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INTRODUCTION
This document is a Technical Annex (TA) to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report currently published for
consultation alongside the Proposed Submission Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP ). The analysis
presented within this TA supplements that provided within the SA Report. It does not aim to provide the
information required of the SA Report (i.e. the information listed in Schedule II of the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes (SEA) Regulations).
Specifically, this TA seeks to present information to supplement the discussion presented within Chapter 6
of the SA Report, which deals with ‘Establishing the reasonable alternatives’. Chapter 6 explains that
reasonable alternatives were established subsequent to a process of considering issues / options (see
Figure A), and presents outline information on that process. 1 This TA aims to present supplementary
analysis. Specifically, it presents supplementary analysis in respect of A) Site options
B) Settlement options
Figure A: Establishing reasonable alternatives (as per Figure 6.1 in the SA Report)

Structure of this Technical Annex
For presentational purposes, settlement options (B) are dealt with in the first part of this TA, with site
options (A) dealt with in the second part.

1

The SEA Regulations require “an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with” [emphasis added]
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SETTLEMENT OPTIONS
INTRODUCTION
Section 6.5 of the main report deals with settlement options. Specifically, it considers each settlement in
turn (with some settlements grouped by virtue of their position in the settlement hierarchy), establishing
whether the approach to growth (i.e. the approach to allocation of land for housing through the VALP)
should be a constant or a variable, for the purposes of establishing a single set of district wide spatial
strategy alternatives, i.e. the ‘reasonable alternatives’.
For settlements where it is deemed necessary to vary the approach to growth, the discussion within
Section 6.5 goes on to establish a discrete range of options to reflect within the district-wide reasonable
alternatives. The discussion of each settlement in Section 6.5 is brief;1 hence, the Council and AECOM
recognised that it would be helpful to present supplementary analysis , hence this TA.
Furthermore, the Council and AECOM recognise that some residents, site promoters and other
stakeholders will be interested in settlement options more so than the single set of district -wide reasonable
alternatives that are the focus of the main SA Report.
SCREENING SETTLEMENTS
Aylesbury is home to 108 settlements; however, only a small subset of these are associated with significant
strategic spatial choices in terms of growth and these are the focus of the TA. As such, a ‘screening’
process was undertaken, in order to establish the settlements necessitating detailed examination, i.e.
necessitating a formal discussion of issues/options within this TA.
N.B. where a settlement is ‘screened-out’ below the aim is not to conclude that there is nil choice. Rather,
the aim is to conclude on their being insufficient strategic choice to warrant further examination through the
SA process.2
Strategic settlements
The strategic settlements are: Aylesbury; Buckingham; Haddenham; Wendover; and Winslow. In addition,
Milton Keynes (MK) abuts the northern edge of the District, hence there is a need to treat the ‘MK edge’ as
per a strategic settlement. In total, therefore, there are six strategic settlements.
The six strategic settlements were automatically screened-in, on the basis that there are numerous issues
and options, that warrant detailed examination.
Larger villages
The 12 larger villages were placed in a series of categories, for screening purposes.
Category 1
The following three larger villages were screened-out on the basis that there were no strategic arguments
for deviating from Housing and Economic Land Availability (HELAA)3 findings, i.e. no strategic
arguments for not allocating any of the ‘HELAA suitable’ sites, or allocating any ‘HELAA unsuitable’ sites -

2

Sustainability Appraisal Planning Practice Guidance (para 009) states: “The sustainability appraisal should only focus on what is
needed to assess the likely signifi cant effects of the Local Plan... It does not need to be done in any more detail, or using more
resources, than is considered to be appropriate for the content and level of detail in the Local Plan.” Equally, legal precedents have
served to confirm that the plan-making authority has discretion when defining ‘reasonabl e alternatives’.
3
The HELAA (January 2017) is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence. The HELAA classifies sites as
either suitable, part suitable or unsuitable for housing (and employment) uses. The HELAA is the key ‘starting -point’ for site selection.
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 Ivinghoe - the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were nil uncommitted HELAA suitable sites, and
completions/commitments are low (18 homes, equating to 6% growth over the plan period); however, this
did not give rise to a strategic argument for examining higher growth options, i.e. the allocation of HELAA
unsuitable sites. Ivinghoe is heavily constrained in landscape terms, given its location at the foot of the
Chilterns escarpment (below Ivinghoe Beacon), and each of the three HELAA unsuitable sit es are
deemed unsuitable for quite clear-cut reasons, relating to: location within the AONB (and Green Belt);
coalescence; impacts to a conservation area; and/or loss of valued open space.
 Whitchurch - the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable site,
with a capacity of 22 homes, the allocation of which, in combination with completions/commitments,
would result in the village growing by 63 homes, or 16% over the plan period. Whitchurch is located on
the A413, approximately 6km north of Aylesbury; however, this in itself does not give rise to a strategic
argument for examining higher growth options, i.e. the allocation of HELAA unsuitable sites. There are a
number of large HELAA unsuitable sites being promoted at Whitchurch; however, all are unsuitable for
quite clear-cut reasons. The majority of sites have been assessed as being sensitively located within the
Area of Attractive Landscape, such that development would have an adverse landscape impact.
 Wing - the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were nil uncommitted HELAA suitable sites;
however, this still did not give rise to a strategic argument for examining higher growth options, i.e. the
allocation of HELAA unsuitable sites. This is on the basis that there are a good number of
completions/commitments in place (125 leading to an 11% increase in dwelling stock), following a
recently adopted Neighbourhood Plan. Also, the majority of HELAA unsuitable sites fall within a
proposed locally designated landscape. One HELAA unsuitable site falls outside of the proposed locally
designated landscape, but is nonetheless unsuitable for quite clear-cut reasons, being adjacent to listed
buildings associated with the Aston House Registered Park and Garden. Finally, it is noted that Wing is
located c.3km to the southwest of Leighton Buzzard; however, this fact does not, in itself, give rise a
particular argument for considering higher growth options.
Category 2
One larger village was screened out on the basis that there was no strategic argument for deviating
from the HELAA findings as modified by subsequent site specific work . Specifically  Stone - the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable site, with a
capacity of 42 homes; however, subsequently it was deemed necessary to reduce the capacity of the site
to 10 homes, to allow for necessary green infrastructure. Stone is a constrained settlement, given its
location on the edge of Aylesbury, in proximity to the proposed route of HS2 and als o the proposed 1,550
home South West Aylesbury Major Development Area (MDA); and also given the presence of Hartwell
House to the east, and a proposed locally designated landscape to the north. Allocation of the HELAA
suitable site for ten homes, in combination with completions/commitments, will result in housing growth at
Stone of 36 homes (4% increase in dwelling stock) over the plan period, which is low; however, there is
nonetheless a lack of strategic justification for examining higher growth options, i.e. allocation of HELAA
unsuitable sites. The possibility of a strategic allocation at Stone in order to deliver a new primary school
(thereby addressing the existing problem of a lack of capacity) has been m ooted, and some work has
been undertaken subsequent to the HELAA to explore opportunities (i.e. non-HELAA sites have been
examined); however, there is insufficient evidence to enable a VALP allocation. Any such options would
need very careful and detailed consideration, recognising the heritage constraints at Stone in particular.
Category 3
One larger village was screened out on the basis that the settlement will likely be impacted by the
strategic expansion of Aylesbury Garden Town, leading to a clear preferred option, namely nil VALP
allocations. Specifically -
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 Stoke Mandeville - is located adjacent to the proposed 1,000 home South Aylesbury MDA. It is also the
case that Stoke Mandeville has completions/commitments, totaling 128 homes, which will result in a 13%
increase in dwelling stock over the plan period. There are three HELAA suitable sites, with a total
capacity of 582 homes; however, strategic considerations dictate that these sites are not suitable for
allocation. All are large sites to the south of the village; however, there is clear argument for avoiding
expansion to the south, recognising the extent of development proposed to the north (i.e. the Aylesbury
South MDA). There is a clear argument to suggest that existing villages should form a barrier to the
expansion of Aylesbury Garden Town, in order to avoid ‘sprawl’. Also, there is a need to consider the
possibility that allocation of these HELAA suitable sites to the south of Stoke Mandeville, in addition to
other HELAA suitable sites in the Aylesbury Garden Town Area, and also in addition to the HELAA
unsuitable Woodlands MDA (which has been deemed suitable following post HELAA work), could be
undeliverable (i.e. the housing market would not be able to deliver).
Category 3
Six larger villages were screened out on the basis of there being a made or emerging Neighbourhood
Plan that allocate sites, and recognising that the Council is committed to supporting localism as far as
possible. Taking each in turn  Edlesborough - Whilst the HELAA (January 2017) identified HELAA suitable sites with a capacity of 101
homes, the Neighbourhood Plan (NP), which will go to referendum on 5th October 2017, provides a
justification for reducing this figure to 60 homes. In particular, at one HELAA suitable site (EDL021),
whilst the HELAA identified a capacity of 80 homes, the NP supports an allocation of 40 homes, with the
land for the remaining 40 homes identified as a ‘reserve site’. 4 There is merit to the NP approach, and
little justification for considering higher growth options, despite the NP identifying a reserve site. A
primary consideration is that allocation of the 40 home site, in addition to completions/commitments, will
result in a total of 176 additional homes in the village over the plan period, equating to a 24% increase in
dwelling stock. This would be a significant increase, and amongst the larger villages only Aston Clinton is
likely to see a larger increase. The reserve site is seemingly unconstrained (the only issue being long
distance views from Dunstable Downs, a main viewpoint within the Chilterns AONB), but equally the site
will not deliver any benefits, other than simply contributing to achievement of the district-wide housing
target. The village is on the edge of the District, c.3-4km from Dunstable, and hence sitting within the
Luton Housing Market Area (HMA) - where meeting need is a considerable challenge (due to the town of
Luton not being able to meet its own need) - however, a recent study examining options for meeting
Luton’s unmet need did not identify any particular opportunity at Edlesborough. 5 It examined the option of
a 4,000 home new settlement to the south of Edlesborough at HELAA unsuitable sites EDL005 and
EDL011, but did not identify any particular opportunity; and it is noted that the HELAA finds thes e sites
unsuitable for quite clear-cut reasons, namely their location within a proposed locally designated
landscape, close to the Chilterns escarpment, and in a location that contributes to the setting for a Grade
1 Listed Building. In August 2017, the Luton Local Plan Inspector concluded: “… given the geography of
neighbouring HMAs, Aylesbury Vale is unlik ely to be a prime candidate to receive any very significant
quantity of Luton’s unmet needs.”

4

In addition, the capacity of one site was reduced from 6 homes to five homes, following the HELAA.
Edlesborough is site L31 at:
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Lists/LutonDocuments/PDF/Local%20Plan/Other%20relevant%20documentation/Luton%20HM
A%20Growth%20Options%20Study%20FINAL%20Report%2029%2003%2017.pdf
5
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 Long Crendon - Whilst the HELAA (January 2017) identified nil uncommitted HELAA suitable sites, the
Neighbourhood Plan, which will go to referendum on 7th September 2017, proposes allocation of two
small sites: one for 13 homes and another for 10 homes. One of the proposed allocations was
considered through the HELAA, and deemed unsuitable (LCD010), whilst the other was not considered
through the HELAA process. Both sites are subject to a degree of constraint, in that they are located
within a proposed locally designated landscape and have a questionable relati onship with the existing
village form, in that they will extend the development frontage on two roads stretching away from the
village; also, the Council notes that there is an issue at Long Crendon in respect of primary school
capacity. However, in the spirit of localism, there is limited justification for opposing the allocations. It is
noted that the Neighbourhood Plan Examiner raised no issue with the sites, stating only: “I am satisfied
that the policies each provide sufficient guidance for the satisfactory development of these sites for new
housing, which in combination could yield an approximate total of 23 new dwellings.” Ultimately, it will be
for local residents to decide whether or not to support the two sites, through the referendum on 7th
September 2017. Removal of these sites would result in a situation whereby growth at Long Crendon
over the plan period would be through completions/commitments only, which total 77 homes (7%
increase in dwelling stock). This would equate to a relatively low growth strategy, amongst the larger
villages, but could well be deemed acceptable. Long Crendon is constrained by its location within a
proposed locally designated landscape, and its proximity to Thame (in neighbouring South Oxfordshire
District) is not necessarily indicative of a growth opportunity. It is recognised that the A418, which passes
close to Long Crendon, could potentially see upgrades as a result of the Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway scheme; however, a preferred route option has not yet been selected, and so it would be
premature to use this as a reason for supporting higher growth at Long Crendon.
 Pitstone - On 14 April 2016 it was agreed to ‘make’ the Pitstone Neighbourhood Plan, following a
referendum where more than half of those voting voted in favour of the Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan
allocated sites to deliver 70 homes, which in combination with other completions/commitments means
that the village will see growth of 199 homes in total over the plan period, equating to a 16% increase in
dwelling stock. The HELAA (January 2017) identified one additional HELAA suitable site, with a capacity
of 5 homes; however, there is a strategic argument against its allocation, recognising the recently ‘made’
Neighbourhood Plan (coupled with the Council’s commitment to supporting localism) and recognising that
a 16% increase in dwelling stock over the plan period already equates to a robust growth strategy. The
possibility of a strategic allocation at Pitstone in order to deliver a new primary school (thereby addressing
the existing problem of a lack of capacity) has been mooted, 6 and some work has been undertaken
subsequent to the HELAA to explore opportunities (i.e. non-HELAA sites have been examined); however,
there is insufficient evidence to enable a VALP allocation. Any such options would need very careful and
detailed consideration, recognising that Pitstone sits at the foot of the Chilterns escarpment, overlooked
from the Ridgeway National Trail.
 Steeple Claydon - The Neighbourhood Plan, which is currently at the examination stage, following
consultation in early 2017, deviates from the HELAA (January 2017) in two ways. Firstly, it proposes the
allocation of 124 homes across two adjacent HELAA suitable sites to the west of the village, despi te the
HELAA finding capacity for 66 homes. Secondly, it proposes not to allocate three HELAA suitable sites,
with a capacity of 41 homes. With regards to the former matter, the Neighbourhood Plan sets out a clear
justification, explaining that: “The landscape character in this location is less sensitive to development
than the northern or eastern edges. The proposed junction and infrastructure depot of the HS2 project
(and East–West Rail project) lies to the south west of the site… The land also provides an opportunity to
address two challenges in the village: to relocate the existing, small convenience store on the corner of
West Street/Chaloners Hill and the GP surgery on Vicarage Lane. Both the current uses are in need of
larger, modern premises to serve the local community.” With regards to the latter (i.e. the matter of nonallocation of HELAA suitable sites), there is a strong strategic argument against allocation of these
additional sites, recognising the proposed Neighbourhood Plan allocations would result in 216 new
additional homes in total, equating to a 23% increase in dwelling stock over the plan period. There is little
in the way of strategic argument for growth over-and-above this. Steeple Claydon is a very rural village,
with the nearest higher order settlement being Buckingham, over 6km to the north. It is recognised that
there is the possibility of a new major east / west route being built in the area, as part of the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway scheme; however, a preferred route option has not yet been selected, and so it
would be premature to use this as a reason for supporting higher growth.
6

The Pitstone Neighbourhood Plan does allocate a site for a primary school; however, deliverability is uncertain.
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 Waddesdon - The Neighbourhood Plan, which is soon to progress to referendum, deviates from the
HELAA (January 2017) in that it proposes not to allocate a HELAA suitable site (capacity 40 homes), and
instead to allocate a larger HELAA unsuitable site (capacity 75 homes). This approach is justified within
the plan document, and within the Examiners Report, which states: “With regard to the policy allocating
land for development, which is Policy WAD2, I am further satisfied that alternative policy options for
accommodating housing growth, derived from the Site Assessment Report, have been considered and
that the SA/SEA Final Report has provided an appropriate level of information and reasoning as to why
those alternatives were not selected as part of the Plan’s preferred spatial strategy.” The Council has
some concerns with the proposed site allocation (i.e. the HELAA unsuitable site) on the basis that the site
is quite heavily vegetated, and so might have some biodiversity value, and on the basis that it is visible
from the A41, on the approach to Waddesdon; however, in the spirit of localism, it is deemed appropriate
to support the Neighbourhood Plan proposal. The proposed allocation, in combination with
completions/commitments, would result in 166 homes in total over the plan period, equating to a 19%
increase in dwelling stock. With regards to the growth quantum, the Neighbourhood Plan Examiner
stated: “I consider that this is an appropriate and proportionate scale of development for the settlement up
to 2033.” Finally, it is noted that the Neighbourhood Plan Examiner closely examined the option of a
large, 600 homes scheme to the north of the village (proposed as a Garden Village, but falling well below
the Government’s 1,500 home threshold), which might deliver or partially deliver an A41 Waddesdon
Relief Road. However, the Examiner did not support the scheme, including on the basis that funding for
the new road is “at best, aspirational”, despite having been discussed as an HS2 mitigation option. In
relation to this site, the HELAA concludes: “A very prominent site from roads and footpaths. Numerous
historic (listed buildings, historic park and gardens, conservation area) and environmental constraints.”
 Wingrave - On 30 September 2016 it was agreed to ‘make’ the Wingrave with Rowsham Neighbourhood
Plan, following a referendum where more than half of those voting voted in favour of the Plan. The
Neighbourhood Plan allocates land for 100 dwellings, which in combination with other
completions/commitments will result 109 additional homes in the plan period, equating to an 18%
increase in dwelling stock. The HELAA (January 2017) identifies two additional HELAA suitable sites,
with a total capacity of 35 homes; however, in the spirit of localism, it would be inappropriate to support
their allocation through the VALP. Completions/commitments are reasonably high, and there is little or no
strategic argument for VALP allocations at Wingrave, other than simply the need to provide for the
district-wide housing target figure.
Category 4
The one remaining larger village was screened-in as requiring more detailed analysis. Specifically  Aston Clinton - Completions/commitments totaling 627 will result in a 40% growth in dwelling stock over
the plan period, which is a figure well above that for other villages (even having taken into account likely
VALP allocations). As such, there is a strong argument for nil allocations through VALP. However, there
is a counter argument, in that there is a major need for a new primary school locally, which could
potentially be delivered as part of a strategic housing scheme. On this basis, the Council (working with
AECOM) determined a need for detailed analysis to inform the selection of a preferred strategy.
Medium villages
The 19 medium villages were placed in a series of categories, for screening purposes.
Category 1
The following four medium villages were screened-out on the basis that there was no strategic argument
for deviating from the HELAA findings, i.e. no strategic argument 7 for not allocating any of the ‘HELAA
suitable’ sites, or allocating ‘HELAA unsuitable’ sites 7

To reiterate, a ‘strategic’ argument is a higher-level argument, i.e. an argument relating to a settlement-specific or district-wide issue
or objective. There is always one strategic argument for considering higher growth options - namely the objective of providing for the
district-wide housing target - however, this argument is insufficient to justify the allocation of HELAA unsuitable sites at villages.
Another strategic argument can relate to the need to provide homes for local people - i.e. residents of the settlement in question however, such local housing needs are unquantified.
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 Gawcott
 Ickford
 North Marston
 Stewkley.
For three of these settlements there are no uncommitted HELAA suitable sites; however, this still did not
give rise to a strategic argument for examining higher growth options, i.e. allocation of HELAA unsuitable
sites. All three have some completions/commitments in place (albeit at both Gawcott and North Marston
the completions/commitments figure is very low, at eight homes).
Category 2
The following eight medium villages were screened-out on the basis that there was no strategic argument
for deviating from the HELAA findings as modified by subsequent site specific work  Brill
 Cuddington
 Grendon Underwood
 Marsh Gibbon
 Marsworth
 Padbury
 Quainton
 Tingewick.
For some of the settlements the effect of site specific work following the HELAA was to reduce the capacity
of HELAA suitable sites to a very low figure, or to nil; however, this still did not give rise to a strategic
argument for examining higher growth options, i.e. allocation of HELAA unsuitable sites.
For example, at Brill, the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable
site, with a capacity of 6 homes; however, subsequently concerns were raised regarding the ability to
achieve safe access to the site (and because two dwellings would need to be demolished, thereby reducing
the capacity of the site to four homes, which is below the threshold for VALP allocation) which resulted in
the capacity of the site being reduced to nil. Brill has very low completions/commitments in place (six
homes); however, again that did not give rise to a strategic argument for examining higher growth options,
i.e. allocation of HELAA unsuitable sites. Brill is typical of most smaller villages, in that there are few
strategic arguments for housing growth other than simply the need to provide homes for local people, and,
in the case of Brill, the village also sits within a locally designated Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL).
Category 3
The following two medium villages were screened out on the basis of there being a made or emerging
Neighbourhood Plan that allocate sites, and recognising that the Council is committed to supporting
localism as far as possible. Taking each in turn  Cheddington - the Cheddington Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015, allocating sites for 100 homes ,
which in addition to other completions/commitments will result in 15% growth over the plan period. The
HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable site, with a capacity of
58 homes; however, there is a strategic argument against its allocation, recognising the ‘made’
Neighbourhood Plan, and recognising that 15% growth through completions/commitments does not
equate to low growth. Cheddington has a train station (on the Milton Keynes to Euston line); however,
the village is prominent in views from Ivinghoe Beacon, which is a main viewpoint within the Chilterns
AONB. The HELAA suitable site was proposed as an allocation within the Draft VALP (2016), but
consultation responses were received questioning the quantum of growth directed to villages, and in
particular villages that contribute to the setting of the AONB.
SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
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 Great Horwood - the Great Horwood Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015, allocating sites for 45
homes, which in addition to other completions/commitments will result in 17% growth over the plan
period. The HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable site, with a
capacity of 42 homes; however, there is a strategic argument against its allocation, recognising the
‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan, and recognising that 17% growth through completions/commitments does
not equate to low growth. Great Horwood is reasonably well linked to Milton Keynes, Buckingham and
Winslow, and located in an area that broadly falls within the ‘Oxford to Cambridge Corridor’; nonetheless,
nil VALP allocations was deemed appropriate. The HELAA suitable site was proposed as an allocation
within the Draft VALP (2016), but consultation responses were received questioning the quantum of
growth directed to villages.
Category 4
The following medium village was screened-out on the basis that there are a high number of
completions/ commitments in place,8 leading to a clear preferred option, namely nil VALP allocations  Stoke Hammond - the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were four uncommitted HELAA suitable
sites, with a capacity of 123 homes; however, the village has a completions/commitments figure of 149
homes, which will result in the village growing by 39% in the plan period. This gives rise to a strategic
argument for deviating from the HELAA, and indeed nil allocations. Stoke Hammond is well linked to
Bletchley / Milton Keynes; however, nonetheless, nil VALP allocations was deemed appropriate.
Category 5
The following two medium villages were screened-out on the basis that the settlement will be impacted
by the strategic expansion of Aylesbury Garden Town, leading to a clear preferred option, namely nil
VALP allocations  Bierton - is located to the east of Aylesbury, and will be impacted by the adjacent permitted 2,450 home
Kingsbrook housing site. Completions/commitments are low (23 in total, equating to 3% growth over the
plan period), and the HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were two uncommitted HELAA suitable
sites, with a capacity of 15 homes; however, there was deemed to be strategic argument for nil
allocations.
 Weston Turville - is located to the south of Aylesbury, and is likely to be impacted by the adjacent
proposed 3,000 home Hampden Fields housing site, for which a planning application is pending.
Completions/commitments are low (36 in total, equating to 3% growth over the plan period), and the
HELAA (January 2017) reported that there was one uncommitted HELAA suitable site, with a capacity of
10 homes; however, there was deemed to be strategic argument for nil allocations.
Category 6
One medium village was screened-out on the basis that the settlement will be impacted by the strategic
expansion of Milton Keynes, 9 leading to a need to support a lower growth option. Specifically -

8

i.e. there are a large number of homes that have either been built since the start of the plan period (201 3), or set to be built, with
either a planning permission in place or an allocation through an ado pted (‘made’) Neighbourhood Plan.
9
i.e. there are a large number of homes that have either been built since the start of the plan period (201 3), or set to be built, with
either a planning permission in place or an allocation through an adopted (‘made’) Neighbourhood Plan.
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 Newton Longville - is located approximately half a kilometre from the recently permitted (subject to S106)
1,855 home Salden Chase scheme, which will expand the edge of Milton Keynes into Aylesbury Vale.
Completions/commitments are low (17 in total, equating to 4% growth over the plan period), and the
HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were two uncommitted HELAA suitable sites, with a capacity
of 100 homes; however, there was deemed to be strategic argument for deviating from the HELAA, and
allocating only one of these sites. Specifically the decision was taken to allocate the smaller of the two
sites, which is located to the west of the village, and the decision was taken to reduce the capacity of the
site to 17 homes, thereby restricting the scheme mostly to frontage development. The other uncommitted
HELAA suitable site was deemed not suitable for allocation, reflecting its scale, and the strategic matter
of Newton Longville’s proximity to the expanding MK edge. The site was proposed as an allocation within
the Draft VALP (2016), but consultation responses were received questioning the quantum of growth
directed to villages.
Category 7
The one remaining medium village was screened-in as requiring more detailed analysis. Specifically  Maids Moreton - The HELAA (January 2017) reported that there were four uncommitted HELAA suitable
sites, with a capacity of 207 homes; however, allocation of all of these sites would result in the village
growing by 57% over the plan period, and hence would result in over-allocation. As such, the Council
(working with AECOM) determined that there was a clear need for detailed analysis to inform the
selection of a preferred strategy.
Smaller villages
The Council has determined that there will be no VALP allocations at smaller villages, i.e. growth at villages
will be provided for through Neighbourhood Plans and windfall / rural exception schemes only. As such, it
was possible to automatically screen-out all smaller villages.
The majority of smaller villages have no HELAA sites, in any case. Of the 45 smaller villages, only the
following are associated with one or more ‘HELAA suitable’ site (i.e. a site deemed potentially suitable for
development, through the HELAA): Drayton Parslow, Granborough, Mursley, Nash, Northall, Oakley,
Slapton, Stowe, Swanbourne, Twyford, Westbury, Westcott, and Worminghall.
Settlement screening conclusions
In conclusion, the following settlements were screened-in as necessitating detailed analysis of
issues/options, and are considered in turn below  Aylesbury
 Milton Keynes (i.e. the MK edge that falls within AVDC)
 Buckingham
 Haddenham
 Wendover
 Winslow
 Aston Clinton
 Maids Moreton
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Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Aylesbury, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Aylesbury
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Aylesbury
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
Aylesbury is the District’s main town, and hence has an important role to play in respect of delivering the
district’s housing requirement. Specifically, given an Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) figure of
19,400 homes, and an understanding that Aylesbury Vale must additionally deliver c.8,000 homes in order
to meet ‘unmet needs’ from other districts, 12 it is undoubtedly the case that Aylesbury itself must deliver
several thousand new homes over the course of the plan period (2013 to 2033).
Addressing housing needs is not the only opportunity to be realised through growth at Aylesbury. There is
also the potential to capitalise on economic opportunities, and fund the delivery of new infrastructure that
improves the town’s functionality. There are particular opportunities for transport infrastructure upgrades,
including a series of new orbital link roads. Growth related opportunities at Aylesbury have resulted in the
town being assigned ‘Garden Town’ status by the Government.13
However, there are also a range of important constraints to growth at Aylesbury, which serve to limit the
number of homes that can be delivered at the town, and serve to indicate areas around the edge of the
town that are less suited to growth (N.B. opportunities are similarly spatially specific).
Constraints to growth at Aylesbury have been the focus of a recent ‘Cumulative Growth Impact’ study
(AECOM, 2017), which focused on examining the way in which individual urban extensions to Aylesbury
might impact in-combination, on a range of receptors, both environmental and socio-economic. The report
presents a number of constraint maps, for example highlighting  Topography - land directly surrounding Aylesbury is mostly flat, which is condusive to development in
some respects; however, the topography also means that flood risk is quite extensive.
 Settlements - the gap between Aylesbury and the smaller settlements of Bierton, Aston Clinton, Weston
Turville, Stoke Mandeville and Stone is set to reduce considerably, with wide ranging implications.
 Transport infrastructure - Aylesbury currently lacks orbital roads; however, there is the potential for urban
extensions to deliver individual stretches of new link road, with the potential to complete an orbital route.
Figure A depicts additional constraints, including the HS2 route, and heritage constraints to the west,
northwest and north. It is also important to note that landscape constraints extend beyond the designated
landscapes, as evidenced by recent Secretary of State decision letters refusing large applications to the
northwest (‘Fleet Marston’), north (‘Weedon Hill’) and north/northeast (‘East of Watermead’). 14
10

Local Plans must be found ‘sound’ through Examination in Public. One of the soundness tests is: “Justified – the plan should be the
most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.”
11
Local Plans must be subjected to a process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in accordance with the procedural requirements se t out
in the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (SEA) Regulations 2004.
12
In addition, VALP must provide for a 5% buffer. As such, the total VALP housing target is 19,400 + 8,000 + 5% = 28,770 homes.
13
See www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/aylesbury-receives-garden-town-status
14
See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/recovered -appeal-fleet-marston-farm-fleet-marston-aylesbury-refs-21810332189277-2189387-2197073-26-january-2015 and https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/recovered-appeal-land-east-of-a413buckingham-road-and-watermead-aylesbury-ref-2219574-9-august-2016
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Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of the 140
HELAA sites in and around Aylesbury, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 72 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 26 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
Potential alternatives
There will be 8,588 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period, equating to
a (28%) increase in dwelling stock (against the 2013 baseline), plus the town saw considerable housing
growth in the years preceding 2013.
As such, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be suggested. However, this approach would fail to capitalise
on opportunities, and lead to increased pressure on other settlements (and/or a ‘new settlement reliance’
strategy with its own challenges and risks).
Nil allocations at Aylesbury is considered ‘unreasonable’ as an option, and indeed it is the case that any
option involving low growth at Aylesbury is similarly ‘unreasonable’. Given Garden Town Status, it is fair to
assume that Aylesbury must be a major focus of allocations.
A reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to allocation at Aylesbury would involve support for all HELAA
‘achievable and suitable’ sites (except for a small number of sites found to be unachievable, or unsuitable,
through work completed following the HELAA).15 This would mean allocations for 6,560 homes.
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, i.e. options involving allocation of HELAA
unsuitable sites. This reflects the strategic opportunities that exist – in particular around infrastructure
delivery – that were outside the scope of the HELAA.
One ‘stand-out’ HELAA unsuitable site, is the ‘Land north of A41’ (otherwise known as ‘Woodlands’) Major
Development Area (MDA; comprising HELAA sites WTV018, WTV017, AST037 and BIE022), to the east,
between the A41 and the Grand Union Canal. The MDA would deliver an eastern road link, and flood risk
concerns have been a focus of detailed work post HELAA.
One additional HELAA unsuitable site ‘stands-out’ on the basis of potentially supporting infrastructure
delivery: Northeast MDA (comprising HELAA sites BIE12, BIE17 and BIE21), which could deliver a northeastern road link. However, it is difficult to foresee a scenario whereby it would be allocated within the
VALP ahead of ‘Woodlands’, recognising that a new link road through the Woodlands site would be of
particular strategic importance, and also recognising that the site is not being actively promoted at the
current time. As such, the assumption is that the Northeast MDA could only be allocated in addition to
Woodlands.

15

The HELAA reports the capacity of HELAA suitable sites to be 6,929 however, further work following the HELAA ruled-out certain
sites and identified a need to reduce the capacity on others (all for quite clear and unambiguous reasons, i.e. not reasons t hat need to
be explored through the SA), bringing the figure down to 6,560 homes.
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Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish three reasonable alternatives 1) Do minimum = allocations for 6,560 homes
2) Additional allocation of Woodlands MDA for 1,510 homes = 7,810 homes
3) Additional allocation of the North East MDA for 3,000 homes = 10,810 homes.
The table presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Biodiversity

Climate
change
adaptation

Opt
1

=

Opt
2

=

2

Opt
3

Discussion

=

Woodlands MDA is unconstrained by designations on-site or adjacent,
although the Grand Union Canal is adjacent, and a stream flows
through the site. More generally, landscape scale biodiversity and
green infrastructure considerations are of note. On one hand, there is
concern as expansion of Aylesbury to the south / southeast brings the
town closer to the Chiltern Hills; however, on the other hand, there is
the potential to contribute to ecological connectivity / achievement of
the ‘linear park’ element of the established Aylesbury Green
Infrastructure Strategy, recognising that to the north is the permitted
2,450 home Kingsbrook scheme, which is being planned in
conjunction with the RSPB, in order to deliver ‘biodiversity gain’, with
the proposal to deliver 50% open space and potentially a Regional
Wetland Park.
The NE MDA is also fairly unconstrained, with no designated sites
intersecting. There are extensive mature hedgerows throughout the
site, and the large Hulcott Fields biological notification site (local
designation) is adjacent to the east, but these constraints would not
necessarily weigh significantly against allocation of the site. There is
also the opportunity to contribute to strategic green infrastructure
objectives, linking with the Kingsmead site to the south, and
Watermead Lake and the River Thame corridor to the west; however,
existing features on site and adjacent (e.g. the A418 is a hard barrier)
would not necessarily suggest that a particular opportunity exists.

2

Woodlands MDA includes a large area of land intersecting Flood
Zones 2 and 3, associated primarily with the Bear Brook, but also with
the Drayton Mead Brook (to the east, in the vicinity of the College
Farm). There has been detailed work undertaken to explore how flood
risk can be avoided in practice, by leaving the land at risk
undeveloped as open space, or using it only for flood compatible uses
such as sports pitches and associated facilities; however, it remains
the case that a preferable approach, from a flood risk perspective,
would be to leave the site in its current use (which in turn would leave
open the option of using the land for flood attenuation in the future).
Furthermore: access/egress routes will pass through Flood Zone 3
(i.e. high risk), which - whilst potentially acceptable in planning terms potentially involves a safety risk; and, whilst uses defined as flood
compatible will be directed to the flood risk zones, it remains the case
that flooding could cause disruption to these uses (e.g. flooding can
disrupt sporting events; and it is notable that the proposal is to provide
facilities for disabled sporting events, complementing events held at
Stoke Mandeville).

xX
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With regards to the NE MDA, whilst the northern extent is defined by
the River Thame floodplain it should be possible to leave this land
undeveloped. Also, there is a possibility of delivering strategic flood
alleviation measures - i.e. measures to reduce flood risk on and off
site. The planning inspector dealing with an appeal for refused
application for a large scheme (2015) concluded “It has been shown, by calculation, that the peak discharge of storm
water from the site would be less than the run-off from the site in its
current condition…
Specifically, the re-engineered drainage
channel along the western boundary of the site would collect storm
water and carry it away from existing properties on the edge of
Watermead and improve existing conditions. Moreover, with an
anticipated 72% reduction in peak run-off and attenuated discharges
to the River Thame, the proposal would deliver very valuable flood
risk betterment along the River Thame corridor north of Aylesbury,
including Watermead… Whilst it is ack nowledged that the
betterment to Watermead might not fully mitigate existing problems,
it would deliver valuable improvements which would, otherwise, be
unlik ely to be achieved.”

Climate
change
mitigation

Community

=

=

=

=

=

The scale of both MDAs indicates that there would be good potential
to achieve the economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon
infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power generating station,
associated with a network of piping to deliver district heating.
However, in practice there may be limited opportunity. Recent
planning applications at both sites have not proposed low carbon
infrastructure, and equivalent schemes around Aylesbury are not set
to deliver significant low carbon infrastructure. This reflects viability
considerations, i.e. the need to divert funds to other infrastructure,
high quality design and affordable housing.

=

Both MDAs would deliver a new local centre and a good range of
community infrastructure; however, both new communities would be a
considerable distance from Aylesbury Town Centre (2km+).
Residents of a new community at Woodlands would benefit from good
access to the Grand Union Canal (a gateway to the Chilterns) and
employment opportunities within walking distance at the Arla
Enterprise Zone (although pollution from the ‘Super Dairy’ could be
concern). Residents of a new community at the NE MDA would
benefit from proximity of Watermead Lake to the west.
There would, of course, also be some potential negative implications
for local residents, with the NE MDA in particular affecting residents of
Bierton - a medium sized village that is already set to be impacted by
development of the 2,450 home Kingsbrook scheme. Traffic impacts
will be a key consideration; however, there would be good potential to
deliver road infrastructure upgrades, as per other MDA options.
Finally, there is a need to consider the in-combination effects of
development of both sites, alongside large scale development
elsewhere around the perimeter of Aylesbury. Concerns are reduced
by Aylesbury’s Garden Town status, and associated work to
masterplan the town as a whole. It is also important to bear in mind
that growth will be phased over a 10-15 year period, and there will
good potential to implement lessons learned from the
planning/delivery of other large schemes (Buckingham Park,
Berryfields and Kingsbrook are complete, near complete and under
construction respectively).

XX
X
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Economy

2

Heritage

Housing

At the current time there is not a high need/demand for new
employment land in Aylesbury (i.e. the existing supply of sites with
planning permission is sufficient to meet the demand that exists);
however, this situation could potentially change in the future. In
particular, the town could possibly see an increase in demand in the
future should it be the case that the southern Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway route option is selected. This route option would involve
the Expressway passing Leighton Buzzard and then skirting the
northern edge of Aylesbury, before continuing to Thame and beyond.
However, ahead of a decision on the Expressway route, it would be
premature to suggest that NE MDA represents an opportunity to
deliver new strategic employment land.
With regards to Woodlands, a key consideration is the adjacent Arla
Enterprise Zone. The latest proposal is to deliver 102,800m 2 of
B1b/B2/B8 floorspace, to support the expansion of activities within
the Enterprise Zone. This is supported (in particular, the B8
proposal, as this type of employment land is in demand), although it
is noted that the proposal in the past has involved delivering a
considerably greater quantum of employment floorspace.

2

2

3

Woodlands is constrained by Old Manor Farm Grade 2* listed
building to the west, i.e. in the land that sits in-between the site and
the existing edge of Aylesbury. Also, the fields surrounding the listed
building are an archaeological notification area, with the Ordnance
Survey showing two moats.
The NE MDA does not contain or abut any designated heritage
assets, but an important consideration is the cumulative impact on
the setting of the Bierton Conservation Area, given the permitted
2,450 home Kingsbrook scheme to the south. There is also the
need to consider the possibility of impacts to the setting of the
Hulcott Conservation Area to the east, recognising that a new link
road could well join the A418 at the Hulcott junction. With regards to
non-designated components of the historic environment, the
Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) study
found the ‘Bierton Fields’ area to generally comprise a ‘well
preserved parliamentary enclosure’ field pattern, that is possibly
more sensitive than the field pattern to the south (‘Broughton
Fields’), and there may also be some fields showing evidence of
medieval ridge and furrow management. The planning inspector
dealing with an appeal for a refused application for a large scheme
within the NE MDA area (2015) stated “The survival of well-preserved long and regular, rectilinear,
enclosures with straight boundaries, which were originally formed
from the strips of open field farming, is an important element of
Bierton’s character and distinctiveness. Moreover, Parliamentary
enclosure is illustrative of a hugely important economic and social
process and the survival of the fields has aesthetic value as a
designed agricultural landscape of its time.”
On balance, given the extent of development proposed/planned in
the Aylesbury environs, it is fair to conclude that, from a heritage
perspective, there is merit in leaving both sites undeveloped.

3

Work has been completed to demonstrate that Option 2 is
deliverable, whilst deliverability would be called into question under
Option 3, i.e. there would be a risk that the housing market would
become saturated, such that planned houses are delayed. Delivery
at a slower rate than anticipated, could lead to a situation whereby
the Council is unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply.

X

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX

14

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
X

Landscape

Natural
resources

2

2

3

With regards to Woodlands, the Aylesbury Landscape Study (2017)
concludes: “The site consists of a network of agricultural fields
interspersed with low boundary hedgerows that allow views across
the site towards Industrial and agricultural units to the north east, and
a farmstead on the eastern boundary… Potential to develop 65% of
the site… with a green infrastructure buffer (min 100m) along the
northern boundary parallel with the Grand Union Canal to limit views
of the development from the canal. East and north eastern most
fields to be retained as agriculture to minimise sprawl along A41.”
With regards to the NE MDA, the study concludes: “… The character
of the site is rural with little evidence of urban fringe character. The
sites contribution to the character of the wider landscape is
considered to be high given it forms a vast part of the setting of
Aylesbury in views from the elevated northern hills… Potential to
develop 20% of the site alongside link road, which should be
constrained to existing field parcels to retain the scale and grain of
adjacent rural character and benefit from mature vegetation...”
Also, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government,
dealing with a ‘called in’ appeal against a refused application for a
large scheme within the NE MDA area (2015) stated: “The Secretary
of State agrees with the Inspector that the development would impact
on two local landscape character areas, remove k ey landscape
characteristics including narrow strip fields and ridge and furrow, and
compound the impact of ribbon development along the A418. He
further agrees that, with the exception of narrow remnant gaps, the
built up area of Aylesbury would run out into Bierton… The Secretary
of State… agrees that the visual impacts from public rights of way,
especially those in more sensitive countryside would be very mark ed,
the approach to Aylesbury along the A413 would become more urban
and from the A418 there would be blurring of the distinction between
Aylesbury and Bierton… As such he finds lik e the Inspector that
notwithstanding the ecological and recreational benefits of the
proposal, the development as a whole would have a very significant
adverse impact on the character and appearance of the landscape. ”
In conclusion, as per the discussion under ‘heritage’, given the extent
of development proposed/planned in the Aylesbury environs, it is fair
to conclude that from a landscape perspective there is merit in
leaving these sites undeveloped. It is also apparent that the NE MDA
site is considerably more constrained than the Woodlands MDA site.

3

A key consideration here is the need to protect agricultural land, and
in particular land that is grade 1, 2 or 3a, which is defined as ‘best
and most versatile’ (BMV) by the NPPF.
The quality of agricultural land at the Woodlands MDA is mainly
unsurveyed, using the ‘post 1988 criteria’, but adjacent land is
surveyed, showing grade 3b and some grade 4 (i.e. non-BMV).
Only a small part of the agricultural land within the NE Aylesbury MDA
has been surveyed, using the ‘post 1988 criteria’, finding a mixture of
grades 3a and 3b land (predominantly 3b). There is also a very small
patch of grade 2 (i.e. higher quality) land, and the low resolution
national dataset also indicates the possibility of some grade 2 land.
Given the potential for loss of BMV land, development of the NE
Aylesbury MDA is not supported, from a ‘natural resources’
perspective. With regards to the Woodlands MDA, there is currently
some uncertainty regarding the quality of agricultural land.

X
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There are three main considerations -

Pollution

2

3

 An Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) is designated along the
A41, which would see an increase in traffic as a result of the
Woodlands MDA. Also, high growth for Aylesbury (Option 3) could
result in worsening of air quality at existing pollution hotspots and/or
new air pollution hotspots.
 The Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study (WCS, 2017) has not
highlighted particular constraints to growth at Aylesbury, in that there
should be potential to deliver/upgrade the necessary wastewater
management infrastructure, thereby minimising risk of pollution to the
water environment.
 The Woodlands MDA would be adjacent to the Arla Super Dairy,
potentially giving rise to some environmental health issues.
Both MDA options are examined in detail through the Aylesbury
Transport Strategy (ATS, 2017). The NE MDA is considered in
isolation, as it comprises ‘Sector 4’ around the edge of Aylesbury,
whilst the Woodlands MDA is considered alongside the Kingsbrook and
Hampden Fields sites, with which it shares ‘Sector 3’.
With regards to the Woodlands MDA, the ATS describes the
opportunity to deliver a series of new link roads as “key to this sector”.
Woodlands would deliver one of the three link roads. The ATS also
makes the following important points -

Travel /
transport

3

2

Waste

=

=

 “Longer term, there are desires to include a Primary Public Transport
Corridor on the A41 approaching central Aylesbury. This would
provide priority measures for buses, pedestrians and cyclists. They
aim to create a more attractive and reliable travel network , however it
is ack nowledged they would only be implemented if there was
sufficient capacity on the road network to accommodate them. This
hinges on the outer link road network which would help reduce flows
on the A41.”
 “Given the plethora of development in Sector 3 it is also paramount
that impacts on the A41 are carefully managed. Many of the new
developments will generate traffic movements on the A41 which is a
highly congested arterial road.”
With regards to the NE MDA, the ATS describes a new link road
between the A413 and A418 as “widely desired and a priority for
AVDC/BCC”, but highlights that the recent refusal of a planning
application linked to its introduction means it could be very difficult to
secure funding for its design and construction. The ATS also highlights
that, longer term, there are desires to include a Primary Public
Transport Corridor on the A418 approaching central Aylesbury, but that
this hinges on the outer link road network which would help reduce
flows on the A418.
 On balance, given the potential for transport enhancements, it is fair
to conclude that growth is supported. However, it is noted that new
communities would be some distance from the centre of Aylesbury,
and so there would be a risk of car dependency.
=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.

X
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Conclusions
Option 1 (do minimum, i.e. support just HELAA suitable sites) performs best in terms of the greatest
number of objectives; however, Option 1 performs poorly in terms of  ‘housing’ objectives, as providing for objectively assessed housing needs within Aylesbury Vale District
would be a challenge without delivery of 6,000+ homes through alloc ations at Aylesbury; and
 ‘transport’ objectives, as the opportunity to deliver one or more orbital link roads would be missed.

=

2

2

=

=

3

Pollution

=

Natural
resources

=

Landscape

2

Housing

2

Heritage

=

2

3

2

2

2

3

3

3

Waste

Option 3

=

Travel /
transport

=

Economy

Option 2

Community

=

Climate change
mitigation

Option 1

Climate change
adaptation

Biodiversity

Higher growth would lead to a range of environmental challenges, with the highest growth option (Option 3)
notably leading to particular challenges in terms of landscape/heritage, recognising the sensitivities
associated with the NE MDA site. Flood risk is another issue, recognising that the Woodlands MDA site
intersects the flood risk zone to a significant extent.

3

=

2

=
=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “The Council gives particular weight to the ‘housing’ and ‘transport’ draw-back s of Option 1, i.e. it is the
Council’s view that a low growth strategy at Aylesbury would mak e it difficult to provide for the Districtwide housing target figure, and an opportunity to deliver strategic infrastructure, in accordance with
Garden Town aspirations, would be missed. Also, the Council gives particular weight to the landscape
and heritage draw-back s of Option 3, recognising the recent SoS decision. With regards to Option 2, it is
lik ely that environmental issues - including flood risk - can be addressed through site specific policy and
development management, and the road infrastructure benefits of the Woodlands scheme would be
significant. In conclusion, Option 2 only should be taken forward for further consideration, as an element
of district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.”
Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’
(notably associated with the River Thame and the Grand Union Canal) and numerous areas identified as
an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
MILTON KEYNES EDGE
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at the Milton Keynes edge, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic
and timely consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement
of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Milton Keynes edge
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Milton Keynes edge
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
The northern part of Aylesbury Vale District directly adjoins Milton Keynes (MK), a former new town and
growing regional centre. As such, there is a need to consider the potential for the allocation of land for
housing and/or employment, to contribute to both Aylesbury Vale and MK specific objectives. Evidence is
available to show the strong linkages between the District and MK, with the MK functional Housing Market
Area (HMA) stretching across the north of the District, and many residents within the District commuting
into MK for work and travelling in to access retail and other facilities, principally via the A421.
Rail links between the District and MK are poor, with only Cheddington on the eastern edge of the District
on the MK (to Euston) train line; however, rail links will improve as a result of East West Rail, which will
involve the creation of a spur between MK and Aylesbury (via Aylesbury Vale Parkway and a new station at
Winslow) early in the plan period. There is already an Aylesbury to MK express bus service.
There is also a need to recognise the longer term opportunity associated with the proposed Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway. Two of the three high level route options currently being explored would involve a
route west from Junction 13 of the M1 across south Milton Keynes, or along the southern edge of Milton
Keynes (with the third route option being a southern route from J13, via Leighton Buzzard and then
Aylesbury). The selection of one of the two northern route options, and the selection of the precise route
through/along southern MK, could have considerable spatial strategy implications, in respect of housing
and employment growth. However, selection of a preferred route is not anticipated for some time.
There is already some cross-boundary development occurring, and more planned. Specifically, one large
site is under construction (SHM012, 350 homes at MK’s southern tip) and a significantly larger site recently
gained a ‘resolution to permit subject to Section 106 agreements’ (NLV001, 1,855 homes at Salden
Chase). The Salden Chase scheme will include a secondary school and a small employment area.
With regards to constraints, there is a particular need to consider  sensitivities associated with Newton Longville (a Medium Village) and Whaddon (a Smaller Village, with a
designated conservation area);
 potential traffic impacts in the strategic A421 transport corridor, on Milton Keynes itself and on villages
near to potential development sites;
 landscape sensitives associated with proposed locally designated landscapes (Areas of Attractive
Landscape, AALs) to the west (including Whaddon) and east (north of Stoke Hammond and Great
Brickhill); and
 biodiversity sensitivities recognising that ‘Whaddon Chase’ (to the west) and the River Ouzel valley (to the
east) are County-level Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs).
Figure A depicts a range of readily map-able constraints.
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Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of the 17 HELAA
sites on the MK edge, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 4 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 1 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
Potential alternatives
Recognising the recent ‘resolution to grant planning permission’ at Salden Chase on the southern edge of
MK (NLV001, 1,855 homes), a reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to allocations at the MK edge would
involve nil allocations (over-and-above NLV001, which must be allocated, as the ‘resolution to grant’ was
subsequent to the Local Plan cut-off date of 31st March 2017), despite the fact that this approach would
serve to increase pressure for development at other settlements, including smaller settlements.
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, which would involve additional allocation of –
A. GRB002 (1,200 homes) - HELAA unsuitable, but would involve completing the 1,800 home ‘Land at
Eaton Leys’ cross-boundary site, i.e. the 1,200 homes would be in addition to the 600 homes already
permitted on land directly to the north, within MK borough.
B. WHA001 (up to 2,000 homes) to the west - HELAA suitable; however, sensitive from a
heritage/landscape perspective, including as it forms a landscape gap between MK and Whaddon;
and/or
C. MUR001, MUR002 and NLV020 (up to 3,000 homes) - HELAA unsuitable, but together would extend
the recently permitted 1,855 home ‘Salden Chase’ scheme. All of these sites were supported within the
South East Plan (now revoked) as the North East Aylesbury Vale Strategic Development Area.
There are also a number of other HELAA unsuitable sites in the vicinity of Newton Longville; however,
opportunities for strategic scale expansion are less apparent here, and all of the sites are notably
constrained, with a key issue being the need to maintain a landscape gap between Newton Longville and
the MK edge. These sites are sequentially less preferable to the sites discussed above.
Focusing on (A), (B) and (C), in addition to the possibility of allocating one of these sites, there is also the
question of whether more than one site could be allocated. On balance, it is suggested that the only
feasible ‘combination’ higher growth option would involve the two smaller sites - (A) and (B) - as any other
combination would result in over-development, with likely negative sustainability implications and also
deliverability risks.
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Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish five reasonable alternatives 1) Do minimum = allocations for 1,855 homes
2) Additional allocation of GRB002 for 1,200 homes = 2,055 homes
3) Additional allocation of WHA001 for 2,000 homes = 3,855 homes
4) Additional allocation of MUR001, MUR002 and NLV020 for 3,000 homes = 4,855 homes
5) Additional allocation of GRB002 and WHA001 for 3,200 homes = 5,055 homes
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Opt Opt
1
2

Opt Opt
3
4

Biodiversity

Climate
change
adaptation

2

=

=

=

2

=

Opt
5

Discussion

2

The Whaddon and Salden Chase sites to the southwest and
south are notably sensitive, given that they sit within a
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA), with Thrift Wood Local
Wildlife Site (LWS) adjacent and other woodland LWSs
nearby. The Bucks Green Infrastructure Strategy (2013)
identifies the potential benefits that might arise from quite
extensive woodland creation within this area, which it refers
to as Whaddon Chase. In particular, the potential for a large
area of habitat creation within the Whaddon site (Options 3
and 5) is identified. Development could potentially facilitate
targeted habitat creation, such that there is landscape-scale
‘biodiversity gain’; however, this is uncertain. Perhaps more
likely is that significant development would be contrary to
BOA / Bucks GI Strategy objectives.
The final site at Eaton Leys to the east is perhaps less
sensitive, although the boundary of the site is defined by the
Grand Union Canal / River Ouzel floodplain, which is a
BOA, and Waterhall Park LWS is adjacent. More generally,
the site is within the Brickhills Area of Attractive Landscape
(AAL), which is associated with: “Rich natural character
influenced by the large number of link ed features including
heathland, woodland, grassland and wetland.” 16 As
discussed, land adjacent to the north within MK (which
similarly borders the canal) recently gained planning
permission, with policy for the site published within Draft
Plan MK (March 2017), to reflect the planning permission.
The Draft Plan MK policy does not reference the need to
account for any particular biodiversity issues/opportunities.

=

Flood risk is not a major constraint to development at the
MK edge. The Salden Chase and Eaton Leys sites intersect
a flood risk zone; however, there would be good potential to
leave land within the flood zone undeveloped, i.e. use this
land for green infrastructure.

xX

16

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

Climate
change
mitigation

Community

2

=

2

=

2

=

=

2

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of all sites
indicates that there could be potential to achieve the
economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon
infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power station,
associated with a district heating network.
However, in practice there may be limited opportunity.
Neither of the recent major planning permissions granted at
the MK edge require low carbon infrastructure, reflecting
viability considerations, i.e. the need to divert funds to other
infrastructure, high quality design and affordable housing.
A Salden Chase scheme (Option 4) would be notably larger,
and hence there may be good potential at this site. It might
also feasibly be masterplanned in coordination with the
adjacent 1,855 home scheme that recently gained a
‘resolution to grant planning permission’; however, in
practice this may be unlikely.

=

All sites would likely deliver a range of community
infrastructure; and have reasonable ease of access to
higher order facilities. All sites are a long distance from
Central Milton Keynes (6km+), but the Whaddon and Eaton
Leys sites are both close to a district centre (Westcroft and
Bletchley, respectively). All sites would have good access
to high quality countryside, in the form of Whaddon Chase
or the Grand Union Canal / River Ouzel.
Focusing on the large Salden Chase scheme (Option 4), the
site would be somewhat isolated; however, given the scale
of this scheme, there would undoubtedly be the potential to
deliver a new local centre, and targeted community facilities
in coordination with the adjacent ‘resolution to grant’ Salden
Chase scheme (e.g. a large scheme proposed in past
included land for a Park and Ride). However, on the other
hand, it is noted that the possibility of a large scheme at
Salden Chase has been considered in the past, over many
years, and been found to have drawbacks, hence the recent
focus on a more modest (1,855 home) scheme.
In general, it is not clear that there are any particular
community infrastructure opportunities to be realised
through development at any of these sites, or development
of sites in combination.
Finally, with regards to negative implications for existing
local residents, potentially the greatest concern relates to
impacts to residents at Whaddon and Newton Longville.
Traffic is often a concern to existing residents; however, this
tends to be less so the case in Milton Keynes than
elsewhere, recognising that there tends to be relatively good
capacity on road infrastructure. All sites would have good
access to a major road (either the A421 or A5); however,
rat-running through villages could still be a concern, notably
through Whaddon and Newton Longville.

XX
X
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X

Economy

Heritage

=

=

2

=

3

=

2

=

Need/demand for employment land in Aylesbury Vale, as
established through the Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), is broadly in
balance with existing supply, which indicates little need to
allocate new land for employment. However, it is worthwhile
giving consideration to the potential to deliver new
employment land nonetheless, recognising that employment
growth forecasts are inherently uncertain.
There is also a need to bear in mind that Aylesbury Vale
HEDNA conclusions apply less to sites on the MK edge;
however, a recent (June 2017) MK Economic Growth and
Employment Land Study Partial Update concluded that: “In
quantitative terms, there is sufficient supply in Milton Keynes
to meet forecasted demand.” N.B. in qualitative terms the
study recorded uncertainty. 17
All sites could feasibly deliver employment land, recognising
that they abut a main road (with the potential for major
upgrades at part of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway);
however, there is no certainty in this respect. The recently
permitted Salden Chase scheme will deliver only a small
employment area (precise size yet to be determined), whilst
the recently permitted Eaton Leys scheme, within MK
Borough, will not deliver any employment land. At Salden
Chase (Option 4) the size of the site might suggest good
potential to deliver employment land; however, the presence
of a woodland would likely prevent employment land from
being located adjacent to the main road (A421).

4

The Whaddon site (Options 3 and 5) performs poorly on the
basis that it would reduce the landscape gap between the
edge of MK and the Whaddon Conservation Area (CA), and
indeed abut the CA. It also falls within the Whaddon Chase
landscape area, as defined by the Aylesbury Vale Green
Infrastructure Strategy, and described as: “A very ancient
relict landscape with a special local character due to the
preservation of the former hunting chase landscape.” 18
However, it is noted that the site falls outside of the
Whaddon Nash Valley Area of Attractive Landscape (AAL).
The Salden Chase site is unconstrained by designated
features; however, as per the Whaddon site discussed
above, it falls within the Whaddon Chase landscape area
(but outside of the Whaddon Nash Valley AAL)
The Eaton Leys site is in close proximity to a cluster of listed
buildings associated with Water Eaton, including Mill Farm,
which is almost adjacent, and a listed canal bridge. The site
falls within the Brickhills AAL, the heritage value of which
was confirmed by a recent study, which references: “Historic
landscape character of the canal and river corridor including
historic flood meadows, bridges and locks, and the sense of
enclosure and intimacy created by lush vegetation.”16
It is fair to conclude that, from a heritage perspective, there
is merit in leaving sites undeveloped. It is also fair to
conclude that the Whaddon site is the most constrained.

X

17
18

See https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/employment-evidence-base?chapter=2
See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/page_downloads/Green-Infrastructure-Flagship-Projects.pdf
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X

Housing

Landscape

=

=

2

=

2

=

2

=

The MK edge falls within the Milton Keynes functional
housing market area, across which there is confidence
regarding the potential to accommodate objectively housing
assessed need (OAHN). In comparison, the south of the
District falls within the Buckinghamshire functional housing
market area, where accommodating OAHN is a major
challenge, i.e. there is a risk of unmet needs. As such, it is
difficult to conclude that higher growth options are
necessarily preferred, from a ‘housing’ perspective.
It is also the case that deliverability could be called into
question under Option 5, i.e. it might transpire that the
Council sets itself a target / establishes a housing trajectory
that it cannot achieve, potentially with implications for the
Council’s ability to maintain a rolling ‘five year housing land
supply’. Similarly, it could be the case that there are
deliverability risks associated with a large scheme at Salden
Chase, including on the basis of potentially having to be
delivered after the adjacent permitted site (1,885 homes);
however, this is uncertain.

3

With regards to the Eaton Leys site, the Aylesbury
Landscape Study (2017) concludes: “The sites elevated
nature exposes it to views from elevated hills... Two
PROW's intersect the site with views across the open rural
landscape. The site lies within an area of proposed
Designated Local Landscape and is of high landscape
quality and value with wide panoramic views of the wider
rural countryside. The site has no elements that would
contribute to an urban fringe character… [However]… 70%
of the site developable due to the reduction in susceptibility
that development to the north would have on the site.”
With regards to the Whaddon site, the Aylesbury Landscape
Study (2017) concludes: “Potential to develop 35% of the
site as residential development, to the north of Shenley Rd,
east of Bottle House Farm and against the eastern edge of
Milton Keynes. Existing block s of woodland… could be
extended to enclose development...
Topography of
remaining site exposes it to surrounding landscape mak ing
it less suitable to develop.”
With regards to the Salden Chase site, the Landscape
Study (2017) concludes that the southern half of the site is
unsuitable “due to extent of exposure and isolation from
settlement, which would be difficult to mitigate.”
In conclusion, as per the discussion under ‘heritage’, given
the extent of development proposed/planned in the MK
environs, it is fair to conclude that from a landscape
perspective there is merit in leaving these sites
undeveloped. It is difficult to differentiate between the sites,
in terms of their relative landscape sensitivity. The Eaton
Lees site falls within the Brickhills Area of Attractive
Landscape (AAL), and a recent study has served to confirm
the value of this AAL, 16 but the sensitivity of the site will be
reduced once adjacent land in MK is developed.

x
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X

Natural
resources

Pollution

2

=

Travel /
transport

2

Waste

=

=

=

=

=

2

A key consideration here is the need to protect agricultural
land, and in particular land that is grade 1, 2 or 3a, which is
defined as ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) by the NPPF.
All three sites have mostly been surveyed, using the ‘post
1988 criteria’, with results showing the Eaton Leys site to be
notably constrained, comprising mostly grade 3a land (along
with some grade 3b). In comparison, the other two sites
comprise mostly grade 3b land.
N.B. the permitted site adjacent to Eaton Leys (600 homes)
comprises mostly grade 2 agricultural land, which serves to
highlight that loss of BMV agricultural land is not necessarily
a barrier to development.

=

There are no Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs)
designated in Milton Keynes, and hence air quality is not
thought likely to be an issue, when differentiating the
alternatives.
With regards to Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW)
capacity, the Aylesbury Vale Water Cycle Study (WCS,
2017) examines capacity at the Cotton Valley WwTW on the
eastern edge of MK, which serves the majority of MK, as far
west as Whaddon. The study does not highlight any
concerns; however, it is noted that Anglian Water stated
through the Draft VALP consultation (2017) that “Anglian Water has made an assessment of the available
capacity at Water Recycling Centres (formerly k nown as
sewage treatment work s) for each of the proposed housing
allocation sites within our area of responsibility. It is
important to note that this assessment does not tak e
account of the cumulative impact of development on the
identified Water Recycling Centres. This is particularly
relevant to Buck ingham Water Recycling Centre which
serves a number of parishes within the district and Cotton
Valley Water Recycling Centre which serves the Milton
Keynes area.” [emphasis added].

3

3

3

Proximity to services/facilities has already been discussed
above, under the ‘Communities’ heading. There is also a
need to consider the matter of proximity to employment
locations, and in this respect the Eaton Leys site potentially
performs marginally best, as it is closer to the eastern side
of Milton Keynes, where employment land is focused. The
Eaton Leys site also benefits from being within walking
distance of Bletchley Train station, which will be a stop on
East West Rail. Furthermore, development here would
potentially result in a lower proportion of trips along the
A421 between MK and Buckingham, which is known to be a
traffic congestion hotspot (albeit it may see upgrades as part
of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway).
On balance, it is suggested that allocation of the Eaton Leys
site is preferable to the ‘do minimum’, from a transport
perspective; however, this conclusion is somewhat
uncertain.

=

=

=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste
management.

x
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Conclusions
Option 1 (‘do minimum’, i.e. support only the 1,885 home Salden Chase scheme which has a resolution to
grant planning permission) performs best in terms of the greatest number of objectives . There is a
suggestion that is might result in something of an opportunity missed in respect of ‘Climate change’ and
‘Transport’ objectives; however, neither conclusion is reached with a high degree of certainty.
Another notable conclusion is that that Option 5 (highest growth) performs poorly, with concerns raised in
respect of the majority of environmental objectives. Whilst it will not always be the case that a high growth
option at a given settlement performs poorly from an environmental perspective, recognising that the effect
may be to reduce pressure on more sensitive locations, at the MK edge there are some clear sensitivities,
heightened by the scale of recent and planned growth.
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Of the three strategic sites under consideration for allocation (in addition to the 1,885 home Salden Chase
scheme), the appraisal potentially serves to suggest that it is the site at Whaddon (Options 3 and 5) that
performs least well; however, this is not a clear cut conclusion. Another argument might be that the Eaton
Leys site (Options 2 and 5) performs least well on the basis that it comprises mostly BMV agricultural land,
or that the Salden Chase site (Option 4) performs least well on the basis of deliverability risks.

=

2

=

=

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “Whilst the Council broadly agrees with SA findings, it places a higher degree of weight on the landscape
constraint affecting the Eaton Leys site, recognising that the site falls within the Brick hills AAL, the value
of which has been confirmed by a recent Study (Defining the special qualities of local landscape
designations in Aylesbury Vale District, LUC 2016) and recognising that the adjacent land within MK
Borough will not be built-out for a number of years. Having accounted for this greater weight, the Council
finds the Eaton Leys site to perform notably worse than the other two sites. On this basis, Options 1, 3,
and 4 should be tak en forward for further consideration, as an element of district -wide spatial strategy
alternatives.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites ’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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BUCKINGHAM
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Buckingham, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Buckingham
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Buckingham
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
The largest of the four ‘strategic settlements’ that comprise the second tier of the settlement hierarchy .
Buckingham is a small market town with a population of approximately 12,000 and a relatively strong
offering in respect of employment, retail and community facilities. The town is also notable as the home of
the University of Buckingham, which aims to expand from the current 1,300 on campus to a projected
2,000 on campus over coming years.
Buckingham is located in the north of the District approximately 17 miles north-west of Aylesbury, 11 miles
from Bicester and 12 miles south-west of Central Milton Keynes. The main road through the centre of
Buckingham is the A422, which links Banbury and M40 Junction 11 (to the west) to MK’s northern edge
and the A5 (in the east). In addition, the A413 is a north/south route passing through the centre of
Buckingham, linking Silverstone and Northamptonshire with Winslow, Aylesbury and beyond. Finally, the
A421 is a second east/west road, linking M40 Junction 10 and Bicester Garden City (in the west) with the
southern edge of MK (in the east). This road is of regional significance, including on the basis that it may
see upgrades as a result of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway scheme (for which options are currently
being considered). The A421 forms a by-pass around the southern edge of the town, albeit there is now
some development to the south of the route.
A Buckingham Transport Strategy was recently published,
highlighting a range of issues and opportunities. 19 Traffic
congestion in the town centre, and along the A421 bypass, is
problematic, and modelling suggests that this situation will
worsen; however, there is the potential to mitigate problems
through the provision of new strategic walking/cycling links and
bus routes. Notably, there is the potential for high quality bus
links to rail stations at Bicester and Winslow (opening early
2020s); and there is a proposal for a cycle link to Silverstone
Park, a significant proposed employment area. Also notable is
a major new cycle link to Winslow, as part of the A413
Sustainable Travel Scheme, which is near completion. 20
Aside from transport issues, 21 notable constraints to growth
are shown in Figure A, and include -

Transport improvement opportunities

 conservation areas associated with the town centre, Stowe Avenue and neighbouring villages;
 flood risk from the River Great Ouse; and
 severance caused by main roads, in particular the A421.
19
20
21

See https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?ID=6676
See https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/transport-and-roads/strategic-economic-plan/a413-sustainable-travel-scheme/
Capacity at the Buckingham Wastewater Treatment Works is another headline constraint to growth
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Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 52 HELAA
sites at Buckingham, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 17 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 13 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
Potential alternatives
There will be 1,509 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period, equating to
a 30% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). This figure includes 617 homes at sites allocated
through the ‘made’ Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan (NP). As such, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be
suggested. However, this approach would lead to increased pressure on other settlements. Furthermore,
the Buckingham NP does identify one reserve site - i.e. a site that is not an allocation, but which could
become an allocation if necessary - which is also HELAA suitable.
As such, a reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to allocation at Buckingham would involve allocation of the
NP reserve site - BUC051 (300 homes) to the west. The part of the site that would be developed is fairly
well related to the settlement edge, in proximity to the town centre and would avoid the flood risk zone.
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, given Buckingham’s position in the settlement
hierarchy, through additional allocation of one or more of the HELAA suitable sites, namely: A) BUC043
(130 homes); B) BUC025 (360 homes); and/or C) BUC046 (420 homes). Considerations are  (A) is sequentially preferable as it relates better to the existing settlement than the other two options ,
which are south of the A421. However a ‘called in’ application of the site was recently refused
permission, with the Secretary of State concluding: “… the adverse impacts of the proposal, especially in
terms of the conflict with the BNDP, would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.”
 Whilst there is the potential to allocate two sites, it would be unreasonable to allocate both sites to the
south of the A421 (i.e. B and C). There is a need to apply caution in respect of growth to the south of the
A421, recognising issues around severance and also safety; and recognising that the A421 could
potentially see increased traffic and major upgrades, as part of the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.
There is conceivably the option of allocating all three sites, recognising that all are HELAA suitable;
however, this option is ruled-out as unreasonable, as it would involve over-allocation at Buckingham.
Whilst the second largest settlement in the District, Buckingham is a relatively small rural town with notable
constraints and relatively few strategic growth related opportunities.
Finally, there is a need to state that none of the HELAA unsuitable sites need come into contention.
BUC014, BUC017 and BUC055 to the east are all notably constrained in landscape terms, and sites to the
north are either constrained in landscape and/or heritage terms, or relate poorly to the existing settlement
edge. For example, MMO011 is discussed in the SHLAA as: “beyond a strong defensible town boundary
that is well related to landform. The eastern part of the site is particularly sensitive to development and has
a weak relationship to the existing settlement. There are long distance views to the south and development
would also adversely affect the setting of the Maids Moreton church to the north.”
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Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish six reasonable alternatives 1) Allocation of BUC051 for 300 homes
2) Additional allocation of BUC043 for 130 homes = 430 homes
3) Additional allocation of BUC025 for 360 homes = 660 homes
4) Additional allocation of BUC046 for 420 homes = 720 homes
5) Additional allocation of BUC043 and BUC025 for 490 homes = 790 homes
6) Additional allocation of BUC043 and BUC046 for 550 homes = 850 homes
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Biodiversity

Opt Opt Opt
1
2
3

=

=

=

Opt Opt Opt
4
5
6

=

=

=

Discussion
There are few designated sites around the edge of
Buckingham, with the only site of note being a Local
Wildlife Site associated with a dismantled railway;
however, a high proportion of the town’s boundary
falls within a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA).
Specifically, the Ouse Valley BOA covers land to the
west and east of the town, whilst the Tingewick
Meadows and Woodlands BOA covers land to the
south of the town. It is only BUC043 (Options 1, 5
and 6) that does not fall within a BOA. However, it
is fair to note that the two sites to the south of the
A421 - BUC025 and BUC046 - are located at the
edge of the Tingewick Meadows and Woodlands
BOA, some way distant from its core.
In conclusion, it is apparent that  BUC051, which is a constant across the
alternatives,
is constrained, recognising its
location within a meander of the River Ouse, albeit
it is recoginsed that the proposal is to deliver a
significant area of green infrastructure as part of
any scheme.
 BUC043 to the north of the town is unconstrained,
and on balance it is also appropriate to conclude
that the two sites to the south of the town (BUC025
and BUC046) are unconstrained. It would be
possible to conclude that development of both
sites could lead to an impact; however, none of the
alternatives involve this approach.
As such, it is not possible to differentiate the
alternatives.

xX
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X

Climate
change
adaptation

Climate
change
mitigation

Community

=

=

=

=

2

=

=

3

=

=

3

=

=

3

=

A significant proportion of BUC051 to the west of the
town, which is a constant across the alternatives,
falls within a flood risk zone. However, it is
understood that there is the potential to develop the
site (300 homes) without the need for homes within
the flood risk zone, using land within the flood risk
zone for green infrastructure. Also, there is feasibly
an opportunity to deliver a flood alleviation scheme to
reduce risk to the site and the wider area.
The three sites that are a variable across the
reasonable alternatives are all unconstrained by
fluvial flood risk, and there is no reason to suggest
any risk of an in-combination effect.

=

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of all sites
indicates little potential to achieve the economies of
scale necessary to deliver low carbon infrastructure,
e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated
with a district heating network. It is noted that more
than 400 homes are committed across two nearby
sites at the town’s southwest extent, but that there is
no proposal to deliver low carbon energy
infrastructure (recognising viability considerations,
i.e. the need to divert funds to other infrastructure,
high quality design and affordable housing).

3

The first point to note is that BUC051 to the west of
the town, which is a constant across the alternatives,
performs well, in that it is identified as a ‘reserve site’
within the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan, and it is
expected
to
deliver
targeted
community
infrastructure, in the form of a riverside walk.
The other sites would deliver less in the way of
community infrastructure, with the most notable
proposed contribution arising from BUC043 to the
north, which would deliver sports pitches/recreation
space.
In looking to differentiate the alternatives, a primary
consideration is a severance (and potentially road
safety) concern created by situating development
beyond the A421, a busy road that may see
increased traffic as a result of the Oxford to
Cambridge Expressway. On this basis, BUC025 and
BUC046 perform poorly; however, it is noted that
there is a precedent for housing to the south of the
A421. Specifically, a new community of 656 homes
is near complete to the southeast of the town
(relatively distant from the town centre).
Finally, there is a need to consider the possibility of
in-combination effects. There are growth related
opportunities, particularly in respect of transport
infrastructure upgrades and expansion of the town’s
education role (University of Buckingham). However,
on balance, it is not possible to conclude that higher
growth is supported, from a communities
perspective.

XX
X
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X

Economy

Heritage

Housing

Landscape

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

BUC046 and BUC025 to the south are both deemed
suitable for housing and/or employment through the
HELAA, recognising their location on the A421 and
their housing capacities have been reduced to
account for some employment being provided for on
site; however, there is not thought to be a
need/demand for new employment. As such, it is
difficult to conclude that allocation of these sites for
housing would be a ‘negative’, from an
economy/employment perspective.

=

Buckingham is a historic market town with a range of
heritage constraints; however, the sites in question
are all relatively unconstrained.
The most
constrained site is BUC051 to the west, which is a
constant across the reasonable alternatives.
Development would impact on the landscape gap
between Buckingham and the small village of
Radclive, which is designated as a conservation area
and includes a Grade I listed church; however, a
landscape gap would remain (in perpetuity, given that
the proposed development site is bounded at its
western extent by the Great Ouse). The site also
includes an archaeological notification area; however,
this part of the site falls within the flood risk zone, and
so would presumably be left undeveloped.

=

Buckingham falls within the Milton Keynes functional
housing market area, across which there is
confidence regarding the potential to accommodate
objectively housing assessed need (OAHN). In
comparison, the south of the District falls within the
Buckinghamshire functional housing market area,
where accommodating OAHN is a major challenge,
i.e. there is a risk of unmet needs. As such, it is
difficult to conclude that higher growth options are
necessarily preferred, from a ‘housing’ perspective.
It is also the case that deliverability could be called
into question under the highest growth options
(Options 5 and 6), i.e. it might transpire that the
Council sets itself a target / establishes a housing
trajectory that it cannot achieve, potentially with
implications for the Council’s ability to maintain a
rolling ‘five year housing land supply’. However, this
is uncertain.

=

These are all sensitive urban edge locations;
however, the recent Landscape Study has shown all
of the sites to have capacity for new development.
There is little potential to differentiate between them.
The Landscape Study may suggest that BUC046 is
the least sensitive site (in that it references limited
’intervisibility’, and does not reference the contribution
that the site makes to wider landscape character);
however, this is unclear.
It is not possible to conclude an in-combination effect,
recognising that the sites in question are spread
around the edge of the town.

X
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X

Natural
resources

2

2

3

5

A key consideration is the need to protect
agricultural land, particularly ‘best and most
versatile’ (BMV) land, as defined by the NPPF.
The edge of Buckingham has mostly been
surveyed, using the ‘post 1988 criteria’, with
results showing a predominance of grades 2 and
3a (i.e. BMV) land, along with some grade 3b.
Three of the sites sites comprise a mix of
grades, with BUC025 comprising the lowest
proportion of BMV. BUC046 is the only site to
comprise entirely BMV land, i.e. nil grade 3b.
N.B. sites to the southwest and southeast of the
town have recently been permitted despite
comprising large areas of BMV land.

2

Wastewater treatment is the primary pollution
issue at Buckingham, as the local W astewater
Treatment Works (WwTWs) is at or near
capacity, and breach of capacity can result in
significant pollution to the water environment.
The recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded
that capacity at the WwTW is a constraint to
growth, although there is good potential to
deliver capacity upgrades as necessary, ahead
of housing growth. It is appropriate to ‘flag’ risk
associated with high growth.

4

2

All sites are a similar distance from the town
centre; however, BUC043 stands out as slightly
less well located in respect of accessing the
employment areas to the south and south west
of the town, and also the long distance cycle
paths to key destinations (notably Silverstone to
the north west and Winslow to the south).
However, the site benefits from being located on
two bus routes (with BUC051 to the west, which
is a constant across the alternatives, standing
out as performing less well in this respect).
There is also a specific concern in relation to
BUC025, as it would likely require a new junction
on the A421. This potentially gives rise to road
safety concerns, and conflicts with the objective
of increasing the regional role of the A421.
Finally, there is a need to consider incombination effects.
High growth could
potentially give rise to particular traffic concerns,
given existing congestion within the town centre
and along the A421; however, it is difficult to be
certain, given the reasonably modest number of
additional homes in question (i.e. the difference
between Option 1 and Option 6 is 550 homes).
On balance, it is appropriate to flag a degree of
risk associated with the highest growth option.
N.B. a second bypass to the town is discussed
within the Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan, but
would not be deliverable under any option.

=

=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste
management.

4

Pollution

Travel /
transport

Waste

3

=

=

=

=

X
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Conclusions
Option 1 (‘do minimum’, i.e. allocate only BUC051 to the west, which is a reserve site within the
Buckingham Neighbourhood Plan) performs best in terms of the greatest number of objectives, with no
particular draw-backs highlighted. The other prominent conclusion is that the highest growth option
(Options 6) gives rise to concern in respect of: loss of BMV agricultural land, capacity at the Buckingham
WwTW and traffic congestion; however, conclusions in respect of the WwTW and traffic congestion are
uncertain.

=

Option 3

=

=

Option 4

=

Option 5
Option 6

=

2

=

=

=

=

2

=

3

=

=

=

=

2

=

=

3

=

=

=

=

3

=

=

=

3

=

=

=

=

4

=

=

=

3

=

=

=

=

5

Natural
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=

Waste

=

=

Travel /
transport

=

=

Pollution

Option 2

Landscape

=

Housing

=

Heritage

Climate change
mitigation

=

Economy

Climate change
adaptation

Option 1

Community

Biodiversity

Focusing on Options 2, 3 and 4, the appraisal serves to indicate that Option 2 may be preferable. This is
on the basis that the site is located to the north of the town (rather than to the south of the A421, separated
from the rest of the town) and comprises at least some agricultural land that is grade 3b, i.e. non-BMV.

=
=
3

=
=

2

4

=

2

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “Whilst an examination of Buckingham in isolation serves to suggest that low growth performs relatively
well, the Council’s view is that there is a need to consider higher growt h options carefully, as lower growth
at Buck ingham - the District’s second town - would increase pressure on smaller settlements and
potentially sensitive sites. Other than loss of BMV agricultural land, the concerns raised around higher
growth options are mitigatable.
Focusing on site specific matters, the Council’s view is that BUC025 is subject to the greatest degree of
constraint, recognising transport/access issues, and also landscape concerns. The site will not adjoin
any built up area of Buck ingham until BUC028 is built out.
In conclusion, the Council considers that higher growth options not involving BUC025 should be tak en
forward for further consideration, as an element of district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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HADDENHAM
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Haddenham, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Haddenham
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Haddenham
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
A ‘strategic settlement’ in the settlement hierarchy, as per Wendover and Winslow, Haddenham has a
range of shops, public houses and other services, including a range of employment opportunities at the
Haddenham Business Park. Haddenham offers a less extensive range of shops and services than
Wendover and Winslow (which have recognised high streets); however, Haddenham is close to Thame (c.2
miles), which has a wider range. Haddenham is well linked to Aylesbury (c.5 miles) and also relatively well
linked to the M40, via the A418. Haddenham has a train station with a good service to London (as per
Wendover), and is relatively unconstrained by national designations (unlike Wendover), with a main
constraint being the extensive conservation area. Whilst being a large village, Haddenham still retains a
rural character with village greens, ponds and other open space. Figure A shows key constraints.
N.B. while the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan was made in September 2015, the housing chapter has
since been quashed, following a high court order. The rest of the plan remains in place.
Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 24 HELAA
sites at Haddenham, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 11 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 2 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
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Potential alternatives
There will be 736 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period, equating to a
35% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). As such, nil allocations is a reasonable ‘do minimum’
option. There are three small sites that were supported by the Neighbourhood Plan (either on the basis
that they were allocations prior to the High Court Order, or ‘scored well’ through site options appraisal
work), and all three of these sites are HELAA suitable; however, all three sites have been found to be
associated with significant access issues since the HELAA was published. 22
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, and, in the case of Haddenham, there is a single
stand-out higher growth option, on the basis that there is only one further site identified as suitable through
the HELAA: HAD007 to the north of the village, adjacent to the recent ly permitted airfield site, which is
suitable for 315 homes.
Other site options have been deemed unsuitable through the HELAA, and there is little reason to suggest
that they should come into contention. These include a cluster of sites to north east of the village, which
would break the ‘hard’ eastern boundary of the village provided by Standbridge Rd; a cluster to the south
adjacent to the conservation area, and in close proximity to the grade 1 listed church; and an extensive site
to the west, which would break the hard western boundary of the village provided by the railway line. 23
Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish two reasonable alternatives 1) Nil allocations
2) Allocation of HAD007 for 315 homes.
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Opt Opt
1
2

Biodiversity

=

=

Climate
change
adaptation

=

=

Climate
change
mitigation

=

=

Discussion
There are few designated sites around the edge of Haddenham, with the only
sites of note being two Biological Notification Sites to the south of the village.
HAD007 is not thought to be associated with any particular strategic
biodiversity constraint, although it is noted that the scale of development at
the adjacent airfield site was reduced (to 233 homes) partly to reflect on-site
ecological constraints. On balance, the alternatives perform on a par.
Flood risk constrains land to the south of the village, but does not affect
HAD007. As such, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives.
The scale of HAD007 (315 homes) indicates little potential to achieve the
economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon infrastructure, e.g. a
combined heat and power station, associated with a district heating network.
There is little reason to suggest that economies of scale might be realised by
masterplanning in conjunction with the adjacent permitted airfield scheme.

xX

22

HAD010 is a small site at the villages south west extent, adjacent to the railway line; whilst HAD001 and HAD016 are two adja cent
small sites at the northern extent of the village, themselves adjacent to HAD015, which has planning permission for 25 homes.
23
The latter site, which stretches west much of the way towards Thame, is a new settlement option.
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X

Community

Economy

=

=

Heritage

Housing

Landscape

=

Option 2 would involve a level of growth significantly above that determined
to be suitable through recent neighbourhood planning work, which is
potentially indicative of higher growth being problematic (or at least ‘not
supported’) from a ‘communities’ perspective; however, on the other hand
Option 1 would involve a level of growth (less significantly) below that
deemed suitable by the Neighbourhood Plan (prior to the High Court Order
quashing its allocations).
HAD007 is not likely to deliver anything significant / of strategic importance,
in respect of new or upgraded community infrastructure; however, equally,
there is no evidence to suggest that existing community infrastructure
cannot absorb additional growth. It is noted that a new neighbourhood
centre will be delivered as part of the adjacent airfield site.

=

There is little reason to suggest that HAD007 is suited to delivering
employment land, albeit Haddenham Business Park is adjacent and
employment land is being be delivered as part of the adjacent permitted
airfield scheme. Whilst demand for employment land could increase
significantly should it be the case that the southern Oxford to Cambridge
Expressway route option is selected, at the current time the evidence
suggests that supply and demand, in respect of employment land, is broadly
in balance across the District, hence there is not a need to allocate further
land for employment.

2

HAD007 is constrained in heritage terms, recognising that it borders the
northern edge of the conservation area (CA), with a number of Grade 2
listed buildings in proximity. Specifically, the site borders the ‘Rudd’s Lane
and Rosemary Lane’ part of the CA, which is described as: “Situated at the
north-eastern end of the village and characterized by sporadic historic
development interspersed between modern infill developments.” 24
There is also a need to consider the possibility that development at HAD007
could impact on the CA in combination with other sites, in particular
HAD015, which has planning permission for 25 homes.
Haddenham’s location in the south of the District, close to where unmet
needs arise from, provides quite a strong argument in favour of higher
growth. Also, given relatively few on-site constraints and infrastructure
delivery issues, HAD007 is likely to be able to contribute housing in the early
part of the plan period, which could prove helpful, in respect of ensuring a
robust housing trajectory / five year housing land supply position.

2

2

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

XX
X

24

See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/haddenham-conservation-area
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X

Natural
resources

Pollution

=

2

There is a need to protect agricultural land, and in particular land that is
‘best and most versatile’ (BMV), as defined by the NPPF.
HAD007 has been surveyed in detail (i.e. using ‘post 1988’ criteria) and
shown to comprise BMV agricultural land (a mixture of grades 2 and 3a).
N.B. The adjacent permitted airfield site similarly comprises a mixture of
grades 2 and 3a.

=

There are not thought to be any major ‘pollution’ concerns, with no known
air pollution hotspots in the vicinity of the site, and sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity available.

Travel /
transport

=

=

HAD007 benefits from good access to the train station (c.1km) and the
village centre is under 1km distant; however, there are some known
capacity issues on the local road network, in particular the A418, in the
direction of Aylesbury. Indeed, transport impact modelling work completed
for the VALP has identified Haddenham as within the top three traffic
congestion hotspots in the County (assuming allocation of HAD007).
In conclusion, it is difficult to conclude whether lower or higher growth at
Haddenham is supported, from a transport/travel perspective.

Waste

=

=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.

X

Conclusions
Option 1 (nil allocations) performs best in terms of the great est number of objectives, reflecting
environmental sensitivities associated with HAD007 - i.e. the large site to the north of the village that would
deliver Option 2 - in particular in relation to heritage and the loss of best and most versatile agricultural
land. Traffic congestion on the A418 is another possible argument in support of lower growth; however,
this is highly uncertain, recognising that Haddenham has a train station with a good service.

Option 2

=

=

=

=

=

=
=

=

=

Waste

=

Travel /
transport

=

Pollution

Economy

=

Natural
resources

Community

=

Landscape

Climate change
mitigation

=

Housing

Climate change
adaptation

Option 1

Heritage

Biodiversity

However, lower growth under Option 1 would fail to capitalise on the opportunity to deliver homes in the
south of the District, which is where housing needs are understood to be greatest (on the basis that unmet
housing needs arise from the districts to the south).

=

=

=

=

=

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “The Council broadly agrees with appraisal findings. The trade-off between competing objectives is quite
finely balanced, and so both options should be taken forward for further consideration, as an element of
district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
WENDOVER
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Wendover, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Wendover
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Wendover
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
Wendover is a ‘strategic settlement’ within the settlement hierarchy, as per Haddenham and Winslow. The
village provides a range of facilities and services, and has a recognised high street. Wendover has a train
station with a good service to London (as per Haddenham), but stands out as constrained by national
designations, relative to Haddenham and Winslow. In particular, the south, east and west of the village is
constrained by the Chilterns AONB and/or the Metropolitan Green Belt, whilst the north of the village is
constrained by a SSSI (Weston Turville Reservoir). Other constraints are shown in Figure A.
Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 24 HELAA
sites at Buckingham, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 2 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 0 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
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Potential alternatives
There are relatively few completions and commitments - 128 new homes, equating to a 4% increase in
dwelling stock over the plan period (2013 baseline) - however, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be
suggested nonetheless, recognising the national constraints present.
For the purposes of developing spatial strategy alternatives, it is suggested that a reasonable ‘do
minimum’ approach to allocations at Wendover would involve nil allocations, given the constraints, despite
the fact that this approach would serve to increase pressure on other settlements, including smaller
settlements lower in the settlement hierarchy. There are no HELAA suitable sites at Wendover.
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, i.e. options involving allocation of HELAA
unsuitable sites, reflecting the position of Wendover within the settlement hierarchy. There are three
‘stand-out’ site options  Halton Camp, a large site to the north east of the village (HAL003; 1,000 homes) - is currently an
operational military base, but the MOD is due to vacate the site in 2022. The assumption is that c.1,000
homes might be delivered in the plan period (with the total capacity likely to be higher). The Camp is
divided from the village by a narrow strip of woodland, and, at c.1km distant from the village centre, there
would be potential to walk/cycle. The site is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt; however, the
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (2016)25 concluded that the extent of built development means
that its contribution to Green Belt purposes is limited. 26 The AONB is adjacent; however, the extent of
existing built development and the extent of woodland in the vicinity reduces landscape concerns.
 WEN005 and WEN016 (800 homes) comprise a site to the north of the village, which relates well to the
village edge, but again is washed-over by the Green Belt. The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment
(2016) identified the site as contributing “moderately or weakly” to Green Belt purposes, concluding that:
“Exceptional circumstances [for removing land from the GB] are lik ely to be justified if there is a large
amount of outstanding housing need that cannot be met on land outside of the Green Belt.”
 WEN003, WEN019 and WEN030 are located to the north west of the village, and together could deliver in
the region of 200 homes. The sites lie either side of the B4009; however, their proximity suggests the
possibility of a coordinated scheme. All component sites lie outside of the Green Belt; however, the
southern two fall within the AONB, and the northern site is constrained by the adjacent Weston Turville
Reservoir SSSI (unfavourable recovering condition).
In conclusion  There is certainly a need to examine the option of Halton Camp (1,000 homes), given brownfield status.
 There is also the need to test the option of WEN005 and WEN016 (800 homes), albeit it would be very
difficult to demonstrate exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release, recognising the number of sites
outside of the Green Belt across the District, including in locations close to Wendover.
 The option of WEN003, WEN019 and WEN030 (200 homes), or a smaller scheme involving one or more
of these sites performs poorly, and can be ruled-out as unreasonable. Any scheme would lead to AONB
issues and/or issues in respect of proximity to the SSSI and/or wider landscape issues. The Aylesbury
Landscape Study (2017) identified some capacity at all three component sites; however, it did not
consider the impact of the sites in combination, nor the cumulative impact on the AONB setting that could
result from growth in this location in addition to the strategic expansion of Aylesbury (to the north of Stoke
Mandeville and Weston Turville).
 On balance, it is considered that any combination of two or more of the above would be unreasonable,
recognising the potential for in-combination effects on the AONB, and landscape more generally.

25

See discussion of ‘RSA 3’ within the ‘Part 2’ report, which is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence
Furthermore, the first stage of redevelopment could occur without removing the site from the Green Belt, recognising that the NPPF
allows for partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites in the Green Belt, as long as openness is not impacted.
26
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Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish three reasonable alternatives 1) Nil allocations
2) Allocation of WEN005 and WEN016 for 800 homes
3) Allocation of HAL003 for 1,000 homes.
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Biodiversity

Climate
change
adaptation

Opt
1

Opt
2

Opt Discussion
3

2

2

3

Biodiversity is a key constraint at Halton Camp (Option 3), given the
adjacent Wendover Woods LWS, which also stretches into part of the
site. Also, on the far side of Wendover Woods is Dancersend SSSI, at
c.1.2km distant.
WEN005/WEN016 (Option 2) is less constrained; however, the canal
(disused) passes through, and is associated with some notable habitat
(including one patch of scrub within the site, which is locally designated
as a Biological Notification Site).
There might also be a need to give consideration to in-combination
recreational pressure on the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, resulting from
growth at both Aston Clinton and Wendover. The nearest SAC woodland
patch, is within 5km of both locations, and hence this matter would need
to be examined through Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA);
however, the likelihood of significant concerns is slim.
On balance, given that Wendover is a highly constrained settlement, it is
appropriate to conclude that nil allocations is preferable.

2

Flood risk constrains the very western edge of WEN005/ WEN016
(Option 2), but it is fair to assume that this land could be left undeveloped
/ there would be no built development within the flood risk zone.
Rates of surface water run-off, and in turn issues around surface water
flooding and downstream flood risk, could be a consideration here;
however, there is little certainty. Both sites under consideration are
sloping, naturally leading to faster rates of surface water run-off, and at
the foot of the WEN005/WEN016 site (Option 2) is a brook, which flows
northwards to Weston Turville, and then beyond to Aylesbury, where the
its floodplain constrains the proposed Woodlands MDA.
There would be good potential to design-in Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS) such that rates of surface water run-off on-site are
better than, or at least not any worse than, current rates. Also, it is noted
that Halton Camp is a previously developed site, hence redevelopment
will not necessarily lead to an increae in hard-standing; however, at the
current time it is appropriate to ‘flag’ the risk associated with
development at either site, i.e. flag Option 1 as preferable.

X
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Topic

Climate
change
mitigation

Opt
1

=

Community

2

Economy

=

Heritage

2

Opt
2

Opt Discussion
3

=

=

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of development under both
Option 1 and Option 2 indicates that there could be potential to achieve
the economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon infrastructure,
e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated with a district
heating network.
However, in practice there may be limited opportunity. Recent major
(and indeed larger in scale) planning permissions granted in the District
have not tended to include requirements in relation to low carbon
infrastructure, reflecting viability considerations, i.e. the need to divert
funds to other infrastructure, high quality design and affordable housing.
At Halton Camp, it is also fair to assume that heritage, design etc. will be
funding priorities; and at both sites it is anticipated that a funding priority
would be delivery of a new primary school.
Halton Camp represents something of an ‘opportunity’, in communities
terms, as there is an expectation that the site would deliver a new
primary school and a local centre. There are also existing sports
facilities etc which have the potential to be retained. Also, there is
potential to deliver a heritage-led scheme, with a high quality urban realm
and also excellent access to Wendover Woods and the wider Chilterns.
As for the WEN005/WEN016 site, there is less certainty regarding the
potential to deliver new community infrastructure; however, given the
scale of the site, and also its location adjacent to existing schools,
including John Colet secondary school, there is likely to be some
opportunity. Also, the site is in closer proximity to the town centre.
Finally, there is a need to consider the possibility that nil allocations
(Option 1) will result in very low growth within Wendover over the plan
period, potentially leading to issues around stagnation within the town
centre. There is, however, little certainty in this respect.
On balance, there is reason to suggest that housing growth at Wendover
is to be supported, from a communities perspective, on the assumption
that housing brings with it new / upgraded community infrastructure.

=

2

=

There is little reason to suggest that either WEN005/WEN016 or Halton
Camp is suited to delivering employment land, recognising that neither
site is well related to the strategic road network.
There are a number of important heritage constraints at Halton Camp,
including: several large listed buildings; the adjacent Halton House
Registered Park and Garden; and a scheduled monument (‘long barrow
200 m east of parade ground’) at the edge of the site. However, as the
site is currently developed, the assumption is that ‘heritage led’
redevelopment could be undertaken (particularly by finding new uses for
redundant, but listed, buildings e.g. barrack blocks) thereby avoiding
negative impacts and potentially supporting heritage objectives.
In comparison, WEN005/WEN016 is unremarkable, from a heritage
perspective, with the only point to note being the presence of a small
archaeological notification area within the site.
In conclusion, it is fair to flag the redevelopment of Halton Camp as a
‘opportunity’, in heritage terms; however, there will be a need to seek the
views of specialists in order to confirm this.

XX
X
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Housing

2

Landscape

2

Natural
resources

Pollution

Higher growth at Wendover is supported, as the town is located at the
District’s southern extent, which is the direction from which unmet needs
arise, and also on the basis that without an allocation through the VALP
Wendover would see low housing growth over the plan period, potentially
leading to some very localised unmet housing needs (unquantified).
Finally, there is a need to consider that there is an inherent deliverability
question-mark regarding Halton Camp. There is a need to wait for the
RAF to vacate the site, and it could also be a complex site to redevelop
(although, on the other hand, the MOD may dispose of the site at less
than market value to secure development, with benefits for viability and
in turn deliverability)..

=

2

Wendover is highly sensitive from a landscape perspective, given its
location at the foot of the Chilterns escarpment, and given views of the
town from popular viewpoints, including Bacombe Hill to the south west
(under 1km from Wendover train station).
Both sites in question fall outside of the AONB; however, Halton Camp
(Option 3) is inherently sensitive on the basis that it is adjacent to the
AONB, and specifically adjacent to a steep wooded slope leading directly
to the summit of Coombe Hill / Wendover Woods (the highest point in the
Chilterns). However, the scarp slope is heavily wooded in this area, and
so views into the site are minimised. The site is also currently ‘washed
over’ by the Metropolitan Green Belt; however, the Buckinghamshire
Green Belt assessment (2016) concluded that the extent of built
development means that its contribution to Green Belt purposes is
limited.
As for WEN005/WEN016 (Option 2), there is some uncertainty regarding
visibility from viewpoints within the AONB; however, it is apparent that
any scheme would be visible from the canal (i.e. the disused Wendover
Arm of the Grand Union Canal, which is a popular walking route between
Wendover and the Tring Reservoirs) and also the B4009, i.e. the main
route into Wendover from the north, i.e. from the A41. In Green Belt
terms, the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Review (2016) identifies this
parcel as performing “moderately or weakly”, concluding “the site is
surrounded by development on many sides giving an urbanizing
influence and the current boundary is not easily defined and recognisable
in places [as the Green Belt boundary cuts through the school playing
fields]”; however, Green Belt is not strictly a ‘landscape’ consideration.

2

There is a need to protect agricultural land, and in particular land that is
‘best and most versatile’ (BMV), as defined by the NPPF.
Halton Camp currently comprises built development, which of course
means that it performs well in terms of ‘Natural resources’.
WEN005/WEN016 mostly comprises a single large arable field. This
field has not been surveyed in detail (i.e. using ‘post 1988’ criteria);
however, the low resolution nationally available dataset does quite
clearly suggest a patch of grade 2 quality (i.e. BMV) agricultural land
directly to the north of Wendover, which can only be this parcel of land.

=

There are not thought to be any major ‘pollution’ concerns , with no
known air pollution hotspots in the vicinity, and sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity available. Without detailed modelling it is difficult to
conclude that housing growth at Wendover would necessarily worsen
traffic congestion and air quality along currently congested routes into
Aylesbury, recognising that Wendover residents will ‘look’ west (Princes
Risborough), south (Amersham) and east (Tring / Hemel Hempstead) in
addition to Aylesbury (north).

=

XXX

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX

52

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
X

Travel /
transport

=

=

Waste

=

=

=

The relationship of both sites to the existing town has already been
discussed above, under ‘Communities’. Focusing on traffic congestion,
there are understood to be some existing issues in Wendover, focused
on the B4009 and its junctions with the A413. This being the case, it
could be suggested that Halton Camp is the preferable site, as a higher
proportion of trips might be northwards, towards the A41 / away from
Wendover. Also, it is important to bear in mind that there are existing
car movements from Halton Camp.
However, the conclusion that Halton Camp is preferable is not clear cut.
There is a need to consider the possibility that walking/cycling into
Wendover may be less attractive from Halton Camp than from the
WEN005/WEN016 site. Another possible concern, relating to the
Halton Camp site, is the attractiveness of ‘rat running’ through Halton (a
small village), in order to reach Aylesbury.
Focusing on the WEN005/WEN016 site, it is also been suggested that
the development could provide an opportunity to create an alternative
access onto the Wendover schools which would relieve existing
parking/access issues and respond to residents’ current concerns.
On balance, there is some reason to suggest that there could be
opportunities, in terms of upgrades to transport infrastructure; however,
there is little certainty, and there are known to be some existing traffic
congestion issues. As such, the alternatives are judged to perform
broadly on a par.
All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.

XXX
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Conclusions
Effects are very mixed; however, Option 2 (WEN005/WEN016, 800 homes) performs least well in terms of
the greatest number of objectives, and best (or equal best) in terms of the fewest. Issues with Option 2
relate to ‘Climate change adaptation’ (because of a concern - albeit uncertain - regarding downstream flood
risk), ‘Heritage’ (because Halton Camp is judged to represent an opportunity, rather than because it is
constrained), ‘Landscape’ (the site is quite prominent locally, and there could also be AONB concerns) and
‘Natural resources’ (albeit this is uncertain, in the absence of a detailed agricultural land quality survey).
However, Option 3 (Halton Camp; 1,000 homes) performs similarly poorly in terms of several of these
objectives, and performs worse than Option 2 in terms of ‘Biodiversity’. It is primarily in terms of ‘Heritage’
and ‘Natural resources’ that Option 3 performs well, although there is also a possibility that it performs well
in landscape terms (despite its location adjacent to the AONB).
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Option 2

2

2

=

=

Option 3

3

2

=

=

2

2
2
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Housing
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Climate change
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As for Option 1 (nil allocations), it is fair to conclude that it performs best in ‘Landscape’ terms, and also
‘Biodiversity’ terms, given the inherent sensitivities associated with Wendover. However, nil allocations
would represent an opportunity missed from a ‘Housing’ perspective, recognising Wendover’s location at
the southern extent of the District, where housing needs are greatest.

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “The Council broadly agrees with appraisal findings, but places high weight on the relative merits of
Halton Camp in Green Belt terms. It is a brownfield site in the Green Belt where significant development
can tak e place without a change in the sites built footprint, and it is already considered to be a site which
could be removed from the Green Belt. Also, Halton Camp represents an opportunity to deliver new
community facilities, and avoid the loss of those existing on the site. As such, the conclusion is that
Options 1 and 3 only should be tak en forward for further consideration, as an element of district -wide
spatial strategy alternatives.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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WINSLOW
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Winslow, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Winslow
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Winslow
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
Winslow is a small historic market town situated on the A413 approximately nine miles north of Aylesbury
and six miles south of Buckingham. A strategic settlement comparable to Haddenham and Wendover, the
parish has a population of 4,407 (2011 census). Winslow has a secondary school (soon to relocate to a
new site), a wide range of shops and services and a small amount of employment. Winslow does not have
a train service currently, but this will change with the opening of East West Rail, at which point a station at
Winslow will link to Milton Keynes, Oxford and other major employment centres to the east and west. It has
a historic core covered by a conservation area designated with 81 listed buildings. Other constraints are
shown in Figure A.
N.B. the Winslow Neighbourhood Plan was made in September 2014 and contains a number of policies to
direct development, including the allocation of 455 new homes, 30 of which are extra care units.
Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 22 HELAA
sites at Winslow, it concludes on  Suitability for housing – 7 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 2 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to resul t
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
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Potential alternatives
There will be 581 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period, equating to a
27% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). This figure includes 194 homes at sites allocated through
the ‘made’ Winslow Neighbourhood Plan (2014). As such, the option of ‘nil allocations’ might be
suggested.
For the purposes of developing spatial strategy alternatives, a reasonable ‘do minimum’ approach to
allocation at Winslow would involve nil allocations. This option has limited strategic justification, and would
serve to increase pressure on other settlements, including settlements lower in the settlement hierarchy;
however, it is difficult to identify an alternative do minimum option, i.e. an option that would involve
allocating land for a modest amount of housing. The small sites that are available are all notably
constrained, including:
 sites located along the town’s eastern edge would break the existing hard boundary; and
 sites at the town’s southern / southwestern edge, would be located on rising land and/or in proximity to
the conservation area.
There is also a need to consider higher growth options, and in the case of Winslow there is a single standout higher growth option, on the basis that there is only one non-committed site identified as suitable
through the HELAA: WIN001 to the north, which is suitable for 585 homes. This site would extend the town
beyond the current hard boundary provided by the railway line; however, concerns are reduced by the fact
that the Neighbourhood Plan allocates a significant area of land to the north of the railway line, directly to
the west of WIN001 (i.e. west of the Great Horwood Road). Specifically, the Neighbourhood Plan allocates
land either side of Buckingham Road for a new school, a new railway station, employment and sports
facilities.
Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish two reasonable alternatives 1) Nil allocations
2) Allocation of WIN001 for 585 homes.
The below table presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
Topic

Opt
1

Biodiversity

Climate
change
adaptation

=

Opt
2

Discussion

2

There are few designated sites around the edge of Winslow; however, there
is a series of locally designated Biodiversity Notification Sites to the north of
the village, and one of these intersects a significant part of WIN001.
Specifically, this is the Brickyard Farm part of the site, which is noted as an
old quarry. This area comprises a patchwork of fields, hedgerows and a
small woodland patch, associated with a farmhouse.
Given the relative paucity of other habitat patches within the vicinity, it is fair
to conclude that it would be preferable, from a biodiversity perspective, to
leave this land undeveloped.

=

Flood risk constrains the northern edge of WIN001, but this land could
presumably be left undeveloped.

xX
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X

Climate
change
mitigation

=

Community

Economy

Heritage

Housing

=

=

=

=

The scale of WIN001 (585 homes) potentially indicates some potential to
achieve the economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon
infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power station, associated with a
district heating network. However, no such scheme is thought to have been
proposed by the site promoter, and evidence from other sites of this scale or
larger, across the District, would suggest little or no opportunity in practice.

2

Option 2 would involve a level of growth above that determined to be
suitable through recent neighbourhood planning work, which is potentially
indicative of higher growth being problematic (or at least ‘not supported’)
from a ‘communities’ perspective; however, this is an uncertain conclusion,
in the absence of latest evidence of needs/opportunities. WIN001 is not
likely to deliver anything significant / of strategic importance, in respect of
new or upgraded community infrastructure; however, equally, there is no
evidence to suggest that existing community infrastructure cannot absorb
additional growth. Winslow has good secondary school capacity, with the
existing school soon to move to a new site. Indeed, WIN001 will be in very
close proximity to the new school (which will be to the north of the railway,
west of the Great Horwood Road), along with other proposed new uses in
this area, namely sports pitches, employment and the railway station.

=

There is little reason to suggest that WIN001 is suited to delivering
employment land, recognising Winslow’s position roughly equidistant from
the M40 and M1, and recognising that there is no major east/west A -road
passing through the town (albeit this could potentially change in the future,
depending on the selected Oxford to Cambridge Expressway route option).
Employment land is allocated on land to the west of WIN001 (i.e. west of the
Great Horwood Road) through the Neighbourhood Plan; however, this site
benefits from direct access to the A413.

=

WIN001 is relatively unconstrained in heritage terms, recognising that the
Winslow Conservation Area (CA) is buffered from the site by the railway line
and a narrow band of intervening development; the part of the CA in closest
proximity does not comprise any listed buildings; and there are no other
listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. The part of the CA in proximity to
the site is ‘Identity Area 1 - Station Road / Buckingham Road’, which is
associated with buildings from the late 19th Century / turn of the 20th Century,
valued for “the overall streetscape and relative uniformity of age, scale and
position of building along the street edges.”
Outside of the Brickyard Farm part of the site (i.e. the south west part of the
site), the field pattern is categorised as ‘Parliamentary Enclosure (18 th to 19th
Century)’, which potentially does indicate a degree of heritage value,
recognising that the majority of land around Winslow is categorised as
‘Enclosure (19th Century)’ or ‘Parliamentary Enclosure (subsequent
subdivisions)’. However, it is not clear that this is sufficient evidence to
suggest that lower growth (Option 1) is preferable.

=

Winslow is located towards the north of the District, where housing needs
may be slightly less pressing, on the basis that unmet needs are arising from
districts to the south. Winslow is located on the dividing line between the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes functional housing market areas.
There is also a need to factor-in the scale of WIN001, i.e. the approach to
concentrating housing growth, under Option 2. On the one hand, this is
supported as there should be potential to deliver a good mix of housing, to
include affordable housing; however, on the other hand, the scale of the
scheme could necessitate costly infrastructure upgrades (e.g. road
infrastructure), which in turn gives rise to a risk of delivery being delayed.
On balance, it is difficult to conclude that higher growth at Winslow is
preferable from a ‘Housing’ perspective.

XX
X

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX

60

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
X

Landscape

Natural
resources

Pollution

=

2

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

2

There is a need to protect agricultural land, and in particular land that is
‘best and most versatile’ (BMV), as defined by the NPPF.
WIN001 has been surveyed in detail (i.e. using ‘post 1988’ criteria) and
shown to comprise partly grade 2 agricultural land, i.e. land that is BMV.
N.B. adjacent commitments to the west of the Great Horwood Road also
comprise BMV agricultural land, as does land covered by three committed
sites to the west of Winslow (c.350 homes in total).

=

There are not thought to be any major ‘pollution’ concerns, with no known
air pollution hotspots in the vicinity of the site, and sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity available.
There are a number of considerations -

Travel /
transport

2

Waste

=

 WIN001 will benefit from excellent access to a train station, once the new
Winslow Train station opens on East West Rail. A station has been
approved, subject to S106 (16/03132/ADP), to the west of the site (west of
the Great Horwood Road). N.B. Verney Junction, to the west of Winslow,
is also being suggested as a location for a station (as part of a new
settlement); however, in all likelihood this would be in addition to a station
at Winslow.
 The town centre is located to the south of the town, away from WIN001,
but at c.1km distant it should be quite easily accessible for most residents.
The railway line is a significant barrier to movement, and it is noted that
there are currently no bridges or under-passes; however, it is expected
that it will be possible to engineer a suitable movement solution.
 The potential to support bus enhancements has been identified,
recognising that the train station will act as a transport hub (i.e. residents
of Buckingham and nearby villages might wish to get a bus to Winslow
Station).
 The Oxford to Cambridge Expressway is a final consideration. One route
option follows the East West Rail corridor, and hence passes Winslow.
Were this route option to be selected it would greatly enhance Winslow’s
connectivity to Milton Keynes / the M1 to the east, and Bicester / the M40
to the west. However, the Winslow route option is just one of three.
On balance, given excellent access to the new train station, it is possible to
conclude that Option 2 is preferable, from a ‘Transport’ perspective.
=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.

XXX
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Conclusions

=

=

=

=

=

Waste

=

Travel /
transport

=

Pollution

=

Natural
resources

=

Landscape

=

Housing

=

Community

=

Heritage

=

=

Economy

Option 2

Climate change
mitigation

Option 1

Climate change
adaptation

Biodiversity

Option 1 (‘do minimum’, i.e. nil allocations) performs best in terms of the greatest number of objectives,
reflecting environmental sensitivities associated with WIN001 - i.e. the large site to the north of the village
under Option 2 - in particular in relation to landscape and loss of best and most versatile agricultural land.
Option 2 is also arguably problematic from a ‘Communities’ perspective, recognising that the level of
growth is significantly above that shown to have support locally through a recent Neighbourhood Plan
process. However, lower growth under Option 1 would fail to capitalise on the opportunity to deliver homes
in a location adjacent to the permitted (subject to S106) new Winslow rail station and other uses allocated
through the Neighbourood Plan (secondary school, employment and sports pitches). Another ‘accessibility
consideration is that the railway could act as a barrier to movement; however, the significance of this as a
consideration is not clear.

=

=

=

=

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “The Council broadly agrees with appraisal findings. The trade-off between competing objectives is quite
finely balanced, and so both options should be taken forward for further consideration, as an element of
district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.”
Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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ASTON CLINTON
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Aston Clinton, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and timely
consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Aston Clinton
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Aston Clinton
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
One of 13 larger villages, Aston Clinton is located in the south of the District, close to Aylesbury, Wendover
and Tring (in neighbouring Dacorum District). Aston Clinton has seen very high growth over recent years,
and this will continue over forthcoming years, as a result of several committed housing sites. Growth is
giving rise to a number of issues, with the Draft Aston Clinton Neighbourhood Plan (2017) concluding “Aston Clinton is facing many challenges, not least that of many housing developments being built or
planned in parts of the village where accessibility is an issue. The recent constant approval of large
scale housing developments is in the view of many, unsustainable…”
One of the key issues being faced is in relation to primary school capacity. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan
explains that:
“For Primary and Junior School Education, the parish of Aston Clinton is conceived by the local education
authority as being in a cluster containing the village schools at Wendover, Halton, A ston Clinton, and
Weston Turville. Of these, Halton has seen recent expansion and Weston Turville has no scope for
expansion… BCC recently expanded capacity at Aston Clinton School to allow it to admit an additional
half a class each year to meet the increasing demand within the area… Already, in Jan 2016, the surplus
capacity in the cluster for primary schooling was being exceeded by the capacity required to provide for
existing planning approvals and the position has worsened considerably since then.”
Concern regarding primary school capacity is shared by officers at BCC (i.e. the local education authority),
who are raising this as an issue in response to pending planning applications. It is noted that new schools
are set to be delivered to the east / south east of Aylesbury, as part of new strategic urban extensions;
however, the potential to accommodate children from Aston Clinton is not established. Furthermore, there
is a need to avoid a situation whereby children have to attend primary school in a neighbouring village, as
far as possible.
Aside from the primary school issue, Aston Clinton is subject to relatively few constraints. The Chilterns
AONB is in close proximity to the south (abutting the south of Bucklandwharf, which itself adjoins the
southern edge of Aston Clinton), but the contribution of Aston Clinton to the setting of the AONB is more
limited than is the case for some other settlements. Aston Clinton is also notable for not having a
designated conservation area, although there are quite a number of listed buildings, and the adjoining
hamlet of Buckland is designated as a conservation area. Finally, there is a need to note that the A41
skirts around to the north of Aston Clinton, as the Aston Clinton Bypass. Other constraints are s hown in
Figure A.
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Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 32 HELAA
sites at Aston Clinton, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 15 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 6 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
Potential alternatives
There will be 627 new homes through completions and commitments during the plan period, equating to a
40% increase in dwelling stock (2013 baseline). As such, and given the proximity of Aston Clinton to
strategic growth locations south of Aylesbury (and hence concerns regarding cumulative effects), ‘nil
allocations’ is a reasonable ‘do minimum’ option.
There is also a need to give consideration to higher growth options involving a strategic scale scheme that
delivers a new primary school.
In order to deliver a new primarily school, there would be a need to support a large, strategic-scale housing
scheme, of 700-800 homes. The only sites able to provide such a scheme are AST001 and AST024,
which comprise the fields between the village and the bypass to the north  AST001 has planning permission on part of the site, for 95 homes, with the rest of the site HELAA
unsuitable.
 AST024 (more to the northwest) has planning permission on part of the site for 141 homes, with most
remaining land HELAA unsuitable.
There are also two other sites worthy of mention - AST031 (64 homes) and AST033 (165 homes). These
sites are HELAA suitable (as opposed to AST001 and AST024); however, neither could deliver a new
primary school, and hence are ruled-out. Any additional housing development, without delivery of a new
primary school, would only serve to further worsen the existing capacity issue.
Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish two reasonable alternatives 1) Nil allocations
2) Allocations for 750 homes at sites to the north of the village.
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.
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2

2

A stream passes through land to the northwest of the village (AST024), which is
associated with mature bankside vegetation; and a small part of this site (i.e.
the northeastern-most field) is designated as a Biological Notification Site.
Also, a short distance to the west of AST024 is the more substantial ‘Moat
Meadows’ Local Wildlife Site. These locally designated and undesignated
habitats are not a major constraint, when considered at face value; however,
there is a need to consider the possibility that such habitat patches may take on
increased green infrastructure / ecological connectivity importance in the future,
recognising the extent of development proposed to the south, south east and
east of Aylesbury, as part of the Garden Town programme.
There is also a need to consider the proximity of Aston Clinton to the series of
SSSI reservoirs to the east; however, it is not clear that these SSSIs are a
constraint to growth. The nearest is approaching 2km distant, and is mostly in
favourable condition (with one unit in ‘unfavourable recovering’ condition).
On balance, it is fair to conclude that nil allocations is preferable. Land to the
northwest (AST024) is somewhat constrained by onsite and nearby habitats,
whilst land to the north (AST001) is possibly constrained (to a minor extent) by
proximity to the Wilston Reservoir SSSI.

2

As mentioned above, a small stream passes through land to the northwest of
the village (AST024); however, it is fair to assume that this land could be left
undeveloped / there would be no built development within the flood risk zone.
The flood zone associated with the stream does broaden-out at the site’s
northern extent; however, it is also fair to assume that this part of the site would
be left undeveloped, as it is also the part of the site that abuts the A41.
Rates of surface water run-off, and in turn issues around surface water flooding
and downstream flood risk, could be a consideration here; however, there is
little certainty. In particular, there is a need to consider rates of surface water
run-off into the stream that passes through AST024, recognising that the
stream flows northwards towards land currently being proposed as the
Woodlands MDA, where flood risk is an identified issue. There would be good
potential to design-in Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) such that rates of
surface water run-off on-site are better than, or at least not any worse than,
current rates. However, at the current time it is appropriate to ‘flag’ the risk
associated with development, i.e. flag Option 1 as preferable.

=

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of development under Option 2
indicates that there could be potential to achieve the economies of scale
necessary to deliver low carbon infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power
station, associated with a district heating network.
However, in practice there may be limited opportunity. Recent major (and
indeed larger in scale) planning permissions granted in the District have not
tended to include requirements in relation to low carbon infrastructure,
reflecting viability considerations, i.e. the need to divert funds to other
infrastructure, high quality design and affordable housing. For any c.750 home
scheme to the north of Aston Clinton, it is known that a funding priority would
be delivery of a new primary school.

XX
X
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Economy

2

As discussed above, Aston Clinton has a very high level of existing
completions/commitments, i.e. is already set to grow significantly in a manner
that is to some extent ‘unplanned’. This is a strong argument for not allocating
land for further housing through VALP.
However, there is a counter-argument in that allocation of a strategic scale
scheme could deliver a much needed new primary school. The current
situation is that, once further committed sites are built out, children from Aston
Clinton will have to travel elsewhere to attend a primary school. New schools
are set to be delivered to the east / south east of Aylesbury, as part of new
strategic urban extensions; however, the potential to accommodate children
from Aston Clinton is not established.
On balance, Option 2 is considered to represent an opportunity, from a
communities perspective; however, it is recognised that there is little certainty in
this respect, with the recent Draft Aston Clinton Neighbourhood Plan not
supporting any additional growth.

=

=

It is not clear that there is an ‘employment’ opportunity associated with housing
growth at Aston Clinton. The sites in question are adjacent to the A41 (which
links to the M25), but there is no direct access at present. Also, there might be
little land remaining for possible employment uses, recognising the need to
deliver a primary school.
Another consideration is proximity to the Arla Enterprise Zone, which is within
walking distance.

2

Land to the north of Aston Clinton is relatively unconstrained from a historic
environment perspective; however, Buckland CA is to the east of AST001, and
both sites are in close proximity to a scheduled monument (a former moated
farmstead, in both instances). The extent to which land to the north of Aston
Clinton contributes to the setting of these heritage assets is not clear, but there
appears to be some potential for the northern site (AST001) to contribute to the
setting of the CA (recognising that a footpath connects the site to the CA).
N.B. there are also several listed buildings, on the edge of Aston Clinton, that
are in proximity; however, any rural setting that these buildings might currently
have is set to be impacted by already permitted housing schemes.

Heritage

Housing

Landscape

Higher growth at Aston Clinton is supported, as the village is located at the
District’s southern extent, which is the direction from which unmet needs arise.
These sites could possibly deliver early; however, on the other hand,
development may be reliant on adjacent permitted sites coming forward first,
and the quantum of housing growth across Aston Clinton as a whole could also
have a bearing on build-out rates (i.e. house builders could choose to stagger
delivery). It is understood that build-out rates are currently good at the village.

2

2

The Aylesbury Landscape Study (2017) finds land to the north of Aston Clinton
to be relatively unconstrained, with AST024 to the northwest potentially
preferred. In relation to AST024, the study states : “There are limited
sensitivities associated with the site, with potential to develop most of the site
without significant impact. However, this would alter the scale and character of
the settlement, particularly when viewed on approach from the north and west.”
Also, there is a need to consider a recent appeal decision, relating to a 85
home scheme within the AST024 site. The Inspector refused the appeal,
concluding: “I have found that there would be substantial harm to the character
and appearance of the area, largely as a consequence of the erosion of the
narrow gap that remains as a buffer between Aston Clinton and the edge of
Aylesbury as defined by the bypass at this point.”
Taking into account the extent of recently completed and permitted
development, and the fact that both sites are associated with sensitivities to
some extent, it is fair to conclude that nil allocations is preferable.

XXX
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2

There is a need to protect agricultural land, and in particular land that is ‘best
and most versatile’ (BMV), as defined by the NPPF.
Land to the north of Aston Clinton has not been surveyed in detail (i.e. using
‘post 1988’ criteria), and the low resolution nationally available dataset is
inconclusive, in that it indicates ‘grade 3’ (which might be grade 3a, and
therefore BMV, or grade 3b).
Taking a precautionary approach, Option 1 is judged preferable.

2

There are two main considerations  An Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) is designated along the A41, which
would see an increase in traffic as a result of further growth at Aston Clinton,
albeit the significance this growth, in air quality terms, is uncertain.
 The northern site (AST001) is adjacent to the Arla Super Dairy, potentially
giving rise to some environmental health issues.

2

Aston Clinton is a lower order settlement, and hence inherently less suited to
receiving growth, from a transport perspective. It is also noted that there could
be some localised traffic impacts, recognising the potential for a 750 home
scheme to impact in combination with other committed schemes (completions
and commitments at Aston Clinton total 627 homes). A preliminary view
suggests that AST001 could be notably problematic in traffic terms, as it might
rely on small residential roads for access.

=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.

XXX

Conclusions
Option 1 (nil allocations) performs best in terms of the greatest number of objectives, reflecting
environmental sensitivities associated with land to the north of Aston Clinton; however, some of the
issues/impacts are relatively minor. For example, whilst there are some issues in terms of ‘Biodiversity’,
‘Climate change adaptation’ (flood risk), ‘Heritage’ and ‘Pollution’, it is possible to foresee a scenarios
whereby these are judged to be acceptable, with mitigation. Perhaps most notable is the ‘Transport’ benefit
to Option 1, recognising that Aston Clinton is a lower order settlement (i.e. residents will need to travel for
goods/services) and the fact exiting committed growth will put pressure on the local road infrastructure (in
combination with the strategic expansion of Aylesbury Garden Town).

Option 2

2

2

=

=

2
2

Waste

Travel /
transport

Pollution

Natural
resources

=

Landscape

2

Housing

Economy

=

Heritage

Community

Option 1

Climate change
mitigation

Climate change
adaptation

Biodiversity

Option 2 is judged to perform best in terms of only two objectives, but in both cases there is the potential for
effects to be relatively ‘significant’. In particular, in terms of ‘Community’ objectives, Option 2 is considered
to represent an opportunity, on the assumption that any housing allocation would also deliver a new primary
school; however, this conclusion is reached with a degree of uncertainty, recognising that the recent Draft
Aston Clinton Neighbourhood Plan does not support any additional growth.

=
2

2

2

2

=

In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “The Council broadly agrees with appraisal findings. The trade-off between competing objectives is quite
finely balanced, and so both options should be tak en forward for further consideration, as an element of
district-wide spatial strategy alternatives.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment, then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan
MAIDS MORETON
Introduction
This proforma aims to present information on alternative approaches that might be taken to the allocation of
land for housing at Maids Moreton, through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). Systematic and
timely consideration of alternatives of alternatives is necessary for soundness 10 and also a requirement of
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. 11
Specifically, this proforma –
1) Introduces the opportunities and constraints to growth at Maids Moreton
2) Lists the sites that are available to deliver growth, i.e. the options ‘in the running’ for allocation
3) Discusses potential alternative approaches to site allocation at Maids Moreton
4) Considers ‘reasonable alternatives’ necessitating formal appraisal
5) Draws conclusions.
Opportunities and constraints
Maids Moreton relates closely to Buckingham, being situated approximately a mile to the north-east of the
centre of the larger settlement town; however, Maids Moreton has always retained its independence and a
strong sense of place despite the expansion of Buckingham reaching the edge of the village.
Maids Moreton is a ‘medium village’ in the settlement hierarchy, with a population of 847 people (2011
census). There were a number of housing developments in the 20th century extending the original village
core including the Pightle in 1922, the Leys in 1949, Church Close in 1953, Manor Park in 1965 and Glebe
Close in 1982. The focus of the village is centred on the church of St. Edmund, and its neighbours, The
Old Rectory and Maids Moreton Hall. Maids Moreton also has a Village Hall, Maids Moreton (primary)
School, The Wheatsheaf PH, The Vet Centre and a number of businesses at Vitalograph Business Park.
The village core contains a number of historic buildings, in particular a significant group of timber framed
buildings dating from the 17th century. Other constraints are shown in Figure A.
Maids Moreton is the only medium village examined closely within this SA Technical Annex (i.e. assigned a
proforma discussion of issues/options), on the basis that it relates so closely to Buckingham (the District’s
second town) and on the basis that there are HELAA suitable sites available - see discussion below.
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Site options
The HELAA Report (January 2017) reports the outcome of the HELAA process. For each of t he 13 HELAA
sites at Maids Moreton, it concludes on  Suitability for housing - 4 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable
 Suitability for employment - 0 sites are found to be suitable, or part suitable.
In terms of identifying sites that should feature within (i.e. ‘form the building blocks for’) spatial strategy
alternatives, there is a clear need to focus primarily on sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ through the
HELAA. However, ‘unsuitable’ HELAA sites should not necessarily be ruled-out entirely. This is on the
basis that the HELAA is by its nature not the last-word in plan-making. The HELAA involves looking at
sites in isolation (i.e. one by one), with no consideration given to the strategic context, e.g. in combination
effects of developing more than one, or numerous sites. There is the potential for strategic factors to result
in an ‘unsuitable’ HELAA site ultimately being deemed suitable for allocation.
Figure B shows: A) Commitments; B) Sites deemed ‘suitable’ or ‘part suitable’ for housing through the
HELAA; and C) Sites deemed ‘unsuitable’ for housing through the HELAA. In addition, Figure B buildsupon the HELAA by in respect of ‘part suitable’, where possible. See further explanation, below.
Potential alternatives
Completions and commitments at Maids Moreton are extremely low, with just one house having been
completed since the start of the plan period, and no houses committed (i.e. with planning permission), as of
31st March 2017. Nevertheless, given the proximity of Maids Moreton to Buckingham, which will see
considerable housing growth over the plan period, ‘nil allocations’ is a reasonable ‘do minimum’ option. It
is noted that there is are a recently completed housing schemes at the northern edge of Buckingham, close
to Maids Moreton (BUC001), and that an extension to this housing scheme is under consideration (and was
a proposed allocation at the 2016 Draft VALP stage; BUC043).
There is also a need to give consideration to higher growth options, given the relationship of Maids Moreton
to Buckingham, and given that there are HELAA suitable sites. Specifically  MMO001 (15 homes) - is an area of open space that acts as an important buffer between Maids Moreton
and Buckingham. The site is large enough to deliver more homes, but is classified as ‘Part Suitable’ by
the HELAA, with the conclusion reached that 15 homes would be suitable.
 MMO004 (10 homes) and MMO005 (12 homes)27 are two sites at the north west edge of the village.
MMO004 was a proposed allocation at the 2016 Draft VALP stage.
 MMO006 (170 homes) is a larger site at the northern edge of the village.
Reasonable alternatives
On the basis of the above discussion, it is possible to establish five reasonable alternatives 1) Nil allocations
2) Allocation for 15 homes at MMO001
3) Allocations for 22 homes at MMO004 and MMO005
4) Allocations for 37 homes at MMO001, MMO004 and MMO005
5) Allocation for 170 homes at MMO006.
The table below presents a discussion of the relative performance of the alternatives in respect of the 12
sustainability topics that comprise the established ‘SA framework’. The alternatives are placed in order of
preference, or ‘=’ is used to indicate that the alternatives perform broadly on a par.

27

MM005 recently gained planning permission for 12 homes, subject to S106 being agreed.
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Discussion

2

A primary consideration is the location of MMO006 (Option 5)
within 600m of Foxcote Reservoir SSSI, which is managed as
a nature reserve by the Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and
Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust (BBOWT). Otherwise, Maids
Moreton is relatively unconstrained in biodiversity terms.
MM0001 could have some importance as a green corridor;
however, this is uncertain.

=

The sites in question are unconstrained by fluvial flood risk,
i.e. sit outside of the established flood risk zones. It is not
clear that there are any other climate change adaptation
issues that would enable differentiation of the alternatives.

=

Applying broad rules of thumb, the scale of development in
question does not indicate any potential to achieve the
economies of scale necessary to deliver low carbon
infrastructure, e.g. a combined heat and power station,
associated with a district heating network.

2

In addition to housing, MMO006 (Option 5) would deliver
Outdoor Playing Space (OPS) and Equipped Play Facilities ,
responding to the concern raised by the 2017 ‘Open Space,
Sports and Recreation Needs for Aylesbury Vale’ audit, which
found there to be a lack of a suitably sized central public open
space as well as no Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play
(NEAP) in Maids Moreton. Other sites would likely not deliver
any new or upgraded strategic community infrastructure.
However, a disbenefit of MMO006 is that it is located at the
northern edge of the village, i.e. the edge furthest from
Buckingham (and also Maids Moreton primary school, which
is on the edge of Buckingham). The site would be c.1.5 km
from Buckingham town centre.
Finally, there is a need to consider the community importance
of the open space buffer, which might be considered a
landscape gap, between Buckingham and Maids Moreton,
which would be impacted significantly by MMO001. As stated
by the HELAA: “The undeveloped nature of these fields
reinforces the identity of Maids Moreton as a separate and
distinct village. The open aspect of this area of the village
reinforces the rural character of the village which in other
areas has been compromised by modern development. The
area is important for wildlife and appreciated and valued by
local residents.” This is a strong conclusion; however,
concerns are reduced by the understanding that the site
would not be developed in full, but rather for a more modest
scheme of 15 homes.

=

It is not clear that there is an ‘employment’ opportunity
associated with housing growth at Maids Moreton, albeit there
are a number of businesses located at the small employment
park to the north of the village.

XX
X
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MMO001 (Options 2 and 4) falls within the Maids Moreton
Conservation Area (CA). The CA Report finds: “The open
fields to either side of Scott’s Lane are fundamentally
important to the character of the village. They act as a buffer
between Maids Moreton and Buck ingham. The trees and
open fields, often grazed by sheep, reinforce the rural
character of the village. Historic maps show this area of the
village always to have been undeveloped and the boundaries
of the fields have remained unchanged since at least the early
1800s and probably much earlier.” It also states:
“Modern infill development contains glimpsed views between
historic buildings and therefore views in general in this area
are insular in character focusing on individual buildings which
are brought to predominance by bends in the road which
focus views. Exceptions to this are views from Scott’s
Lane across the open fields to the Old Manor House”
[emphasis added].
As such, there is a clear sensitivity; however, concerns are
reduced by the understanding that the site would not be
developed in full, but rather for a more modest scheme of 15
homes. The only listed buildings in proximity to the site are
those to the west, associated with the Old Manor House, and
the CA Report does not seem to identify any other locally
important buildings in close proximity to the site. Scotts Lane
itself is not is not discussed as being of particular
historical/heritage importance.
With regards to the other sites in question, these all appear
relatively unconstrained, in heritage terms.

=

=

Maids Moreton falls within the Milton Keynes functional
housing market area, across which there is confidence
regarding the potential to accommodate objectively housing
assessed need (OAHN). In comparison, the south of the
District falls within the Buckinghamshire functional housing
market area, where accommodating OAHN is a major
challenge, i.e. there is a risk of unmet needs. As such, it is
difficult to conclude that higher growth options are necessarily
preferred, from a ‘housing’ perspective.
Another consideration is the scale of the site. This is a
notably large site for a village the size of Maids Moreton. The
‘opportunity’ related to this scale relates to the potential to
deliver a good mix of housing on site.

3

MMO001 to the south (Options 2 and 4) is constrained in
landscape terms, in that it acts as a green buffer between
Maids Moreton and Buckingham, as discussed above. It is
also fair to conclude that the large site to the north (MMO006)
gives rise to landscape concerns, particularly as it would be
highly visible from a public footpath leading north from the
village (in the direction of Foxcote Reservoir; however, there
might be an alternative, preferable route); however, the
Aylesbury Landscape Study (2017) does not raise any
particular concerns, concluding that: “Potential to develop
65% of the site (eastern two thirds), with the western third
undeveloped to minimise impact on Foxcote Valley LCA.”

3
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2

There is a need to protect agricultural land, and in particular
land that is ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV), as defined by the
NPPF.
MMO005 (Options 3 and 4) and MMO006 (Option 5) have been
surveyed and found to comprise grade 3a quality land, which is
classified as BMV. MMO004 (Options 3 and 4) has been
surveyed and found to comprise grade 3b quality land, which is
non-BMV. The final site, MMO001 (Options 2 and 4) has not
been surveyed.
On balance, it is appropriate to ‘flag’ Option 5 as performing
relatively poorly; however, it is recognised that there is
uncertainty, in the absence of consistent surveying.

5

Wastewater treatment is the primary pollution issue at
Buckingham / Maids Moreton, as the local W astewater
Treatment Works (WwTWs) is at or near capacity, and breach
of capacity can result in significant pollution to the water
environment. The recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded
that capacity at the WwTW is a constraint to growth, although
there is good potential to deliver capacity upgrades as
necessary, ahead of housing growth. It is appropriate to ‘flag’
risk associated with high growth.

5

Maids Moreton is a lower order settlement, and hence
inherently less suited to receiving growth, from a transport
perspective. The other consideration is that the site to the
south (MMO001; Options 2 and 4) is notably closer to
Buckingham, which might therefore support a higher proportion
of trips by walking/cycling.

=

All alternatives could support sustainable waste management.
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Option 1 (nil allocations) stands out as performing well in terms of the most objectives, and Option 3 also
performs well in terms of a relatively high number of objectives. Option 3 would involve a modest scale of
housing at the northwest edge of the village, which the appraisal serves to suggest may be a relatively
unconstrained location. In contrast, the appraisal highlights sensitivities associated with growth to the south
(Options 2 and 4) and growth to the north (Option 5). The other main conclusion to come for the appraisal is
that higher growth at Maids Moreton (Option 5) is not necessarily to be supported, in particular from a
‘Pollution’ perspective, recognising capacity constraints at the Buckingham Wastewater Treatment Works.
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In response to the appraisal, the Council’s view is that “Whilst the Council accepts that there are sensitivities associated with all growth locations, the Council is of
the view that all sites are suitable, once account is tak en of the potential for careful masterplanning and
design. It is difficult to conclude that one site is more suitable than another, although one important factor
is the potential for the site to the north (MMO006) to deliver a new children’s play area. On balance, the
Council favours the larger scheme, recognising that this would contribute significantly to achievement of the
district-wide housing target. The SA raises concerns regarding higher growth in the Buck ingham/Maids
Moreton area, in terms of Wastewater Treatment Work s capacity; however, the Council is confident
(following dialogue with Thames Water) that upgrades to the Treatment Works can be implemented ahead
of housing growth.”
In conclusion, the Council supports Option 5 and feels lik e, whilst there could be merit to giving further
consideration to other options through the appraisal of district-wide reasonable alternatives, this is not likely
to lead to any additional issues/impacts being highlighted, over-and-above those discussed within the
appraisal above.”
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Note on maps
Figure A (Constraints) is self-evident, although one point to note is that there are some additional
constraints not shown on the map, including: several locally designated ‘Biological Notification Sites’ and
numerous areas identified as an ‘Archaeological Notification Area’.
Figure B (Commitments and site options) should be understood as a map that seeks to ‘take forward’ the
maps presented within the HELAA (January 2017) in three ways 1) Sites that are now a commitment are shown as such.
2) Where work has been undertaken to define suitable areas of land within sites defined by the HELAA
as ‘part suitable’, then the suitable area of land is shown as suitable and the remainder as unsuitable.
3) Where land within sites defined by the HELAA as ‘part suitable’ is now a commitment , then that part of
the site is shown as being a commitment, and the remainder as unsuitable.
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SITE OPTIONS
INTRODUCTION
Section 6.4 of the SA Report deals with site options, explaining the work undertaken to examine site
options in isolation, as an initial step along the path (see Figure 6.1 within the SA Report) to establishing a
single set of district-wide reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, i.e. a single set of alternative packages of
sites for allocation. Consideration of site options in isolation is described as ‘bottom-up’ analysis to
complement the ‘top down’ analysis of high-level issues/options (which is presented in Section 6.3 of the
SA Report, and is not a focus of this TA). Site options analysis is also described as a process of
‘inspecting the building blocks’ which will subsequently be used to build spatial strategy alternatives.
Specifically, Section 6.4 of the SA Report introduces three complementary site options analysis work streams –
A) Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)
B) GIS analysis, applying sustainability criteria
C) Other site options appraisal work-streams
There is no need for this TA to present supplementary analysis in respect of (A) and (C). In respect of both
of these work-streams, suitable introductory information is presented within Section 6.4 of the SA Report,
and detailed information can be found within stand-alone reports, most notably the HELAA (January 2017),
which is available at: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/supporting-evidence.
The aim of this TA is to present information on (B), i.e. information on the outcome of GIS analysis of site
options in terms of a range of sustainability criteria. More specifically, the aim is to present the outcome of
the following analysis All ‘HELAA sites’ - i.e. all sites considered through the HELAA - were entered into a Geographical
Information System (GIS) and subjected to analysis through the application of wide-ranging
sustainability criteria. All criteria related to the distance between the sites and various other
features mapped within the GIS (e.g. doctors surgeries, listed buildings). The GIS recorded the
distance between sites and other features, and also recorded the percentage intersect, where it is
the case that there is an intersect (e.g. for sites intersecting a flood risk zone, the GIS recorded the
percentage intersect). The GIS was also able to record some supplementary information, e.g. the
name of the nearest feature, e.g. the nearest school, or ancient woodland.
For ease of terminology, this process can be described as ‘site options SA’; however, there is a need to
apply this terminology with caution, as it could serve to imply that site options SA is a required step in the
SA process. In fact, there is no requirement to appraise site options, through the SA process. Whilst there
is a requirement to appraise ‘reasonable alternatives’, site options are not ‘reasonable alternatives’ where
there is no mutually exclusive choice to be made between them.
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SITE OPTIONS APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY
It was not possible to simply apply the SA framework (i.e. the list of SA objectives/issues presented in
Table 4.1 of the SA Report) given the number of site options and limited data availability. As such, work
was undertaken to develop a criteria-based methodology suited to site options appraisal.
The site options appraisal criteria are introduced in Table A. The table aims to demonstrate that the
criteria reflect the SA framework as closely as possible, recognising data limitations (and given that there is
a need to appraise site options ‘on a level playing field’, i.e. ensure a situation where consistent
data/evidence is used to inform the appraisal of all competing site options, and avoid any risk of bias).
The methodology does not involve qualitative analysis, recognising that qualitative analysis has been
applied through the HELAA. Rather, there is a need to rely mostly on quantitative analysis, i.e. location /
distance analysis, utilising GIS software.
Table B then lists the criteria concisely alongside the rules that have been applied to categorise the
performance of sites. Specifically, Table B explains how, for each of the criteria employed, the
performance of sites is categorised on a Red/Amber/Green scale. 28

28

It is important to be clear that the aim of categorising the performance of site options is to aid differenti ation, i.e. to highlight
instances of site options performing relatively well / poorly. The intention is not to indicate whether a ‘significant effec t’ is predicted.
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Table A: Scope of the site options appraisal methodology
Topic

Relev ant criteria

Comments on the scope of criteria

(location in relation to…)
Heritage

 Listed building
 Conservation area
 Archaeological notification area
 Scheduled monument
 Registered parks / garden

Landscape  AONB
 Proposed Designated Local
Landscape
 Green Belt
 Tree Preservation Order

29

Good GIS data is available to inform the appraisal.
It fair to ‘flag’ sites in close proximity to a heritage
asset as potentially giving cause for concern.
However, it is recognised that the setting of heritage
assets will vary considerably, as will the sensitivity of
that setting to development. The potential for site
options to lead to heritage impacts can only
accurately be established subsequent to a site visit
by a specialist, something that is outside the scope of
the assessment methodology described here.
N.B. Site visits were conducted as part of the
separate ‘HELAA’ work-stream, and specific sites
were examined through a ‘historic environment’
work-stream (see Section 6.3).
Limited GIS data exists to inform the appraisal.
AONB is a key designation, as any development
within the AONB could lead to impacts, and there is
also a need to consider the setting of the AONB.
In addition to the AONB, which is a national
designation, certain landscapes are designated as
being either of county-wide significance (‘areas of
attractive landscape’) or district-wide significance
(‘local landscape areas’). See further discussion in
Appendix II. The former are assumed to have some
setting within the wider, non-designated landscape.
Green Belt is arguably not a ‘landscape’ designation;
however, it is associated with openness, and so
there are links to landscape sensitivity. Green Belt
does not have a setting in the wider landscape
though.
GIS data is also available to confirm the landscape
character area that each site falls within (as
established, and the landscape ‘condition’ has been
defined for each character area. However, it is not
possible to infer from this the potential for any given
site option to result in a landscape impact. 29
N.B. A separate ‘landscape’ work-stream has
involved assessing specific sites (see Section 6.3).

See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/landscape-character-assessment
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Topic

Relev ant criteria

Comments on the scope of criteria

(location in relation to…)
Biodiversity  Natura 2000 site
 Site of special scientific interest
 Local wildlife site
 Biological notification site
 Biodiversity and Geological
opportunity areas
 Ancient woodland
 Tree preservation order
 Forestry commission woodland
 Local Geological Sites.

Good GIS data is available to inform the appraisal.
It is fair to assume that development in close proximity to sensitive
biodiversity sites can lead to impacts, including indirect
recreational impacts; however, it is recognised that this
assumption will not always hold true.
The most sensitive sites are those designated as internationally
important: special conservation areas, special areas of
conservation and Ramsar sites, which are collectively known as
Natura 2000 sites.
Sites of special scientific interest (SSSIs) are of international
importance. Each SSSI is surrounded by a designated ‘impact risk
zone’.
Local wildlife sites (LWSs) are of local importance, whilst biological
notification sites (BNSs) are essentially candidate LWSs..
Biodiversity opportunity areas are broad areas that encompass
important habitat patches/areas, and hence within which there is a
need to maintain and enhance ‘connectivity’ between habitat
patches/areas. Ancient woodland will often be designated as a
LWS or BNA, but not always. Trees wi th a preservation order will
often have some particular biodiversity value, although not always.

N.B. A separate ‘biodiversity’ work-stream has
involved assessing specific sites (see Section 6.3).
Climate
change
mitigation

No GIS data is available to inform appraisal of site options. Whilst some sites may well have
inherently greater potential to incorporate on-site low carbon heat/power generation, or link to
a decentralised source of low carbon heat/power, there is insufficient evidence to enable
analysis. As for the potential for development to support building integrated renewables
(such as solar PV and solar heating), this is not location-dependent; and whilst terrain /
aspect can have some bearing on the potential for solar gain, this is not a clear relationship
that can be taken into account. N.B. see further discussion under ‘Transport’.

Climate
change
adaptation

 Flood risk

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX

Good GIS data is available to inform the appraisal,
recognising that flood risk is a primary climate
change adaptation issue.
The nationally established fluvial flood risk zones
serve to identify locations where development should
be avoided as far as possible. Data is not available
to show the location of areas at risk of flooding from
surface water, groundwater and sewers; however,
this is not a major limitation. Surface water flood risk
can often be managed at the planning application
stage, including through requirements for sustainable
drainage systems (SuDS).
N.B. A separate ‘flood risk’ work-stream has involved
assessing specific sites (see Section 6.3).
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Topic

Relev ant criteria

Comments on the scope of criteria

(location in relation to…)
Climate change adaptation also necessitates consideration of ‘water’ related issues.
However, no GIS data is available to inform the appraisal of site options. Water pollution
sensitivity may vary spatially (including issues associated with the capacity of Waste Water
Treatment Works); however, there is no mapped data. It is also the case that issues can
often be appropriately addressed through masterplanning/design measures, and so are
appropriately considered at the planning application stage. Groundwater pollution is another
specific consideration, with broad areas designated as groundwater ‘source protection zones’
and ‘primary aquifers’. However, the presence of a source protection zone or aquifer does
not represent a major constraint for most (non-polluting) types of development. With regards
to water resource availability, the entire South East of England is ‘water stressed’, and it is
not thought to be the case that water stress varies spatially within the district. Also, it is not
possible to appraise site options in terms of the potential to support water efficiency. It might
be suggested that large development schemes (i.e. developments on large sites) might be
more able to deliver high standards of sustainable design, which in turn support water
efficiency; however, this assumption will often not hold true. N.B. A separate ‘water cycle
study’ work-stream has involved assessing specific sites (see Section 6.3).
Natural
resources

 Agricultural land

Limited GIS data exists to inform the appraisal.
A nationally available data grades agricultural land
on a scale of 1 – 4, where 1 is highest quality.
However, this data-set is of very low resolution, such
that it is poorly suited to differentiating between site
options. A second data-set exists that is of high
resolution, and also distinguishes between grades 3a
and 3b; 30 however, this data-set is not available for
the entire district, and so is not applied here.

Pollution

 Air quality management area
 Contaminated land

Limited GIS data exists to inform the appraisal.
There are three designated air quality management
areas (AQMAs) in the district, all of which are located
within Aylesbury Town.
It is worthwhile ‘flagging’ sites that intersect
contaminated land; however, in practice there would
be a requirement for the land to be remediated to a
satisfactory degree prior to development.
Other areas might be suggested as pollution
hotspots, in relation to air quality, noise or other
pollutants; however, areas have not been mapped.

Waste

It is not possible to appraise site options in terms of waste management. It would not be fair
to assume that larger schemes, or residential development in close proximity to household
waste recycling centres, will necessarily lead to better waste management.

30

This distinction is important, as the NPPF defines ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land as that which is either grade 1, 2 or 3a.
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Topic

Relev ant criteria

Comments on the scope of criteria

(location in relation to…)
Transport

 Proximity to a bus stop
 Proximity to a railway station

Housing

No GIS data exists to inform the appraisal of housing site options in terms of c ontribution to
housing objectives. It would not be appropriate to suggest that a large site performs better
than a small site simply because there is the potential to deliver more homes. Housing
objectives could be met through the delivery of numerous small sites, or through delivery of a
smaller number of large sites (albeit it is recognised that financial viability, and hence
potential to deliver affordable housing, can be higher at large sites).

Community  Primary school
 Secondary school
 GP surgery
 Hospital
 Leisure centre
 Open space
 Children’s play space
 Local nature reserve
 Wildlife Trusts nature reserve
 Village green
 Common land
 Public right of way
 Area of relative deprivation
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Limited GIS data exists to inform the appraisal.
A primary consideration is the need to locate new
development in proximity to services, facilities and
employment, thereby minimising the need to travel
and increasing the likelihood of modal shift away
from reliance on the private car. See discussion,
below, under ‘Community’ and ‘Economy’.
There is also a need to locate new housing where
there is good access to bus routes and
walking/cycling infrastructure. The location of bus
stops is known; however, no information is known
regarding the services at each stop, and indeed it is
possible that some stops may have no service. As
for cycling infrastructure, there is mapped data
showing cycle routes for Aylesbury Town only.
N.B. A separate ‘transport’ work-stream has involved
assessing specific sites (see Section 6.3).

Good GIS data is available to inform the appraisal.
Proximity to community infrastructure and green
infrastructure is important, particularly for residents
who are less mobile (e.g. the elderly). However, it is
recognised that some existing facilities (e.g. schools)
may not have capacity, or might be near to capacity
such that additional development could breach the
capacity.
Development in an area of relative deprivation is
assumed to be a positive step given that it can lead
to developer funding being made available for
targeted local schemes/initiatives; however, it is
difficult to draw strong conclusions.
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Topic

Comments on the scope of criteria

Relev ant criteria

(location in relation to…)
Economy

 Strategic employment site
 Minerals
 Area of relative deprivation

It is possible to identify instances where development
would lead to the loss of an employment site (i.e. the
employment use would be lost to another use);
however, it is difficult to draw strong conclusions (e.g.
because employment site may be vacant or
underperforming).
It is also possible to consider the implications of
development (whether housing or employment) in
proximity to existing employment locations; and
development within areas of existing employment
deprivation (as defined by the Index of Multiple
Deprivation). However, again it is difficult to draw
strong conclusions.

Table B: Site appraisal criteria with performance categories
Criteria

Threshold

Flood zones

R = > 50% intersects with Flood risk zone 2 or 3 A = < 50%
intersects with Flood risk zone 2 or 3
G = Flood risk zone 1

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

R = Interest
A = adjacent - 400m
G = >400m

Local Nature Reserve

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 2km
G = >2km

Forestry Inventory Woodland

A = Intersect
G = Does not intersect

Nature Reserves

A = Intersect
G = Does not intersect

European Site (SAC, SPA & Ramsar)

A = < 5km
G = > 5km

Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC)

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 400m
G = >400m

Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI)

R = Intersect or adjacent
A = <1km
G = >1km

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB)

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 600m
G = >600m

Common Land

R = Intersect
G = adjacent - 400m

Green Belt

R = Site is within or partially within the Green Belt
G = outside
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Criteria

Threshold

Designated Local Landscape

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 400m
G = >400m

Tree Preservation Order (TPO)

R = Intersect
G = Does not intersect

Village Green

A = >400m
G = adjacent - 400m

Biological and Geological Important
Areas

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 100m
G = >100m

Local Wildlife Sites

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 400m
G = >400m

Archaeological Notification Area

A = Intersect
G = Does not intersect

Conservation Area

R = Intersect
A = <400m

Listed Building

R = Intersect - 5m
A = <50m

Registered Park or Garden

R = Intersect
A = <100m

Scheduled Monument

R = Intersect
A = adjacent - 100m

High quality agricultural land?

R = Grade 2
A = Grade 3
G = Does not intersect, 2 or 3

Is the site within an area that suffers
from problems of overall deprivation?

R = Site does not intersect with an ‘output area’ that
is relatively deprived
A = Any of the site intersects with an ‘output area’
that is relatively deprived i.e. in the 20-40% (2nd quintile) most
deprived in the district.
G = Any of the site intersects with an ‘output area’ that is
relatively deprived (i.e. in the 0-20% (1st
quintile) most deprived in the district

Contaminated Land (High Risk)

A = Intersects
G = Does not intersect

Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)

A = <1,000m from an AQMA
G = >1km from an AQMA

GP surgery

R = >800m
A = 400m - 800m
G = <400m
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Criteria

Threshold

Primary School

R = >800m
A = 400m - 800m
G = <400m

Secondary School

R = >2km
A = 1km - 2km
G = <1km

Public Right of Way (PRoW)

A = Intersects
G = Does not intersect

Bus Stop

R = >800m
A = 400m - 800m
G = <400m

Railway Station

R = >1km
G = <1km

SITE OPTIONS APPRAISAL FINDINGS
Table C presents an appraisal of all site options in terms of all the appraisal criteria introduced above,
within Table B.
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Site
Nam e
WGR003
Area
(ha)
0.76

WTV022
218.68

AYL051
1.8

PAD004
1.96

SCD003
0.26

SCD007
0.34

SCD008
1.29

WGR004
4.95

WGR010
0.17

LCD011
2.82

EDL002
0.7

MGB003
0.86

MMO004
0.71

BUC043
11

BUC025
13.92

GAW001
0.81

GAW002
0.39

GHW013
2.35

WTV017
3.97

WTV019
5.72
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Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone
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Site
Nam e
WTV021
Area
(ha)
1.68

NLV001
143.85

NLV023
1.33

STO011
0.97

PIT007
2.55

PIT002
0.3

HAD010
0.36

HAD004
22.03

HAD015
2.13

HAD016
0.57

HAD001
1.12

STW003
0.23

GUW004
0.24

GUW010
0.35

AYL073
0.58

AYL049
0.25

AYL077
0.43

BIE022
18.13

DPA001
0.92

EDL020
0.3

EDL021
3.75
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Site
Nam e
STW005
Area
(ha)
3.9

WGR014
0.86

AYL106
0.04

CDN001
0.19

DAD001
0.91

AYL054
0.93

AYL032
0.41

AYL035
1.15

BUC003
0.31

CHE001
3.3

BUC046
16.57

GUW008
0.37

HAD007
9.46

HAD009
1.71

MGB005
0.92

MAR003
1.05

PAD007
0.23

QUA001
0.49

SCD005
0.32

STO008
1.34

STO016
100.95
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Site
Nam e
WGR011
Area
(ha)
0.84

WGR001
0.89

WIN001
17.82

NLV008
3.68

NLV005
1.41

WHA001
60.01

PIT001
3.35

PIT004
2.22

SMD007
10.29

SMD008
20.67

SMD006
30.98

SMD004
16.67

SMD005
2.87

SMD011
3.66

SMD012
12.88

SMD009
11.63

WTV018
171.2

WIN014
16.27

WIN019
5.26

WIN024
3.38

WIN016
4.52
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WIN017
Area
(ha)
6.64

WIN015
4.51

WIN022
4.37

ADD002
7

WIN021
0.04

WIN007
0.12

WIN018
2.35

BRI002
1.37

BRI003
0.13

BRI001
0.11

BRI004
0.73

QUA002
3.87

QUA003
1.44

PAD001
0.81

PAD002
0.16

PAD003
0.73

PAD005
0.3

PAD006
2.13

SOU006
40.64

SOU005
4.37

SCD001
3.06
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SCD002
Area
(ha)
0.27

SCD006
0.29

SCD009
3.46

DRA001
1.51

WGR002
2.54

WGR003
1.6

WGR007
0.2

WGR006
0.21

WGR008
0.62

WGR009
0.81

WHI001
1.06

WHI002
28.64

WHI008
0.4

WHI007
10.52

WHI006
0.41

WHI004
0.69

AST023
2.85

AST007
3.6

BUK001
1.1

AST001
24.81

AST005
2.01
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BUK003
Area
(ha)
9.35

AST011
3.72

BUK002
8.76

AST014
0.19

LCD002
6.15

LCD010
0.19

LCD009
0.67

LCD003
1.62

LCD004
0.6

LCD007
0.19

LCD001
2.16

AST004
13.42

WEN021
2.41

WEN020
3.83

WEN011
0.78

WEN015
3.53

WEN007
1.76

WEN014
21.38

WEN001
0.55

WEN002
0.29

HAL002
8.84
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WEN009
Area
(ha)
11.45

WEN016
4.37

WEN022
20.8

WEN019
4.62

HAL001
7.56

WEN025
0.11

LCD012
2.57

EDL001
3.8

EDL004
0.82

EDL006
8.26

EDL010
4.77

EDL009
3.53

EDL011
17.64

EDL005
147.5

EDL007
6.73

MGB004
6.47

MGB002
0.14

MGB001
0.46

BUC017
11.71

BUC014
22.9

BUC015
2.57

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

98

Site
Nam e
BUC018
Area
(ha)
0.83

MMO010
1.97

MMO006
7.96

MMO005
1.94

MMO002
0.73

MMO007
0.42

BUC008
1.61

MMO011
37.44

BUC038
1.8

BUC002
0.36

BUC006
14.49

BUC054
5.79

BUC048
31.35

BUC050
3.53

BUC021
7.66

BUC036
1.45

BUC034
0.52
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0.23
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0.14
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0.34

BUC009
0.35
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BUC010
Area
(ha)
0.74

BUC039
0.8

CHE008
9.23

CHE007
8.97

CHE003
1.47

CHE004
11.1

CHE002
1.81

CHE010
0.97

CHE009
8.35

CHE012
0.3

BUC059
1.7

TIN004
3

TIN003
1.34

TIN002
3.97

GHW004
1.22

GHW012
0.98

GHW005
0.2

GHW001
0.36

GHW011
3.99

GHW009
0.92

GHW010
1.04
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GHW006
Area
(ha)
2.56

GHW008
0.87

WTV001
0.53

WTV002
1.81

WTV004
0.32

WTV005
0.83

WTV006
0.9

WTV007
4.36

WTV010
0.54

WTV012
0.1

WTV015
4.64

WTV022
218.68

WTV023
1.57

BUC007
5.08
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6.11

MMO001
4.43
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0.13
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4.62
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16.48
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28.75

NLV015
144.58

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

101

Site
Nam e
NLV014
Area
(ha)
45.59

NLV018
8.01

NLV017
26.02

NLV019
15.41

NLV020
97.66

NLV003
5.08

SHM011
5.91

WAD011
1.23
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0.51
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1.27

WAD001
0.19
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0.47
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62.4
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1.03
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1.59
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41.66
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0.38
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3.08

STO007
5.32
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STO009
Area
(ha)
1.36

PIT009
4.85

PIT008
3.51

PIT006
0.11

PIT010
0.34

HAD019
3.28

HAD011
7.01

HAD012
3.1
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12.71
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9.6
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0.16

GUW005
0.47

GUW003
0.34
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3.73
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0.17
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0.35
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2.87
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4.66
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5.96
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30.98
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SMD010
Area
(ha)
5.73

SMD011
3.66

FLM001
180.71

AYL008
2.25

AYL010
1.14
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0.8
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2.42
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23.07
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7.16
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13.19
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1.98
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246.1
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20.45
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83.51
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73.35
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0.23
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8.63
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11.71

WEE002
29.81
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STO015
Area
(ha)
298.03

BIE005
35.11
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19.48
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5.25
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60.27
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3.86
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0.15
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1.43
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3.2
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1.45
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2.13
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0.23
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0.47
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1.99
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AYL055
Area
(ha)
1.57

AYL053
1.44

AYL051
1.8
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0.27
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0.68
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2.02
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2.36
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0.26
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1.95
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0.42
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3.61
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6.45
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3.17
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8.39

WIN009
9.75
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WIN008
Area
(ha)
8.23

WIN010
2.38
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4.53
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4.94
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0.41
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1.6
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0.8
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3.66
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1.29
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1.48
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1.52
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AST020
Area
(ha)
7.32

AST021
3.85
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4.95
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0.17
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1.77

SCD005
0.54
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3.36
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1.43
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1.8
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0.38
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36.73
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4.14
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7.58
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0.7
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WIG001
Area
(ha)
3.85

WIG002
4.61

WIG003
0.56
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4.2
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0.86

MGB007
0.27
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1.62
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26.84
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0.71
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11
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3.59
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0.19
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0.87
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CHE001
Area
(ha)
4.76
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0.81
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2.44
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28.58
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6.69
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0.3
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3.53
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3.8
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15.28
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2.35
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1.09

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

110

Site
Nam e
WTV008
Area
(ha)
2.07
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4.43
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171.2

WTV019
5.72

WTV020
4

WTV021
1.68

WTV003
1.17

WTV009
1.47

WTV025
11.96

NLV008
17.11

NLV004
0.47

NLV013
32.23

NLV009
23.46

NLV001
143.85

NLV023
1.33

SHM012
13.55

SHM010
6.62

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

111

Site
Nam e
GRB004
Area
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6.6
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Area
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5.65
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1.49

SHM006
0.98

SHM014
0.27

SHM009
0.62

SMD007
10.29

SMD009
63.65

SMD013
2.38

SMD012
8.72

FLM002
264.31

AYL038
1.07

AYL073
0.58

AYL029
3.06

AYL033
0.18

AYL035
1.76

AYL064
0.28

AYL063
0.46

AYL052
0.91

AYL068
1.67

AYL054
1.75

AYL016
2.91

AYL056
1.25

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

114

Site
Nam e
AYL058
Area
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Nam e
AYL082
Area
(ha)
4.75

AYL083
0.52

AYL049
0.25
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3.7
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0.05
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236.71
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1.6

WEN026
0.73
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0.95
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0.57
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0.14
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0.31
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0.53
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20.67

WHI003
0.3
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0.43
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3.47
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0.23
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0.25
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0.57
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0.07
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HAD026
Area
(ha)
0.21

HAD027
0.25

LLI001
65.97

NLV026
0.15

PIT014
5.54

QUA005
2.08

SMD014
0.43

WEE008
1

WGR013
0.54

WIN025
1.62

WTM002
1.91

GHW019
0.41

QUA006
0.06

HUL004
28.93

WHA001
90.13

NLV005
3.38

NLV012
249.87
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1.95
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1.3
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1.22

ICK003
0.77
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ICK002
Area
(ha)
0.62

ICK004
1.4

NMA001
0.24

THO001
0.92

MAR003
3.76

MAR001
2.97

MAR002
1.12

MAR006
0.21

AYL011
0.02

BUC042
0.15

BUC061
0.97

GHW015
0.69

GHW020
0.38

BUC064
0.04

LCD014
0.7

WTV027
0.23

GHW003
209.84

GHW003
3.26

GHW022
3.08

AAB001
0.18

ABB003
0.49
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ABB004
Area
(ha)
0.56

AST029
1.06

AST030
6.55

AST031
2.56

AST033
8.58

AST032
0.64

BEA001
0.3

BEA002
0.82

BIE022
29.08

BIE023
4.2

BIE026
1.13

BIE027
3.02

BIE024
1.17

STO018
1.21

BUK004
0.68

BUK005
0.1

CUB001
2.68

DPA001
0.92

DPA002
1.1

DPA003
17.24

EDL013
3.76
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EDL014
Area
(ha)
14.32

EDL016
0.18

EDL017
0.67

EDL019
0.36

EDL020
0.3

EDL021
6.42

ABB002
0.81

IVI002
0.61

IVI003
0.65

LHW003
0.73

LHW002
1.38

LDC015
4.28

LHW001
0.29

MEN001
5.35

MEN002
2.79

MUR001
23.1

MUR002
19.95

NSH003
0.44

NSH004
0.83

NSH006
0.69

NSH007
4.56
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Nam e
NSH001
Area
(ha)
0.26

NSH002
0.24

NSH005
0.35

NLV027
0.39

NLV028
14.98

SHM018
21.41

SHM017
19.72

SHM016
13.32

QUA007
0.62

QUA008
1.37

SLA001
1.26

SLA002
1.93

SOU001
0.25

SOU002
2.03

SOU004
0.39

SOU009
0.72

THO003
0.91

THO004
0.96

TUR003
88.63

TWY001
5.21

TWY002
1.03
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WAD014
Area
(ha)
31.75

WAD014
32.84

WAD015
12.53

WEN027
15.2

WEN028
1.32

SCD011
7.98

STW005
3.9

STW006
0.62

STW007
1.14
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2.32

NMA002
39.92

OVI001
0.07

OAK001
1.27

OAK002
0.19

SHA001
0.88

TIN010
1.37

TIN011
1.71

TIN013
4.84

TIN014
3.67
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0.21

WES001
1.04
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WES002
Area
(ha)
2.16

WES003
0.21

WEE004
2.6

WEE005
1.95

WEE006
0.41

WEE007
1.07

WSC001
0.47

WSC003
4.53

WTV028
0.24

WTV029
12.3

WTV030
0.77

WHI009
0.76

WGR014
0.86

ADS001
0.89
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0.21
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0.55

AKE001
0.93
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0.04
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0.03

AYL107
0.07

AYL109
0.03
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Nam e
AYL110
Area
(ha)
0.42

AYL111
0.03

AYL113
0.06

AYL114
0.25

BUC065
1.43
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0.54

BUC068
0.02
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31.14
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0.6
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0.46
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0.18

GUW008
0.96

GUW014
3.55

ICK005
4.04
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3.22
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10.41
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0.91
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0.41
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0.64
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2.52
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0.74
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Nam e
WMH003
Area
(ha)
0.19

DIN001
1.61

DIN002
0.4

DIN004
5.9

ECL001
0.17
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1.15

ECL003
0.41

DIN003
0.1
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1.77
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2.48
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3.95
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6.69
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0.28
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27.66
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20.85
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0.3
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0.66
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0.55
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Nam e
OAK003
Area
(ha)
0.18

OAK004
0.29
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0.24
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0.1
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0.46
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0.71
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10.36
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0.84
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0.74
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1.27
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6.38
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0.03
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1.26
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0.54
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1.6
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0.22
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1.66
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26
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12.88
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0.48
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6.73
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AYL118
Area
(ha)
0.09

AYL120
0.13
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0.08
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1.16
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0.04
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8.75
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1.22
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4.15
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3.92
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2.06

BRI009
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0.11
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2.08
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21.8
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1.84
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0.72
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0.78
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CDN006
Area
(ha)
0.57

CDN007
0.6

CDN008
0.57

EDL023
1.51

DIN006
0.66
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0.25

DPA004
0.18
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0.33
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0.55
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0.91
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2.14
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2.76
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1.03
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5.7
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1.67
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2.66
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0.62
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0.76
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6.75
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56.62
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1.02
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GUW018
Area
(ha)
1.64

GUW019
5.87

GUW020
0.64
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1.91

HAD030
288.24

HAL003
82.88
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3.63
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0.65
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0.81
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2.12
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1.32
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3.1
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0.31
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10.38
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1.25
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0.42
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MGB011
Area
(ha)
2.11

MGB013
0.98
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1.11
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1.51
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13.7
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9.03
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0.39
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0.48
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0.8
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17.99
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1.13
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5.01
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1.59
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0.51
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2.1
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3.83
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1.04

OAK006
1.5

OAK007
0.17
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82.57

QUA016
1.2
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QUA015
Area
(ha)
2.3
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0.63
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1.27
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0.51

SOU007
2.91

SOU008
1.68

SCD012
9.66

SCD013
0.58

STW008
1.57

STW010
0.64

SHM019
2.61

SMD017
3.07

STO020
1.79

STO021
1.49

STO022
0.91

STO023
1.47

STO024
0.89

STO025
1.1

THO006
0.43

THO005
0.43
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WEN030
Area
(ha)
3.63

WSC004
0.78
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0.48
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1.1
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1.08
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1.18
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1.56
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1.1
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2.86
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Area
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0.12

SHA002
0.05

TIN015
0.51

WAD016
0.9

BUC070
0.05

WTV031
0.45

BUK006
0.29

GAW011
0.41

HAD014
9.23

HAD024
11.14

HAD023
5.23

HAD022
7.25

AST028
0.08

NLV024
1.66

PIT016
0.18

TIN005
0.87

WGR005
0.18

AYL123
0.05

AYL122
1.45

BIE017
226.48

PAD004
6.17

SA REPORT: TECHNICAL ANNEX
Railway Station

Bus Stop

PRoW

Secondary School

Primary School

GP Surgery

AQMA

Contaminated Land

Deprivation

ALC

Scheduled Monument

Reg Parks & Gardens

Listed Building

Conservation Area

Archaeology

Local Wildlife Site

Bio & Geo Important Areas

Village Green

TPO

Proposed Landscape

Green Belt

Common Land

AONB

SSSI

SINC

Nature Reserves
SAC

National Forest Inventory

LNR

Ancient Woodland

Flood Zone

SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan

133

Site
Nam e
BIE028
Area
(ha)
3.81
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1.78
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