 
development talks about S106 Agreements and a Community Infrastructure Levy to fund essential services, this is just a fleeting 
reference. We believe that the infrastructure requirements, especially relating to transport and traffic for a development of this size, 
have been substantially played down. In estimating transport infrastructure requirements the development NLV001 and NLV023 and 
WHA001 must be considered together. That is a total of 4,000 houses and therefore around 6,000 additional cars on the road. 
Developers’ contributions will not fund the level of transport infrastructure investment required, which is to extend the grid roads and 
provide major junction upgrades with existing grid roads.
4. Links to the existing by-pass at Stoke Hammond and a means to bypass Bletchley are essential to prevent severe congestion and 
potential grid lock at peak times on already congested roads. The effect on residential communities close to the proposed sites, 
without significant investment in road infrastructure, would be hugely detrimental and intolerable at peak times. 
5. I note the references to the A421 upgrades and reserved land for a potential new station on the East-West rail line but these are 
mere wish lists rather than concrete enabling plans. 
6. Primary health care and hospital provision is already under significant pressure in MK. Whilst arguably primary care such as GP 
services would be covered by S106/CIL, our experience in MK is that provision lags behind need. This is certainly the case in MK’s 
Western Expansion area where some GP surgeries are under severe pressure from new housing developments. Hospital provision is 
also of major concern.
7. I note that school provision would be provided under developers’ agreements. However in the early stages of development it is 
likely that children will come into MK schools. The Tattenhoe ward schools are already full and struggling to cater for expansion due 
to developments in Tattenhoe Park, Kingsmead South and Oxley Park. 

In terms of the strategic development of Milton Keynes, planners are at the very early stages in the development of options; the first 
phase of consultation closed in April 2016. One of the options is to develop to the SW of Milton Keynes. No decisions have yet been 
made on preferred options as MK has not reached that stage of the process, but it is essential that the AV Planning and MK Planning 
Authorities start a proper dialogue. I have asked MK planners to follow up with AV on all of the points raised above. 

VALP16-09-13-01810 Cllr Edith Bald 
(Tattenhoe Ward, 
Milton Keynes)

I would like to request a meeting with AV planners in MK for residents of MK to discuss these proposals. I note that this has 
happened in Whaddon which I found out about by accident. Given that MK residents would be impacted every bit as much as 
Whaddon residents, in fact more so, I am disappointed that MK residents have been ignored to date.

It is likely that you will receive further comments from other ward councillors and MK residents. Iain Stewart, MP for Milton Keynes 
South, is aware I am submitting these views and he will be submitting his own views that will encompass the wider Oxford – 
Cambridge arc, of which Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes are very significant participants.

Please contact me about a residents meeting. I will be happy to facilitate a venue etc
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow Policy D2 - I agree with other respondents that the sheer scale of the additional housing to be allocated to Strategic Settlements 

means that the village of Haddenham should not be designated as one. With a population of around 4,500 and having a village rather 
than small town core it is not a suitable place onto which to add 5-7,500 more dwellings with a population of 16,000+. Quadrupling 
the size of the village would be a disaster from almost any angle and much to the ongoing disadvantage of existing and proposed 
future residents. 
 
Having said that, if the decision were to leave Haddenham’s designation unchanged and then select it for such a major development 
, the larger standalone Aston Sandford site is a better proposition than the smaller one between Haddenham’s Thame Rd and the 
Thame flood plain. It would give the opportunity for a completely integrated self contained new village with its own internal road 
system independent of Haddenham’s already overburdened ones . It would need its own access roads to the A 418, Haddenham and 
Princes Risborough stations and Aylesbury so that its traffic would not be impeded by having to pass through Haddenham village. 
Ideally the new village, whose design could be a new village version of the much larger and very successful new town concept which 
produced Milton Keynes  rather than just being a bolt-on collection of incoherant large housing estates. It should have a complete 
outer ring offering access to its various areas without the need to traverse its core.  As part of a cohesive master plan it would have 
its own schools, social, shopping and medical facilities and be entirely independent of Haddenham. The  more conventional Thame 
Rd option would  be smaller, offer far less potential for imaginative designs and solutions and far more damaging to the locality in 
every way.
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                                                                               Policy D2 - These comments are a further response to the Draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Consultation (July

to September 2016), where comments are requested on the new evidence documents published
in support of the draft plan.
The comments in this document address a specific point: if there is a new settlement in the Vale of
Aylesbury, and it is located at one of the two shortlisted sites, then which of those two sites should
be preferred?
These comments are separate from those presented in an earlier document1, and they should be
read together.
Contents
1. Summary of representation
2. Housing need and the Duty to Cooperate
2.1 Housing need in the Vale of Aylesbury
2.2 Advice from the NPPF regarding location
2.3 Housing market areas and travel-to-work areas
3. Other considerations
3.1 The draft VALP Sustainability Appraisal
3.2 Other relevant matters
3.3 Conclusions
1 Comments from Great Horwood Parish Council on the traffic effect in Great Horwood of a possible new settlement
north of Winslow (July 2016)

1. Summary of representation
1.1 The draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan was withdrawn by AVDC in 2014 after adverse comments
from the Inspector conducting its Examination in Public. These comments concerned a failure to
plan for an adequate supply of housing, and a failure in the duty to cooperate with neighbouring
authorities.
1.2 The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, at present the subject of consultation, intends to remedy these two deficiencies. It 
proposes, not merely a significantly increased supply of housing to meet the objectively assessed need in the Vale of Aylesbury, but 
also an uplift of over 50% to 1.3 A new settlement is proposed in the draft VALP as part of a strategy to meet the total need.  There 
would, however, be no need for a new settlement without the requirement to provide for unmet need from other authorities.
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides advice on the preparation of local plans in these circumstances, 

indicating that matters of geography should be taken into consideration. The unmet need is principally from other authorities in 
Buckinghamshire to the south of Aylesbury Vale. Of the two shortlisted sites for a new settlement, Winslow is in the north of the 
district and Haddenham is in the south. The NPPF therefore provides a strong presumption in favour of siting the new settlement at 
Haddenham.
1.5 This presumption is not irrebuttable, but any successful challenge would require compelling evidence of the disadvantages of 
Haddenham, or the advantages of Winslow. The Reasonable Alternatives SA Report2 indicates no such compelling evidence, and 
additional study provides further confirmation.
1.6 It follows that Haddenham should be the preferred site for the new settlement in order to satisfy the NPPF requirement of 
sustainable development.
2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan – Reasonable Alternatives: Sites (July 2016)
2. Housing need and the Duty to Cooperate
2.1 Housing need in the Vale of Aylesbury
2.1.1 A consultation draft of the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 2015 (HEDNA) was published in 
January 20163. This presented, in Figure 3 on page 11, the Full Objectively-Assessed Need for Housing (FOAN) across 
Buckinghamshire for the period 2013–2033.  Figures were given for the FOAN for the four constituent districts, as follows:
Aylesbury Vale 21,289
Chiltern 6,602
South Buckinghamshire 7,051
Wycombe 15,011
The total FOAN for the four districts was therefore 49,954, with Wycombe having a FOAN greater than the combined total for Chiltern 
and South Buckinghamshire.
2.1.2 Paragraphs 178–181 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are in a section entitled Planning strategically across 
local boundaries. Paragraph 179 states, in part, … Joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet 
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas – for
instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would cause significant harm to the principles and policies of 
this Framework. […]
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 2.1.3 The draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP), published for consultation in July 2016, makes provision for meeting such 

requirements. Chapter 1 of the VALP is entitled Background, and paragraphs 1.10–1.13 form a section entitled Duty to cooperate. 
Paragraph 1.12, referring to the other councils in Buckinghamshire, states Comparing the land available for development in each 
districts plan area against the forecast need for that development shows that the capacity for development in the areas to
the south of the district does not match the need for development. This is primarily because of the constraint of the Green Belt and an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
(Emphasis added.) Paragraph 1.13 then states The councils to the south of Aylesbury Vale district have identified an estimated 
collective unmet need of 12,000 homes. If sufficient suitable and deliverable sites can be found to meet this need, the housing 
requirement for the district will total about 33,300 homes. The council will be robustly challenging the level of unmet need, but this 
draft local plan has to based on this requirement as a worst case scenario.  (Emphasis added.) Furthermore, Chapter 3 of the VALP 
is entitled Strategic, and paragraph 3.11 states, in part,
3 This superseded the Central Buckinghamshire HEDNA, published in October 2015, by regarding the whole of Buckinghamshire as 
a single best-fit housing market area.
[…] At present we are estimating a figure of 12,000 to meet unmet needs from Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks. [...] 2.1.4 VALP 
Policy S2 Spatial strategy for growth states, in part, The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will make provision for the delivery of the 
following in the period to 2033:
• A total of 33,300 (this is subject to a decision on unmet needs) homes to be provided in
accordance with the spatial distribution set out below and in Table 1.
• […]
Table 1 sets out a strategy for the delivery of 34,910 new dwellings over the plan period, slightly exceeding the target. This total 
includes 4,500 new dwellings in the proposed new settlement.
2.1.5 It is clear that, if the housing need for the VALP had been restricted to the FOAN for Aylesbury Vale, there would have been no 
need for a new settlement at all, and in addition the growth planned for existing settlements could have been reduced by a 
substantial margin. The need for a new settlement arises from the duty to cooperate with other councils to the south of Aylesbury 
Vale.
2.2 Advice from the NPPF regarding location
2.2.1 Chapter 4 of the draft VALP is entitled Strategic delivery, and paragraphs 4.27–4.43 form a section entitled Delivering a new 
settlement. Reference is made to a scoping study4 (provided as supporting evidence to the VALP) which considered twelve possible 
sites and produced a final shortlist of two options, at Haddenham and at Winslow.
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 2.2.2 VALP paragraph 4.35 states Both of the shortlisted options provide suitable locations for a new settlement based on current 

information. None of the other sites appraised are considered to perform as strongly as the two shortlisted options in terms of overall 
suitability. At present it seems that the site at Haddenham is marginally preferable to the site at Winslow because it already has a 
railway station with a good service, including to London, whereas the station and railway service at Winslow are not in place yet. In 
addition to this consideration Haddenham is close to the higher-order services provided by Thame, is closer to a range of 
employment location and to the motorway network than Winslow. Another consideration is that Haddenham is closer to the source of 
unmet housing need which the Vale has to try to accommodate (unmet needs are coming from Districts to the south of Aylesbury 
Vale). (Emphasis added.)
2.2.3 Great Horwood Parish Council contend that the highlighted sentence from VALP paragraph 4.35, presented as merely “another 
consideration”, must be given very substantial weight in order to conform with Government policy. Paragraph 180 of the NPPF, part 
of the section entitled Planning strategically across local boundaries, states in part 4 Aylesbury Vale - New Settlement Study Scoping 
Study (June 2016)

Local planning authorities should take account of different geographic areas, including travel-to-work areas. It will be demonstrated 
that this requirement in NPPF paragraph 180 strongly indicates a preference for Haddenham over Winslow.
2.3 Housing market areas and travel-to-work areas
2.3.1 Figure 6 on page 19 of the Buckinghamshire HEDNA is entitled Functional housing and economic market areas for 
Buckinghamshire and the surrounding area. The left-hand map in Figure 6, reproduced here, shows the functional housing market 
areas (HMAs) covering Buckinghamshire. These are different from best-fit HMAs, where boundaries are adjusted to match those of 
local authorities, and take direct account of matters such as travel-to-work areas and market signals.
It may be seen from this map that all of Wycombe and Chiltern districts, together with the northern part of South Buckinghamshire 
district, are in the same purple-coloured functional HMA as the central and south-eastern part of Aylesbury Vale. Haddenham, to the 
north-east of Thame,is just within this HMA and is close to Wycombe district. However Winslow is outside this HMA (it is within the 
green-coloured functional HMA containing Milton Keynes) and is a significant distance from Wycombe, Chiltern and South 
Buckinghamshire districts.
2.3.2 The analysis of functional HMAs in Buckinghamshire was carried out in a report published in March 2015 (HMA Report)5; 
Figure 6 of the Buckinghamshire HEDNA is a repeat of Figure 1 of the HMA report, and was informed by a study of travel-to-work 
areas (TTWAs).
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 2.3.3 Chapter 3 of the HMA Report is entitled Analysing Commuting Patterns, and this Chapter contains several maps (Figures 

18–19 and 22–23) showing TTWAs assessed on the basis of a range of containment thresholds and with various assumptions 
concerning the growth of London. All of these maps show Winslow in the same TTWA as Milton Keynes. Winslow is not in the same 
TTWA as any of the districts south of Aylesbury Vale (nor, indeed, is it in the same TTWA as Aylesbury Town).
2.3.4 On the other hand, Haddenham is in the same TTWA as the majority of Wycombe district in Figure 18 map 4 (67% 
containment), Figure 19 map 4 (70% containment with restricted growth of Central London), Figure 22 (75% containment with 
restricted growth of Central London) and Figure 23 maps 2, 3 and 4 (72%, 74% and 78% containment with restricted growth of the 
London region excluding Greater London). It should be noted that a containment threshold of 67% is the minimum threshold for ONS 
travel to work areas (HMA report, paragraph 3.7) and that only one of the thirteen TTWA maps in these four figures with a 
containment threshold of 67% or more (Figure 23 map 1) places Haddenham in a different TTWA from that containing Wycombe 
district. For policy-making purposes one must therefore assume that Haddenham is in the same TTWA as Wycombe district.
2.3.5 On a more anecdotal level, one might note the following claim from the New Wycombe District Local Plan (Consultation version, 
June 2016) in Policy CP4 item 2:
the unmet element of the District’s housing need (around 5,000 homes) to be met in Aylesbury Vale District; The quoted figure of 
5,000 has not been agreed by AVDC, and may well be reduced. Nevertheless a new settlement near Haddenham delivering 4,500 
dwellings over the plan period would be wellplaced to support the unmet need of Wycombe District, at whatever level that might be. 
The Chiltern Railways timetable6 indicates that travelling by train from Haddenham and Thame Parkway to High Wycombe takes 
between 14 and 19 minutes, depending on the number of intermediate stops, with a daily service of two trains per hour and some 
extra trains at rush hours.
2.3.6 In contrast, Winslow does not at present have a railway station. There are plans to reopen the disused railway line through 
Winslow (“East-West Rail”) with Winslow station reopening in 2019; but funding issues at Network Rail suggest that a more realistic 
date would be 2022. The initial service through Winslow is likely to be from Milton Keynes or Bedford to Oxford (at two trains per 
hour). The spur from Winslow to Aylesbury is also planned to reopen some time after 2022, with one train per hour from Milton 
Keynes to London Marylebone via Aylesbury and High Wycombe, but the main route to Oxford will have a higher priority as it will be 
part of a strategic 5 Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the Surrounding Areas, 
March 2015
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 6 Chiltern Railways, Summer and Autumn Train Times, 15 May to 10 December 2016

freight spine, taking traffic from the West Coast Main Line through to Oxford, Reading and then Southampton. The existing journey 
from Aylesbury to High Wycombe typically takes 38 minutes, so even with track realignment the journey from Winslow to High 
Wycombe is unlikely to take much less than three-quarters of an hour.
2.3.7 It is clear from this that, in terms of an impartial “view from space”, the choice between Haddenham and Winslow for a new 
settlement whose need arises from unmet demand from the south of Aylesbury Vale is quite obvious. It therefore follows that, unless 
other considerations are overwhelming, the advice in NPPF paragraph 180 is that the new settlement should be sited near 
Haddenham.

3. Other considerations
3.1 The draft VALP Sustainability Appraisal
3.1.1 The July 2016 Sustainability Appraisal (cited earlier) contains in Chapter 4 an assessment of the two shortlisted sites for a new 
settlement. The assessment is carried out according to the SA Framework tabulated in the appraisal. That Framework 
does not consider the source of the housing need justifying the new settlement.
3.1.2 A summary of the assessment matrices for the three options on each of the two sites may be found in Table 5.2 (incorrectly 
labelled Table 5.1) on page 128 of the assessment. Standard symbols and colour coding are used:
−− moderate adverse
− minor adverse
+/− uncertain
0 negligible/no effect/not applicable
+ minor positive
++ moderate positive
3.1.3 As stated in paragraph 2.2.8 of the Appraisal
[…] The matrix is not a conclusive tool. Its main function is to show visually whether or not the proposed options are likely to bring 
positive, adverse or uncertain effects in relation to the SA Objectives and the magnitude of these effects.  The matrices may 
nevertheless be used to see whether there are any material considerations sufficiently compelling to overcome the strong 
presumption in favour of siting the new settlement at Haddenham in accordance with NPPF paragraph 180, as described above.
3.1.4 The relevant options for comparison are Haddenham Option 2 (new garden village) versus Winslow Option 3 (new garden 
village), and Haddenham Option 3 (western expansion) versus Winslow Option 2 (northern expansion). For each site Option 1 is only 
a small expansion and would not qualify as a new settlement.
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 3.1.5 The following table shows the two comparisons, giving the numbers of each symbol for each option.

−− − +/− 0 + ++
Haddenham Option 2 5 3 1 2 0 1
Winslow Option 3 5 3 2 1 0 1
Haddenham Option 3 2 2 2 4 1 1
Winslow Option 2 5 3 2 1 0 1
It may be seen that there is essentially no difference between the two sites for the garden village option, and that an expansion of 
Haddenham is marginally preferable to any of the other options.

3.2 Other relevant matters
3.2.1 The site north of Winslow shortlisted in the draft VALP as a possible site for a new settlement has a planning history, and 
documents relating to this history may also be used to inform the present assessment.
3.2.2 An application for outline planning permission for a development of 3,300 dwellings on a site of around 270 ha north of Winslow 
was submitted to AVDC in December 2008, with reference 08/02944/AOP, and was known as “Winslow Green”. This would have 
been a development on a site essentially the same as the one shortlisted for a new settlement at Winslow in the draft VALP, although 
with significantly fewer residential dwellings. Permission for this development was refused by committee decision on 1 April 2009.
3.2.3 The development site is commonly known as the “Airfield Site” because Little Horwood Airfield was operational on part of the 
site during the Second World War. However, according to paragraph 8.45 of the Winslow Green Environmental Statement (WGES) 
The majority of the site comprises farmland in active agricultural use, either as arable or semi improved grassland [...] Indeed the 
airfield, which had been opened in 1942, ceased operations in January 1946 and most of it reverted to farmland. Only a small part of 
the site could reasonably be described as previously developed land.
3.2.5 The Winslow Green proposal included 138 ha of open space and recreational facilities consisting of sports pitches, country park 
and parkland, native reserve and play areas7. Thus just over 50% of the site would have been open, compared with 40% proposed 
for the new settlement.  However Winslow Green proposed development of 3,300 dwellings at an average density of 35dph, taking 
up around 95 ha, whereas the New Settlement Scoping Report envisages an eventual capacity of 6,000 dwellings8 at the same 
density, taking up around 170 ha. As 60% of 270 ha is 162 ha, it seems that the authors of the Scoping Report have used up all the 
developable health centre, community facilities, or indeed a cemetery – all needed, as the draft VALP states in paragraph 4.42 “the 
development will provide a balanced mix of facilities”.
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VALP16-09-13-01815 Peter Woodrow 3.2.6 It is evident that the concept of a standard-density 6,000 dwelling new settlement on the Airfield site is illusory. The only ways 

such a total could be achieved would be by a significant increase in the density of the residential development, or by including other 
land to the east or to the west – there is no land available to the north, because Great Horwood village is in the way10. 
3.2.7 There are other problems with creating a substantial development on the Airfield site. The stream known as the Washbrook 
runs across the south of the site, and delineates the parish boundary between Winslow on the one hand, and Great Horwood or Little 
Horwood on the other.
7 Committee Report on application 08/02944/AOP (CR), page 4 
8 Appendix C of the Scoping Report; 4,500 dwellings would be provided during the plan period
9 The north-west corner of the site is an existing employment site (Greenway Business Park)
10 The field immediately to the north of Horwood Mill is the Great Horwood Reacreation Ground Horwode Pece
As may be seen from the Great Horwood Environmental Constraints map (attached as Appendix A) the stream is associated with a 
flood plain with a typical width of 100m. This is noted in WGES paragraph 16.34: An area in the south of the site (adjacent to the 
unnamed [sic] stream) is recorded as being an area that is prone to flooding from rivers without defences.  The Winslow Green 
proposal was not, however, successful in persuading AVDC that the flood risk from its proposal could be managed adequately, as 
indicated in Reason for Refusal 
11: The submitted Flood Risk Assessment fails to demonstrate that flood risk from increases in surface water run-off and wastewater 
can be effectively managed without detriment within the site or surrounding area. The proposals therefore do not provide a suitable 
basis for flood risk and are contrary to the advice in PPS25.   Although PPS25 was superseded by PPG7 in March 2014, it is unclear 
how the flood risk from a substantially larger development would satisfy the updated guidance.
3.2.8 Evidence concerning the need for a new link road from any substantial development on the Airfield site to the A421 was 
presented in the previous representation from Great Horwood Parish Council (cited earlier). It should also be noted that page 11 of 
the Committee Report on Winslow Green stated
[…] Predicted traffic generations are considered to be an underestimate, and the Highway Authority has concerns about the potential 
for a wide adverse impact on the surrounding highway network and surrounding sensitive villages. There are also concerns that 
traffic operations within and surrounding the development will be significantly more congested than is suggested. This will have an 
impact on junction operation overall. […] As submitted, the Highway Authority recommend refusal of the application.
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3.2.9 Looking more to the future, the Strategic Study into the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway cities, and one option (arguably the 
most direct) is likely to run close to the East West Rail route.  Such a road would improve the east-west connectivity of any new 
settlement on the Airfield site, but would not affect the north-south connectivity and so would not affect the arguments in Section 2 
about, for example, travel-to-work areas. On the other hand, such a road would necessarily pass through the Airfield site and so 
further reduce the amount of land available for development. In any event, the present status of the Expressway is that it is a 
proposal with no firm timescale or funding commitment for construction; the precautionary principle suggests that possible benefits be 
discounted at this stage, and that cognizance be taken of a possible need for
land provision from the Airfield site.
3.2.10 The final comment from Great Horwood Parish Council relates to the Landscape and Visual Assessment produced for the 
Winslow Green proposal. As might be expected in an LVIA produced for a developer, this contains various photomontage images 
giving wide-angle views intended to place the proposal in the best possible light. The Parish Council wish to draw attention to the 
map in Appendix 8.6 entitled Site Landscape and Visual Analysis” which indicates a main view to the Airfield site from Little Horwood 
Road (running out of Great Horwood to the east) “limited by  height of roadside hedgerow”. It is significant that Great Horwood is a 
north Buckinghamshire ridge-top village, and that Little Horwood Road runs along this ridge. The photomontage labelled “View 1” in 
Appendix 8.8 shows this view from the ridge, looking down onto the Airfield site from the north. One of the features indicated in this 
image is “Pylon to be removed”; this pylon is part of the 132kV electricity transmission line that passes along the south of the airfield 
site, the far side of the site from the viewpoint. It is clear that the development of a new settlement on the Airfield site would have an 
effect on this public view that can only be described as Major Adverse, and that the magnitude of the effect is a specific consequence 
of the topography of the site and the adjacent land.

3.3 Conclusions
3.3.1 Given the choice of two locations, Haddenham and Winslow, for a new settlement of 4,500 dwellings in the VALP plan period 
with an expected expansion to 6,000 dwellings, Great Horwood Parish Council believe firmly that the evidence in favour of 
Haddenham is overwhelming. The site at Winslow is too far from the source of the additional housing need, and is in a different 
functional housing market area and a different travel-to-work area from the source of that need, so that national policy argues against 
the choice of Winslow. The Sustainability Appraisal prepared for the draft VALP, using a methodology considering effects rather than 
need, found little difference between the two sites with a marginal benefit for one of the Haddenham options. The proposed site at 
Winslow is in fact too small for the development requirement, and there are further specific disadvantages concerning flood risk, 
highways, and visual impact. While some further development to the north of Winslow will be expected over time, both as part of the 
town's natural expansion and as part of the Government's policy for development of the “Brain Belt” between Didcot and Cambridge, 
this specific proposal cannot be regarded as feasible.

VALP16-09-13-01817 Simon Proctor (Proctor 
Surveyors (Newton 
Longville))

Policy D4 - The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, topographical and /or manmade features on the 
ground.
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Policy D6 - HELAA documentation should be kept up to date and reviewed throughout the plan period.  Development should not be 
restricted to those sites identified in ether the plan or Neighbourhood Plans rather should be encouraged in sustainable settings 
within or adjacent to the settlements.  Please see 3.17 above.  The developed footprint of a village should also reflect geographical, 
topographical and /or manmade features on the ground.    
Proximity of medium villages to strategic settlements within Aylesbury Vale and other large settlements in adjoining areas should be 
reflected in the level of services etc. theses villages enjoy.  Please see Table 3 above.

para 4.79  Below is a site that should be considered in the HELAA with appropriate commentary.

para 4.81 The quantum of housing need has not yet accurately assessed (paragraph 1.13) and it is acknowledged in the draft plan 
that capacity in the south of Aylesbury Vale does not meet need (paragraph 1.12).  The conclusion must be therefore that there 
should be greater provision of houses in the northern part of the district especially close to key strategic settlements.  Care must be 
taken in identifying commitments versus actual delivery.  Please see 3.17 above.
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(Strutt and Parker on 
behalf of Trustees of 
the Claydon Estates)

Policy D2 - The level of growth proposed for Aylesbury Vale, together with the significant national transport investment likely to come 
forward is such that in our view the designation of at least one new free-standing settlement will be necessary in the longer-term. The 
draft VALP rightly points out (para 4.36) the long lead-times for developments of this sort. Indeed, we would question the likely 
number of units that can be delivered in the plan period (to 2033).
Research on the delivery of Sustainable Urban Extensions was undertaken by Hourigan Connolly on behalf of Gladman 
Developments2. Based upon research conducted on 100 greenfield (ie ‘simple’ to deliver) sites across the Country, HC found that on 
average that the time period in England from initial concept (ie from the site originally being proposed) to grant of planning permission 
is 6.67 years. And in relation to the time period from commencement of preparation of an outline planning permission:
“Based upon the foregoing analysis of the results received from Local Authorities, it is reasonable to suggest that the delivery of 
houses from urban extensions takes approximately 9 years. Whilst there are instances of speedier delivery, these are in the minority 
whereas there are many more examples of sites that take far longer to deliver houses, with many yet to deliver any houses at all.”

Hourigan Connolly produced a typical breakdown of the time periods for the planning and post-planning (delivery) phases. This is 
reproduced in the document submitted as part of this representation.
Assuming adoption of the AVDC meets the current proposed timescale of mid-2018, delivery of the first units from a new settlement 
therefore is unlikely to happen before 2027 at the earliest. Even assuming the market could maximise output from a standing start, 
the delivery of 4,000 units in six years would represent the release of over 650 units pa or around 460 open market units pa 
(assuming VALP policy on 31% affordable housing is met). A conventional maxim suggests one unit per outlet (housebuilder) per 
week on a larger site so 460 units would require at least 9 housebuilders all working at maximum output.
Such a scale of output would saturate the market in that location and although only a theoretical situation would risk the stability of 
the housing market in the District.
In our view, because of the long-lead times in delivering new SUEs, the nature of the housing market in the District and the 
opportunity (as noted at paragraph 3.46) for local projects to capitalise upon the major new transport infrastructure more than one 
new settlement should be provided for during the lifetime of the plan. This would also give greater certainty to the market for the 
longer-term fulfilment of strategic growth beyond the Plan period.
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VALP16-09-13-01818 Mike Bodkin MA MRTPI 

(Strutt and Parker on 
behalf of Trustees of 
the Claydon Estates)

Turning now to the report prepared by GL Hearn (together with Capita and LDA Design), we are pleased that the Council 
commissioned this study and note its conclusions based around (in particular) the opportunities afforded by sustainable transport 
infrastructure to be invested in the District. We also agree with the Study Team’s conclusions that a conventional delivery model of 
strategic developer selling parcels to housebuilders would not be likely to deliver the scale of growth necessary to achieve 4,500 
units by the end of the plan period. In the absence of detailed proposals for other delivery method(s) we do not consider the plan 
could be considered sound as it would fail to adequately address the OAN and unmet need imported from elsewhere.

The study team has identified a number of potential options and appraised them on a technical basis. We note that the option for 
Steeple Claydon examines land to the west of the village. It is not clear how each of the areas of search was selected other than 
through constraints mapping. It is also clear that consideration thus far has not included land ownership as the report3 (its paragraph 
7.10) suggests that studies on “…landownership should in particular be taken forward as a priority.”
A private sector-led approach to identifying areas of search would certainly include land-ownership as one of the key constraints as 
part of an initial sifting analysis. Disparate patterns of piecemeal land holdings render to delivery of major developments particularly 
challenging and is one of the principal reasons why the timescales nationwide, noted earlier in this consultation response are so 
slow.
As inferred by the GL Hearn study team, other delivery methods would enable land to be compulsorily acquired and held to provide 
income (the ‘closed loop’ method noted at its paragraph 7.25). Of course, the development of the nearby Milton Keynes has been 
enabled in such a manner. Today, the most common form of vehicle is a Development Corporation (New Town and/or Mayoral). We 
understand from the consultation document on new garden towns 4that Government is not averse to creating a limited number of 
new such vehicles. Such a Development Corporation with tools in its armoury including the ability to compulsorily acquire land under 
the ‘no-scheme’ rules would become a game-changer in delivery terms for the District. However, given the Parliamentary time 
required, and the District Council’s priority of designating Aylesbury itself as a ‘Garden Town’ we consider it unlikely that any pitch to 
Government for such a vehicle would be successful.
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VALP16-09-13-01818 Mike Bodkin MA MRTPI 

(Strutt and Parker on 
behalf of Trustees of 
the Claydon Estates)

In contrast, we attach a plan showing the extent of the land held by the Trustees of the Claydon Estate. We do not consider that the 
constraints impacting upon the land held by the Trustees, or sensitivity of the landscape is significantly different to those affecting the 
broad area of search examined by the GL Hearn study team. On the other hand, it would be much more preferable to seek to bring 
forward a major development involving a few landowners in comparison to one which involved a plethora. We are aware of other like-
minded landowners with significant adjacent property interests and the Trustees are prepared to work in a collaborative way with 
neighbours and the Local Planning Authority in order to assist in the delivery of a new settlement proposal.
The GL Hearn study report identifies the potential (its paragraph 4.52 et seq) substantive change in the character of the Steeple 
Claydon / Marsh Gibbon area through the delivery of HS2, the longer term potential for a new station on East-West Rail (and 
associated local road improvements) as well as potentially the Oxford-Cambridge Expressway.

The Trustees recognise the likely long term and substantial changes to the tranquillity of the area and potentially the setting of 
Steeple Claydon village. They believe that opportunities should be taken to capitalise upon this significant level of investment in the 
area, a location largely unchanged since the construction of the railway network locally in the 1850s and 1860s, at least 150 years 
ago. Indeed there is a considerable history of links between the estate and the railways. The nearby Verney Junction station was 
named after Sir Harry Verney, Chairman of the Aylesbury & Buckingham
3 New Settlement Scoping Study, GL Hearn, June 2016.
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/508205/Locally-
led_garden_villages__towns_and_cities.pdf, paragraph 81
Trustees of Claydon Estate: Response to VALP consultation September 2016 Strutt and Parker LLP Railway, whose descendents 
still live in Claydon House today. In fact, the Verney family are no strangers to being involved in new settlements, being instrumental 
in creating Milton Keynes new town in the post-war period.

The GL Hearn report further considers (its paragraph 4.52) that the new infrastructure investment in the Steeple Claydon / Marsh 
Gibbon area could support strategic development in the longer term. The report points to the construction impacts in the short-
medium term as being the rationale for its longer term potential.
As stated previously, the Trustees agree that the significant new investment through East-West rail, the construction of HS2 and the 
Claydon depot together with the likely provision of the Oxford – Cambridge Expressway all create a significant opportunity for 
strategic development in the medium – long term over the Estate’s landholdings. However, the Trustees also consider that this 
opportunity needs to be taken now for several reasons:
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VALP16-09-13-01818 Mike Bodkin MA MRTPI 

(Strutt and Parker on 
behalf of Trustees of 
the Claydon Estates)

1. The long timescales involved in the delivery of major new developments, as cited earlier in this consultation response. With HS2 
Phase 1 due to open in 2026 this need not impact at all on delivery of any new settlement;
2. The failure to integrate new development opportunities around the delivery of previous transport infrastructure such as HS1: a 
number of large development sites in Ashford, Kent, are still in the pre-construction phase some 12 or more years after the 
completion of the major construction works; and
3. The acknowledged ability of contractors to undertake major infrastructure works in complex urban areas. If Crossrail can be 
delivered through Tottenham Court Road, one of the busiest stations on the tube network whilst many thousands of people use the 
station every day for journeys to work, shopping or other leisure activity, why should the infrastructure schemes impact on the 
delivery of a significant new development on a greenfield site?

In summary therefore, the Trustees of the Claydon Estate consider that the option for a new settlement potentially on its landholdings 
should be considered and tested more fully alongside the Winslow and Haddenham options. This potential allocation sh`ould be in 
addition to another new settlement in order to encourage plurality in the market and reflect the likely low delivery scale of delivery 
within the plan period at the other new settlement to be identified under the plan.
Paragraph 4.69 the identification of Steeple Claydon as a larger village is supported as modest additions on the fringes of the village 
will help to sustain essential goods and services without risking the historic core or its setting.
Paragraph 4.94, Chapter 6, Economy: the current over-provision of employment land is noted as well as the opportunity to relieve 
pressure on greenfield housing sites through the redesignation of some employment sites. However, sufficient provision must still be 
made to facilitate industrial and commercial occupiers to move out of substandard stock and / or predominantly residential areas. The 
potential impact of permitted development rights enabling changes of use of commercial premises over the longer term must also be 
catered for.

As part of the master planning process for any new settlement(s) provision should be made for employment uses to reduce the need 
for the new residents to travel outside of the settlement to work and to encourage sustainable patterns of development.

VALP16-09-14-01712 Roger Welchman 
(Armstrong Rigg 
Planning (on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey South 
Midlands))

Policy D9 - Paragraph 4.98
The content of this paragraph which confirms that surplus employment sites, such as the land which our client has an interest in at 
Harebridge Lane, Halton, should be considered for release to other uses such as housing, is supported. Accordingly out clients seek 
the sites allocation for housing.
Policy D9 Provision of Employment Land
It is considered that the sentiment of paragraph 4.98 outlined above should be carried through in this policy. This could be achieved 
by adding the following wording:
The redevelopment of existing employment sites to other uses including housing will be supported where it can be shown that the site 
is surplus to requirements or is no longer fit for modern day commercial purposes.

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 893 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-14-01847 Gillian Davies Policy D2 - I wish to lodge a complaint against the proposed housing development called the Village Garden in the Aston Sandford 

Area on the grounds of the loss of agricultural land as well as more road congestion with roads already congested, when there are 
brown sites which surely can be developed?  I ask the the following questions:-
1. Why are not brown sites being developed for housing, i.e. North and Randall site near the Exchange Street roundabout? 
2. The Rank Xerox building at the bottom of Aylesbury High Street, has been empty for many years. Why has not these four floors 
been used for housing, A planning application was posted very many months ago for converting these 4 floors above the QD shop 
into apartments. Why has this not happened?

VALP16-09-14-01848 Shirley and Raymond 
Cox

Policy D1 - We would like to express our views against the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan as follows.
 
AVDC has ignored people's explicitly expressed views to consider another strategy other than vast development to the South of 
Aylesbury. 
-The traffic proposals uses a flawed set of assumptions and calculations  with many errors. Even AVDC's own traffic consultants 
acknowledge it is unlikely the model can be used to accurately identify future and existing transport issues. 
-There is no proper transport strategy at all, just a few outputs from the poorly constructed county wide traffic model. And these state 
that there will be significant additional congestion on the roads. 
 -he 'orbital  strategy' is based on flawed thinking. There are serious flooding issues with some sites in the draft Plan. If those sites 

cannot be built, the Council will seriously struggle to get enough money from developers to build the orbital road round the south of 
the town. 
-The number of houses planned is too high,  especially considering that we should not be accommodating more than  10,000 houses 
from other places like Wycombe and South Bucks. 
-There is no infrastructure plan to show how roads, hospitals and schools will be provided for. The Council has a responsibility here: 
they cannot  simply leave this to other statutory authorities such as the NHS. 
 -The policies set out in the draft Plan conflict with the  outcome AVDC say they want. For example, villages will be joined up, air 

quality will be poorer,   and there will be major impacts on public footpaths. 
 -Highly valued landscapes between villages need explicit protection, especially the area threatened by â€˜Hampden Fieldsâ€™, the 

West End Ditch, and the green buffers between  Stoke Mandeville, Aston Clinton and Aylesbury. 
 -Overall the VALP is meaningless. It puts the cart before the horse in key areas such as traffic planning, health and education 

provision. It is a post-rationalised attempt by AVDC to push through a pre-determined outcome. 
 -The process should be paused until other options have been genuinely considered based on appropriate evidence, especially in 

relation to transport and other infrastructure.
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VALP16-09-14-01849 Elizabeth Shaw Policy D6 - I have been fortunate enough to live in Ickford for over fifty years. We have been very lucky to lice in a village that has 

not changed much during that time and I would like to think other families will continue to be so fortunate.
Yes - the Country desperately needs more houses, but I feel 50/51 houses is far too many in this village. The school is not large 
enough to cope with extra numbers - the village roads would find it difficult to cope with the extra traffic. 
However, what concerns me most is the flooding. Church Road is frequently flooded, and the centre of Ickford, near the School and 
shop. I well remember helping the Post Office owner bale out water from the shop and her house.
The fields near the river frequently flood - much to the delight of children - towing boats down Church Road, and over many fields - 
and in freezing weather - ice skating!
If however, we have to have more building here I hope it could be social/council housing that can be rented, as it seems there is a 
desperate lack of housing for young families - BUT please let Ickford remain a village. It's been a lovely place to spend so many 
years.

VALP16-09-16-01819 Peter Wenham Policy D6 - I am writing concerning the VALP plan for Cuddington. I wonder on what grounds the village has been re-assigned from 
'small' to 'medium'. 50 houses could result in an increase of approxiamtely 200 people in a village of 569. Connectivity is an issue. 
There is no public transport or safe path to Haddenham. Moreover there is almost no employment within the village and no essential 
G.P. surgery. A near 20% growth would not be sustainable. Much of the land is in a Conservation Area and the village is within an 
area of attractive landscape. The crude mathematical projection gives no consideration to the existing character of the village. In 
conclusion, the issue of parity with Wycombe and Chilterns and South Bucks is queried. Why does AVDC employ a top down 
approach to meeting a large shortfall from a neighbouring district?
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VALP16-09-16-01820 M E Levett Policy D6 - The reclassification of Cuddington as a medium village is unsustainable. The village should revert to its previous 

designation as a small village. 
1. Key services scoring - The new classification uses a simple percentage housing allocation based on key services criteria. The 
method does not take into account either the size and character of the village, or its ability to find  sufficient suitable sites. 
 Cuddington scores 6 out of 7 on the list of key services. However, the crude scoring gives one point to each key service irrespective 
of its importance to the community. A health centre is given the same score as a pub. This arbitrary scoring also gives one point 
irrespective of how many shops, pubs, etc there are in a village.
2.Cuddington is scored as having a Primary School but its school site is not a full Primary chool. Only infants are taught there and it is 
already heavily over-subscribed. 2. Size
Cuddington, which has less than half the population average (1152) of the medium villages,is required to provide 50+ new houses, 
against 20+ in the original plan. The resulting population increase (est. 200+ on a current population of 569) would be unsustainable. 
3. Connectivity
Cuddington is not 'well connected to a service centre' (i.e. Haddenham). Access to Haddenham is problematic, particularly for the 
elderly and those who lack their own transport. Not only is there no public transport but there is no footway. Also pedestrians would 
have to cross the dangerous A418 at an accident black spot where no provision is made for them. Public transport services from 
Cuddington to Aylesbury are infrequent.  
4. Employment
Most of the settlements in the medium village group offer some employment. Cuddington has none.
5. Conservation
Much of the village is in a Conservation Area. Cuddington is also situated within an Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL) where there 
appears to be a lack of specific planning
policy.
6. Neighbouring authorities
The impact of the very high provision for possible unmet needs from neighbouring local authorities in the DRAFT V ALP is of 
considerable concern.
All of the above issues need further analysis. I would urge that A VDC reconsider their classification.

VALP16-09-16-01821 J Royston Policy D2 - From information received, the development will contain more houses than Thame and Haddenham together. This is a 
TOWN, nnot a garden village. It would require more schools, surgeries, shops, libraries etc than Thame and Haddenham, so it is not 
just 7000 houses, with their 28000 people, 14000 cars. One day, we will NEED all the agricultural land to grow food for us. AND the 
narrow roads are very twisting....this is just RIDICULOUS! In my opinion, the siting of new towns should be the responsibility of the 
Government. ALSO the development at New Road, Dinton - 10 houses is no different from 13, so my original opposition still stands
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VALP16-09-16-01822 E Bownass Policy D2 - I strongly object to the inclusion of proposed development relating to a Garden Village plan in open Vale countryside 

close to historic Waldridge Manor Aston Mullins and Lower Waldridge Farm. A shocking inclusion that must be removed for the 
obvious reasons as follows. Loss of productive land and wildlife habitat. Visual impact within the openess of the Vale. Increased 
motor traffic in the immeidate area. Pressure on existing local facilities. Will encourage further urban sprawl jeopardising the 
character of this special vale environment. A very ill conceived and potentially damaging proposal, please remove. 

VALP16-09-16-01823 Sheila Tapping Policy D2 - I was shocked to hear that a 'garden village' of 7000 houses has been proposed for the Ford area. I have lived in the 
Vale of Aylesbury for 56 years, and have watched with horror as more and more of the Vale has been mined by development 
approved by your Council AVDC, with no regard to Flood Plains or Green Belt. Ford has successfully seen off a proposed wind 
turbine, only to be faced with at least 7000 more cars on its small roads, which are already used as a 'rat run' for the Risborough 
station morning and nights. Please think again, and let our next geenration enjoy what is left of our beautiful, rural countryside in the 
Vale

VALP16-09-16-01824 J Bownass Policy D2 - I write to object to the above proposed garden village and strongly recomment that you remove it from the Aylesbury Vale 
Local Plan. The area shown on the AVDC map for the proposed 7000 houses would cover a much larger area than shown on the 
map. These houses would therefore encroach on the many villages in this area - not to mention the already busy crowded village 
roads in this area. These roads are regularly used by horse riders, walkers and cyclists who like to enjoy the countryside. The local 
village schools are already full to cpacity as are the Doctors Surgeries. Although a school is mentioned on the plan, I know from 
previous developments that this does not materialise. This area also has listed buildings, conservation areas and archeological sites 
on which these sites, if allowed to have 7000 houses built in the area around them, would be detrimentally affected for the future. I 
therefore request that you remove this proposal from your future plans

VALP16-09-16-01826 Andrew Wild Policy D2 - 1. At the display which I attended, in Haddenham, I paid attention to the idea of a new settlement, and obviously paid 
particular attention to the 2 sites suggested near Haddenham. I examined the maps which were available at the display. I consider 
that the available maps were not fit for purpose- most of the roads were not shown and, although the settlements were shown, they 
were not named. I cannot understand how such a situation can possibly have arisen; a simple solution would have been to use 
Ordnance Survey maps which provide all the necessary information. Was such a useless map used deliberately, or was it just 
incompetence? Obviously I don't know the answer to this but I firmly believe that the use of such a poor map invalidates the 
consultation in respect of the possible new settlement.
2. The possible settlement site to the south-east of Haddenham, close to Aston Sandford, can hardly
be considered a realistic proposition, because it has no rail access.
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VALP16-09-16-01828 Tiphanie Mellor Policy D2 - I am writing in response to the proposed garden village outlined in the Aylesbury Value Local Plan.  While completely  

understanding the need for new housing, and supportive of reasonable plans, the proposal for 7000 new homes in an area of 0.8 sq 
mile seems utterly nonsensical and most likely, in reality, impossible. This would not only suggest the proposed buffers would 
disappear but also that the 'village' would be a compressed mass of tiny boxes: exactly the kind of vision-less development that
detracts from quality of life and would have a profoundly negative impact on any locality, let alone one designated an area of 
outstanding natural beauty.  Pressure on local roads, schools and health services is already overwhelming. The scale of major 
infrastructure investment needed to accommodate a new development of this size - more than three times the size of Haddenham - 
does not appear to have been adequately assessed and addressed.

VALP16-09-16-01829 Jennifer Pond Policy D2 - I write to offer my comments on the proposed draft plan to build up to 7000 new homes between Winslow and the 
Horwoods.  This disaster of a plan, while maybe satisfying housing growth, would fundamentally alter the whole environment of these 
two villages, so that they would become a huge conurbation of 25,000 ,homes
which would be twice the size of Buckingham. This would be addition to proposals for up to 2000 homes in Whaddon and 2000 in 
Newton Longville. Building on this scale must therefore be resisted if we are to keep the nature of the village environment in which we 
live.
If there has to be development on this scale, why cannot the satellite towns of Milton Keynes be chosen as possible growth sites, 
thereby being nearer to the extra jobs that will be needed to sustain the population growth which will ultimately follow. Where is the 
infrastructure for this development coming from?
Also the amount of extra heavy traffic in Buckingham, Winslow and the Horwoods would be astronomical. Even now the narrow roads 
and corners are difficult to negotiate by buses, let alone the heavy lorries that even now have difficulty in traversing these corners, 
and are dangerous to oncoming drivers and pedestrians alike.
Although there is a new school being built in Winslow and a proposed station (when it ever gets the go ahead) this is far too much 
traffic for such a small place. Where are the extra doctors, dentists and other facilities, including a viable bus route through the 
Horwoods. Milton Keynes already has sufficient infrastructure to deal with development on this scale, and is experienced in supplying 
extra infrastructure and facilities in this regard as the city has expanded.
I appreciate that there is still a long process of negotiation before this -plan is formally approved but would urge the council to 
urgently consider what a devastating outcome this would have on the environment in Winslow and the Horwoods.
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VALP16-09-19-01833 D H & L J Carey Policy D2 - We wish to object against the proposals for making the lovely village of Haddenham into a town over the next few years 

and object to anymore developments in the village. Haddenham is a village and not able to cope with all the expected infrastructures, 
the village green and pond with St Mary's Chrch is widely used for filming and a sought after tourist destination. We have enjoyed 
village life for over 46 years and feel that the expansion is more than adequate to cope with the facilities of the village. It has been 
featured in many 'best place to live village' surveys, has won many accolades for its diverse range of community and volunteer 
activities and the Bucks Open Studios festival annually is very popular. These vast developments should be incorporated in the local 
towns, Princes Risborough, Aylesbury, Thame, Bicester etc and elave Haddenham as a picturesque village for everyone to enjoy. Th 
village does not have the jobs, roads, shops, primary and secondary schools, sports and leisure facilities, health centre etc to support 
such large housing developments, the village will land up as a commuter town. Car parking on roads close to the station are causing 
great problems now as commuters will not use the Station car park, so what will it be like with all the extra houses? Aylesbury Vale 
Council should object strongly to this massive proposed development.  

VALP16-09-19-01835 Barbara Richardson Policy D1 - I agree with the revamping of Aylesbury Town, particularly the old Sainsbury site
VALP16-09-19-01838 Phyllis Simms Policy D1 - I agree that Aylesbury should be developed, especially on the east side.
VALP16-09-19-01839 Robert Skinner Policy D6 - I agree with the new category of medium village. Quainton is a medium village because of its lack of facilities.
VALP16-09-19-01841 V  Cahill Policy D2 - I strongly object to AVDC's draft plan on the future of the Vale of Aylebsury published for consultation 2016. The new 

strategic settlement proposed for Haddenham which will be the combined size of Thame and Haddenham and euphemistically 
termed a 'garden village' should be removed from the document. Haddenham already has its fair share of growth with 1,059 new 
houses in the pipeline but an additional 7,000 homes that neighbouring councils seem unable or unwilling to accommodate should 
not be passed on to Aylesbury Vale to mop up. I am glad that the Council is opposing this injustice but as the VALP appears to 
champion Haddenham at the top of its list of 13 potential sites, I am doubtful of the outcome. Infrstructure is the main concern not 
only for Haddenham but also for surrounding villages with at least 14,000 more vehicles on the road. Clealry Haddenham and Thame 
Parkway Stationb and the Oxford Road provide a level of transport and accessibility but the station's car park at Haddenham is 
already overflowing and The Portway and the A418 will be gridlocked at peak times. Winslow which has a redundant airfield and a 
new railway station planned for 2020 would be in a much better position to design from scratch. There would also be environmental 
concerns for Buckinghamshire's Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The new settlement would be visible from the Chiltern Hills and 
there would be a loss of productive farmland and wildlife habitats. In addition there would be enormous pressure on schools and 
Health Centres and the need to generate more industry and employment for all these extra people to work. Surely this peaceful, rural 
area is unsuitable for the creation of a Garden City. I very much hope my letter will urge AVDC to abandon its proposed expansion of 
Haddenham and lay to rest the urbanisation of this small, flourishing community which would have detrimental effects on a much 
wider area.
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VALP16-09-19-01842 N Cahill Policy D2 - I am writing to oppose further development of the Haddenham area, especially the ill considered [dare I say 

unconsidered] 'garden village' to the east. This in particular needs removing from the AVDC draft local plan. I would like to make the 
following points. Haddenham has already had more than its fair share of new housing with yet more already in the pipeline. Further 
sacrifice of the area, mainly as a result of neighbouring councils not making sufficient effort for their own expansion, should be out of 
the question. Increased traffic in the area will put further strain on the road system. This is a fact that Transport for Bucks should take 
on board rather than exhibit its usua supine attitude. Visual impact, especially from the Chilterns and the loss of productive 
agricultural land. Pressure on already overcrowded schools, surgeries and hosptials. Turning attention to the ludicrous blob labeled 6 
called a garden village. Producing a map with most roads and communities removed must have been designed to hoodwink the 
public as to the threat. Certainly your officials in Friars Square on 5th August had difficulty in drawin ga circle for it on a proper 
ordnance survey map. They also confessed that it would have to expand to accommodate all the proposed houses, so much for the 
so called buffer strips between Ford, Aston Sandford etc. Considered planning opinion is that the area would need to be nearly 
double. Finnaly perhaps AVDC should take note of the statements on their display boards 'housing for workers should be provided in 
the area where the employment development occurs.. consider re-allocating employment sites to other uses including housing' 
Westcott come to mind?

VALP16-09-19-01843 N Carberry Policy D2 - I am writing to express my objection to the plan for a Garden Village, near the village of Ford. I understand that the 
Government wants more houses to be built to accommodate our increasing population, but feel that 7000 houses proposed for this 
so called Garden Village to be ridiculous. Not long ago a wind turbine was proposed for the same area, and if the visual impact of the 
turbine from the Chilterns was so key to its refusal, I cannot understand how this area can now be considered a suitable place for a 
Garden Village. I am also wondering how 7000 houses can be crammed into this area, and am aware that the circle representing the 
'village' will need to be increased considerably. This will mean the villages such as Aston Sandford, Ford and Owlswick will join 
together, and thus be destroyed in the process. More of our beautiful countryside will be lost, more of our wildlife habitats destroyed. I 
suggest that this area for building the 'Garden Village' is removed from the draft Aylesbury Local Plan.

VALP16-09-19-01844 Michael Carberry Policy D2 - I am writing to express my objection to the plan for a Garden Village, near the village of Ford. One of my concerns is an 
increase in the traffic. The roads around this area are already busy, not designed for the current amount of traffic as it is. What will it 
be like with double the amount of cars etc...gridlock? The additional housing will also put tremendous pressure on schools, health 
centres etc., and although the plan mentions a school, we know from previous developments that these fo not always materialise (or 
not satisfactorily anyway). My last point is the destruction of the environment. How can beautiful countryside be destroyed? This is an 
area of outstanding natural beauty, with liste dbuildings nearby (Waldridge Manor, Dinton Hall). There are also conservation areas in 
Aston Sandford and archaeological sites. If the wind turbine was defeated because it would spoil the area, how can this now be 
considered suitable for a 'Garden Village'? I suggest that this area for building a proposed 'Garden Village' is removed from the draft 
Aylesbury Locla Plan.
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VALP16-09-19-01845 Anthony  Bravery Policy D2 - We wish to protest in the strongest possible terms about the specific  roposal of AVDC to establish a so-called 'Garden 

Village' in the vicinity of Aston Sandford near to Haddenham.
Our reasons are as follows :
1 The scale of the proposal is quite preposterous, 7000 homes being almost double the existing size of Thame and more than three 
times that of Haddenham; the latter often claiming already to be the largest Village in England.
2 The area shown on the sketch plan is misleading to the point of being fraudulent and dishonest; there is no way 7000 homes could 
be constrained within the area shown.
3 Vehicular movements associated with such a scale of development would be massively beyond the capacity of the immediate road 
network serving Thame, Aylesbury and Princes Risborough, even without the additional traffic arising from the scale of new 
development already proposed and underway In those places. 
4 Development on this scale in this area is tantamount to environmental and social vandalism. The effect on the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty would be devastating and would completely destroy the established village communities in the area.
5 This development would destroy a very substantial quantity of high quality productive agricultural land and the wildlife habitat 
associated with it.
6 The location of this development means that a huge number of car journeys would be required for residents to access places of 
work, schooling, medical care and social amenities. Past experience shows that any additional facilities proposed or promised rarely 
materialise on the scale necessary to have an impact, so such promises are generally regarded with great scepticism and as being 
almost worthless.
7 There are conservation areas, listed buildings and even archaeologically important sites which would all be seriously and adversely 
affected.
8 The proposed location of this so-called 'Garden Village' (more appropriately 'Garden Small Town') is almost precisely equidistant 
from connections to the national rail network at Aylesbury, Haddenham and at Princes Risborough and is not conveniently close to 
any of them.  I would close by asserting that planning to meet the demands and housing targets from Central Government should 
concentrate on placing new housing in and around existing centres of population where infrastructure (schools, work  amenities 
(sports, recreation, swimming pools, cinemas, theatres, cafes/coffee bars etc) already exist and can be extended, and where local 
public transport services as well as connections to national transport networks exist and can be extended.
Planning should seek to preserve landscape, countryside and village life, especially those of outstanding quality, for the enjoyment 
not just of those lucky enough to live amongst it but also, and in many ways more importantly, to enhance the quality of life for those 
living in the town hubs which are the engines of the national economy.
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VALP16-09-19-01846 Lindsay Hall Policy D1 - The Draft VALP 2016 places most of the growth of Aylesbury on the south side of the town. Why is the housing growth 

focused so strongly on this one area? Why is there no expansion planned on the north side of the town, where there is also a new 
railway station and the possibility of links to other towns and cities? Or nearer the three identified Enterprise Zones, to link housing 
with jobs? Expanding Aylesbury into Stoke Mandeville and other nearby villages would not only lose the distinctive character of the 
villages and lose the "green lungs" of the villages and Aylesbury- with all the environmental and social negative effects of this 
coalescence - but also lead to further transport gridlock as all the people from these housing developments have to travel into and 
across Aylesbury to access any services at all. Developing Aylesbury to the north would not affect other villages in the same way and 
would lead to people travelling out to other towns such as Bicester and Oxford and using the new railway station, or travelling east-
west, rather than inevitably cars on the same routes into Aylesbury, which are already struggling. There has already been a 
noticeable increase in traffic on Wendover Road since we moved two years ago and developing all the land between Aylesbury and 
Stoke Mandeville parish would be unsustainable. The amount of growth envisaged in this one area would wreck the character of 
Stoke Mandeville and other villages and is simply unfair and out of proportion.
• The Draft Plan refers to the growth of Aylesbury as growth IN Aylesbury, but much of this is in fact in Stoke Mandeville Parish. 
Recent planning applications for developments passed by the council will bring hundreds of houses on three sites already in Stoke 
Mandeville village centre and within the parish. This level of development is more than enough already as the "contribution" Stoke 
Mandeville Parish should make to the overall number of houses needed. We have been hit enough already! At the very least, the 
council needs to be truthful about the position of many of the identified areas as being in Stoke Mandeville Parish and not attempt to 
pass it off as development in Aylesbury town itself.
• The Draft Plan is seriously deficient in not considering the potential route of HS2 within the plan'ning. HS2 may not be a passed Bill 
by Act of Parliament yet, but refusing to consider the possibility and working within the constraints it would pose, is madness for local 
people here who will be directly affected by HS2 if it goes through. The same applies to an eastwest rail link: surely these need to be 
addressed within the Draft Plan or the Plan will be redundant (or worse still, rejected at a higher level, leaving the Vale even more 
vulnerable to unlimited development than it has already been, by the failing of the two previous Draft Plans). Working with the 
possibilities of HS2 and other links would make more sense of the road networks being planned in isolation to serve the new 
developments- in particular, near the Ranch House site in Stoke Mandeville Parish where a multiplicity of road junctions is planned in 
a short space already, before allowing for a possible additional road detour due to HS2. It needs joined up thinking and joined up 
planning. 
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VALP16-09-19-01846 Lindsay Hall • Where is the infrastructure to go with all the housing? If the land identified as suitable for housing in Stoke Mandeville Parish is 

developed, that means 2,000 families needing school places, pre-school places, places with doctors' and dentists' surgeries, access 
to hospital treatment and social care, sewage and waste disposal- not to mention roads for all those extra 4,000 cars travelling into 
and through Aylesbury- WHERE are the joined up, long term plans for all this necessary infrastructure? Otherwise how can the 
development be sustainable? Where are the ring roads needed to take traffic away from travelling through or into Aylesbury on every 
trip for school/work/shopping/leisure? We need this now, with the extra hundreds of homes just passed for development in Stoke 
Mandeville -let alone with another 2,000 houses.
• If the Government attaches great importance to "contributing to and enhancing the natural and local environment'', how can 
covering all the green spaces between Aylesbury and the villages to the south of the town with houses be seen as doing anything 
other than removing the "natural environment'' entirely and defacing. not enhancing, the "local environment"? These are villages with 
fields where people walk dogs, exercise, enjoy seeing wildlife and rejoice at living in a village with facilities and a real community 
feeling, not just an amorphous ribbon development with choke points.

VALP16-09-21-01850 Janice and Roger 
Bushell

Policy D3 - As residents of west Milton Keynes for almost 12 years, we are most concerned with the proposals for this massive 
planned development on the western flank.  We fully support our local Councillors actions and totally endorse the contents of the 
letter sent to you by Edith Bald on this development, copy attached.

VALP16-09-21-01851 Colin Hawkins Policy D3 - I totally totally agree with the attached comments, especially with regard to Weasels Lane and cycle route 51. Can you 
please explain why you can not chop down disused woodland around Burnham Beeches and build 2000 houses there. I look forward 
to your reply.

VALP16-09-05-01012 Alysoun Glasspool Policy D4 - The proposed developments at Haddenham will effectively create a doughnut ring of new development around the 
existing village. The character of the village will change substantially, turning a rural conurbation into a small dormitory town, with few, 
if any, services for those who live on the periphery of the village, and no proposed improvements of any significance to the facilities in 
the centre of the village.

The proposal to build an additional 200 houses to the north of the village (HA07) ignores its adjacency to the conservation area on 
Rosemary Lane. Development on this land was rejected by BCC within the past 15 years for many good reasons. See my points later 
concerning heritage.
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VALP16-08-24-01852 Stephanie Martin Policy D7 - I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 

being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. 

In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are significantly more 
suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
• There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
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VALP16-08-24-01852 Stephanie Martin The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 

asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land and it will significantly and adversely impact the whole character of Marsworth if this is 

developed with housing. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be used if there are 
alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
 •There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
 •The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 

Marsworth’s building allocation.
 •The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 

Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
 •The area in the farmland beyond the end of Stepnells is a home for skylarks. These birds are a real joy to see and hear each year. 

Skylarks and skylark nest sites are protected in UK law. Any development in this field area must as a minimum include this in the 
environmental impact assessment
 •The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 

be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them. I personally do battle with this traffic  congestion most mornings, and it is both time-
consuming to me and other motorists attempting  to get in and out of Marsworth, and downright dangerous for motorists, 
schoolchildren, and other pedestrians alike. Near misses are frequent .Please do not exacerbate the problem....someone will get 
hurt!
 •The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
 •The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 

centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.
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VALP16-08-24-01853 Niki and Martin Powell Policy D7 - I appreciate that new housing has to be built for an ever-growing population, but I am appalled that a green-field site is 

being considered when far more suitable brown-field sites are available for development. 

In view of this I would like to ask you to review the Local Plan concerning Marsworth and amend it in two respects. Firstly, to revisit 
the issue of the designation of Marsworth as a medium sized village and return its designation to that of a small village. Secondly to 
review the area designated for housing and instead designate previously identified largely brown-field, which are significantly more 
suitable for development.
My reasons for deeming Marsworth to be a small village are as follows:
• Marsworth only just falls into the category of a medium village numerically (current population 741), and thus a proposed housing 
increase of 19% does not fit with the current size of the village.
• Marsworth has been allocated 6 points for amenities and yet there are extremely limited amenities within the village. 
• Marsworth CofE Infant School is awarded 1 point and yet even the Strategy has recognised and commented that it is only a first 
school and has no nursery and provides education for a very limited number of 5-7 year olds. All children in the village over the age 
of 7 must be educated outside the village; therefore it is totally unreasonable to award a full point for our school in the same way that 
a point is awarded for a full primary school in other villages.
• There is a very limited bus service to and from the village, which has recently been subject to even further cuts.
• Amenities in Tring have been cut, most notably the New Surgery has closed and Tring already has to accommodate the needs of its 
own development and that of adjacent Hertfordshire villages.
• Marsworth itself has no shop in the village or within walking distance. It has in recent years also lost a pub and very recently its 
garage.
• Marsworth has no discernible employment opportunities within the village and the 31 identified in the Strategy are double-counted in 
that they appear in other villages’ proposals too. Many of these are in fact more than the suggested 2 kilometres from the village and 
most do not offer employment, while those that do offer only either zero hours, minimum wage or temporary work – not proper long-
term employment.
Therefore for all of the above reasons, Marsworth should not be designated a medium village but returned to being, as it always has 
been, a small village.
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VALP16-08-24-01853 Niki and Martin Powell The only land shown in the plan for development is the land at the end of Stepnells. This is actively farmed land and my reasons for 

asking this land not to be developed are as follows:
 •It is essential to a village to have farmed land and it will significantly and adversely impact the whole character of Marsworth if this is 

developed with housing. The local plan recognises the importance of farmland as it says that it should not be used if there are 
alternatives, which there are in Marsworth, particularly brown-field sites for which the plan states a preference.
 •There are several brown-field sites to develop; one being the White Lion site where historically there were 6 houses on the site of 

the car park and there is currently a proposal to build 6 houses here and develop the former pub into 2 dwellings. The second site is 
that of the former Lower End garage, which again the same owner wishes to develop after the White Lion development. There is also 
a further site at Lower End suitable for development, which is rough pasture land. These sites, and not the green-field site, were 
originally identified in the previous draft plan and are more suitable for development of small groups of houses, which are far more in 
character with a small village.
 •The Bulbourne Yard development, a brown-field development, is also within Marsworth and therefore must be included in 

Marsworth’s building allocation.
 •The Stepnells development can only exacerbate the drainage issues already causing major problems in Vicarage Road and Lukes 

Lea during periods of prolonged rainfall.
 •The area in the farmland beyond the end of Stepnells is a home for skylarks. These birds are a real joy to see and hear each year. 

Skylarks and skylark nest sites are protected in UK law. Any development in this field area must as a minimum include this in the 
environmental impact assessment
 •The Stepnells development would cause further traffic congestion in Vicarage Road and at the junction with the B489, which would 

be especially problematic when the buses are collecting school children to transport out of, and back to, the village. This is a major 
safety issue for the children and those with them. I personally do battle with this traffic  congestion most mornings, and it is both time-
consuming to me and other motorists attempting  to get in and out of Marsworth, and downright dangerous for motorists, 
schoolchildren, and other pedestrians alike. Near misses are frequent .Please do not exacerbate the problem....someone will get 
hurt!
 •The Stepnells development will cause high density housing which is out of keeping with the surroundings.
 •The Lower End sites are nearer to the true centre of the village that is the Red Lion, the Church and the School. The Geographic 

centre of the village has no amenities.
If Marsworth is deemed to be a small village, it needs to find 5% growth in housing which can be more than accommodated in the 
White Lion, Bulbourne and Lower End sites. There is no need to develop farmland.
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VALP16-09-01-01854 Keith Brook Policy D3 - I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the 

development of 2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs.

VALP16-09-05-01855 Daisy Somerville Policy D3 - I am writing on behalf of residents in Tattenhoe Ward, Milton Keynes, adjacent to site WHA001, proposed for the 
development of 2,000 houses.
 
Although the site forms part for the draft Aylesbury Vale (AV) Local Plan the impact of the development would be felt mainly in Milton 
Keynes (MK) as it is to MK that new residents would look for services such as health, education, leisure, employment, plus 
communication links via road and rail to reach for example employment, leisure and shopping. It is in reality an urban extension to 
MK; as such it is very important that the views of my ward residents and the broader views of all the residents of MK are given great 
weight in the consultation process.

It is noteworthy that this site, together with NLV001 and NLV023 (the old Salden Chase, now renamed SW Milton Keynes 
development), in total account for 4,000 houses of the 21,400 required in AV.  This represents nearly 20% of AV’s total housing 
supply placed right on the border with MK, a disproportional share of the total given that AV covers such a large geographic area.  It 
is even more surprising that some of the possible housing sites identified in the draft AV Local Plan in existing settlements are not 
taken up in the proposed plan; instead the shortfall appears to be earmarked for the MK border.  Why is this the case?  What is the 
rationale for this?

I will leave it to MKC Officers to comment on the technical aspects of allocating housing demand across administrative boundaries.  
However it would seem to me that if housing is to be allocated to site WHA 001, it should be counted as part of MK’s housing supply 
not wholly AVs.
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VALP16-09-05-01856 Nick Freer (David Lock 

Associates on behalf of 
New College Oxford)

Policy D1 - A) Vision for Aylesbury
4.1 As is evident in the representations on the Spatial Strategy for Growth (S2) New College support much of the vision for the town 
of Aylesbury and Buckingham as set out in the Draft Plan – whether in S2 or D1.
4.2 Prioritised growth has the potential to deliver the broadly based benefits set out in the visions for the towns, with wider benefits for 
the District.
4.3 For these reasons and those set out elsewhere, New College considers that the Draft housing requirements in Aylesbury and 
Buckingham set out in Table 1 and Draft Policy D1 should be increased to reflect OAN, the aspirations for the towns, and the 
evidence of available opportunities whether in the form of additional sites that properly should be regarded as suitable (in the case of 
Aylesbury) or to reflect opportunities already found to be suitable in the HELAA (in the case of Buckingham).
B) Potential Allocations
4.4 Draft Policy D1 refers to the list of potential housing allocations set out in Appendix A of the Draft Plan. New College considers 
that additional potential allocations will need to be considered and put forward in the next stages of the Local Plan – to meet 
additional housing requirements and to fulfil the existing requirement.
4.5 One such option is land north of Weedon Hill MDA (WEE001). Site WEE001 (and WEE002) Land North of Weedon Hill MDA
4.6 While it is the case that an appeal decision in January 2015 refused permission for development of site WE001 for residential or 
mixed use development, the site presently has permission for a park and ride facility – having been considered suitable by the District 
Council for that use.
4.7 Consideration of such uses was in the context of needs considered to be evident at that point of time and had no regard to the 
need for housing and employment development over the proposed life of the VALP.
4.8 Site WEE001 is considered suitable for housing and employment development in the context of needs in the coming plan period 
and the HELAA should be amended accordingly. The site is well related to Aylesbury, to public transport and well served by good 
quality access. The site is similarly well related to the Weedon Hill MDA.
4.9 No concerns were raised in relation to the sustainability of the site in terms of accessibility, ecology, archaeology or other 
technical matters. The site is readily accessible to public transport and strategic cycle and footpath connections.
4.10 The concern raised in relation to the previous appeal was in relation to landscape and visual impact. Even so it was 
acknowledged that the site is influenced by “its adjacency to Buckingham Park, Buckingham Road, the connecting spur road into the 
development (forming part of the western link road) and the two related roundabouts and associated street infrastructure”. (IR 9.659). 
The Western Link Road has already caused impacts and severance of the traditional field pattern in the area. There are few 
viewpoints from where the development would be visible (9.675).

Date: 25/11/2016
Project Number: 1664569/A0 Page 909 of 910



VALP Summer 2016 Consultation Responses – Chapter 4 Delivery

ID Respondent Name Comment
VALP16-09-05-01856 Nick Freer (David Lock 

Associates on behalf of 
New College Oxford)

4.11 As to the significant impacts then considered to be relevant in that scheme, these can be traced in general to the design of the 
scheme itself rather than the location and sustainability of the site. Such design issues related to particular to aspects of the scheme 
or site rather than development as a principle. A significant issue raised by the Inspector was again a scheme issue – the design of 
the mitigation which in its depth and rectilinear form was described as being in contrast with the landscape character in which it sat.
4.12 There is no reason why a revised scheme with a different landscape structure should not result in a development that is not only 
sympathetic to landscape character but which may address the concerns of the previous inspector in relation to a rather different 
scheme.
4.13 The detailed form, including the scale, can be determined through a robust master planning approach that provides for strong 
landscaping principles consistent with the landscape character and the features of the site. The site is available for development 
which can be readily achieved in the VALP plan period.
4.14 In addition NC own land adjacent to site WEE001 – specifically the land identified in the HELAA as WEE002. There is no reason 
why this site, properly planned, should not capitalise on its sustainable location through development in the longer term.

VALP16-09-05-01856 Nick Freer (David Lock 
Associates on behalf of 
New College Oxford)

Policy D4 - 5.1 As is evident in the representations on the Spatial Strategy for Growth (S2) NC support much of the vision for the 
town of Buckingham in the Draft Plan.
5.2 The Draft Plan recognises that Buckingham occupies a very different part of the district to Aylesbury and hence has an enhanced 
role as a focal point for the northern part of the District. The more it is able to grow and thrive the greater its role in contributing to a 
sustainable future for the District. NC consider that Buckingham should be prioritised with Aylesbury in the strategy for the VALP.
5.3 NC is also conscious that the HELAA identifies suitable sites for development in excess of the presently planned level of 
provision at Buckingham in Table 1 of the Draft Plan and the Table on pages 74-5 of the Draft Plan.
5.4 For these reasons and as described elsewhere NC consider that the Draft housing requirements in Buckingham set out in Table 1 
and the Table on pages 74-75 of the Draft Plan should be increased.
B) Potential Housing Allocations in Buckingham – Land South of the A421 (BUC025)
5.5 In Draft Policy D4 the Council refers to a schedule of five sites in Appendix A of the Plan.
5.6 Draft Policy indicates that all the suitable sites will be allocated, or else identified as reserve sites. On the basis that the provision 
made at Buckingham should be increased to reflect the availability of suitable sites (and for other reasons) there would be no need to 
make a distinction between the sites and each would be allocated in the Local Plan. NC support this approach.
5.7 Without prejudice to these conclusions, were numbers to be constrained at Buckingham, NC consider that strong support exists 
for the allocation for housing of Land at West Buckingham (Site BU051).
5.8 Land at BU051, with BUC025, should be prioritised ahead of sites BUC43 and BUC046.
5.9 NC note that the HELAA anticipates that development will be focussed within the north-eastern part of the site. The site is 
controlled by New College and deliverable. More detailed master planning stages will address the precise scale and form of 
development.
5.10 The Site is already identified in the Neighbourhood Plan as a reserve site and forms part of the strategy for the town. It is well 
related to the town and town centre. The A422 forms an effective edge to the site.
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