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0 Non-Technical Summary
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Council (“the Parish Council”) is preparing a
Neighbourhood Development Plan (“the Neighbourhood Plan”) in accordance
with the provisions of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012. Wycombe District Council (“the District Council”), as the local planning
authority, designated the whole of the Parish as a Neighbourhood Area on 2
March 2015 (see Plan A below) for this purpose.
The purpose of this report is to provide a sustainability assessment of the
policies and proposals of the draft Neighbourhood Plan in accordance with EU
Directive 2001/42 on strategic environmental assessment (SEA) and the
Environmental Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations 2004. This
SA report covers Stage D and forms the report for Stage E1 and E2.
The Neighbourhood Plan will be in general conformity with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and with the strategic policies of the
Development Plan for Wycombe District, which sets out part of the strategic
planning context and policies for the District.
The Neighbourhood Plan sets out a number of objectives designed to deliver
the overall aspirations for the Parish where these are related to land use
planning issues. It then seeks to deliver these objectives through the
implementation of thirteen policies which form the core of the Plan. These are:


policies for the growth of Longwick Village and designation of Local
Green Spaces;



policies relating to development in the hamlets and rural areas of the
Parish;



six policies allocating land for development and open space within the
village of Longwick.

The combined effect of these policies is to make provision for up to 300 new
dwellings at Longwick village.
Within the area there are no statutory environmental designations. The
hamlets of Meadle, Horsenden, Owlswick and Ilmer are designated
Conservation Areas and the Parish is host to 35 listed buildings, all Grade II or
II*. It shares a boundary with the Scheduled Ancient Monument of Waldridge
Manor which is in the adjoining parish of Dinton-with-Ford and Upton. There
are issues of ground water and surface water drainage in the Parish and
within and around the village of Longwick.
Overall, the appraisal has found that in many areas, the Plan would have
positive or neutral effects on sustainability objectives. The positive effects
would come in the form of the delivery of housing (therefore having a positive
effect under SA objective on ‘Population – Housing’) and the support the
growth would provide for the rural economy (so a positive effect on Objective
‘Business and Economic Development’ (Objective 15)).
The appraisal has identified potential negative effects of some of the growth
options, including potential effects on the AONB (and therefore on SA
Objective 2 ‘Landscape and Countryside’). Some of these negative effects will
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be capable of being mitigated through the policy requirements and through
the development management process.
The appraisal has identified likely significant negative environmental effects
under the ‘Transport’ (SA Objective 7) and ‘Water and Flooding’ (SA Objective
4) objectives.
In the case of transport, the existing lack of public transport availability in the
Parish means that the growth levels delivered through the Plan could result in
an increase in car-borne transport and increase levels of traffic congestion.
The precise nature of this effect would depend upon the nature of the detailed
options chosen, and could be mitigated or minimised through this process.
Furthermore, this effect is capable of being mitigated, possibly through the
provision of improved sustainable modes of transport in the area, and in
particular through the enhancement of public transport services. Were this to
happen, the effect is likely to be modified into a positive one under this
objective. Without such mitigation, however, the negative effect would be
likely to be significant.
In the case of Water and Flooding, the existence of surface and groundwater
flooding risk in and around the village means that the Plan is appraised as
having a likely significant negative environmental effect on the water and
flooding objective of the SA framework. The precise nature of this effect
would, however, depend upon the nature of the detailed options chosen, e.g.
the quantum of growth allowed for and the precise locations chosen for
accommodating this growth. A sequential approach to the location of
development has been followed, to avoid flood risk areas where possible, and
manage any residual risk via alleviation measures built into policies.
Several spatial strategies for the growth of Longwick village have been
appraised:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Growth generally consistent with the linear form of the village;
Expansion to west (a) and east (b);
Expansion to the north (a) and south (b);
Maintaining the status quo of limited infilling within the current
settlement boundary;
5. A combination of options 1-3, but avoiding coalescence with Princes
Risborough nearby and limiting visual impact from the AONB.
Reasonable combinations of these strategies were also tested. The appraisal
concludes that option 5 is the most sustainable, as it allows for a higher level
of growth than option 1, which scored similarly well.
Within this growth strategy, several sites identified by the Longwick Capacity
Study were appraised. These were then shortlisted based on the results of the
appraisal. The appraisal was also used to inform the final extent of the sites
that the Plan proposes to allocate and the development principles set out in
the site policies of the Plan.
The District Council and the Parish Council will jointly monitor the
effectiveness of the implementation of the Neighbourhood Plan using the
available data. The WDC Monitoring Report will provide some data at this
level.
4

1 Introduction & Method
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Council (“the Parish Council”) is preparing the
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Neighbourhood Plan (“the Neighbourhood Plan”)
in accordance with the provisions of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulations 2012. Wycombe District Council (“the District Council”), as the
local planning authority, designated the whole of the Parish as the Longwickcum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Area on 2 March 2015 (see Plan A below) for this
purpose.
The village is the main settlement for the Neighbourhood Plan area,
surrounded by open arable fields, hedgerows and groups of trees. It includes
the hamlets of Ilmer, Owlswick, Meadle, Little Meadle and Horsenden.
The purpose of this report is to provide a sustainability assessment of the
policies and proposals of the draft Neighbourhood Plan in accordance with EU
Directive 2001/42 on strategic environmental assessment (SEA) and the
Environmental Assessment of Plans & Programmes Regulations 2004.
The formal screening opinion of the District Council requires that a
Sustainability Appraisal (SA), incorporating a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA), be undertaken of the Neighbourhood Plan. The District
Council has assisted the Parish Council in carrying out the assessment
process.
The District Council published a draft Scoping Report in March 2015 to
consult with the statutory consultees on the proposed assessment framework.
The report, which is available in the evidence base, brought together all the
relevant sustainability data and summarized the planning policy context
relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan.
The Neighbourhood Plan has been led by a Steering Group consisting of
members of the Parish Council and other local residents to represent the
community, with the support of the District Council. This process enables the
Parish Council and the wider community to build on previous engagement
with the local community including consultation on the Longwick Village
Capacity Study in October 2014 (WDC and Tibbalds). The Steering Group
reports to the full Parish Council and its recommendations are included in the
Parish Council minutes.
This SA report covers Stage D and forms the report for stages E1 and E2 of
the Sustainability Appraisal process by providing an assessment of the
policies of the Neighbourhood Plan using the SA Framework proposed in the
Scoping Report and taking account of the Regulation 14 Consultation. This
report is therefore part of the Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
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Plan A – Longwick Neighbourhood Area
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2 Planning Policy context
The Parish is part of Wycombe District and Buckinghamshire County. The
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Neighbourhood Plan (LcIP NP) needs to
demonstrate that it is consistent with the Government’s overarching National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012), and is in general conformity with
the strategic policies of the Wycombe District Development Plan. Wycombe
District Development Plan documents comprise:


Wycombe District Local Plan (WDLP) (2004)



Adopted Core Strategy (2008)



Adopted Delivery and Site Allocations Plan (2013)



Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plans and Core Strategy.

The Emerging WDLP is scheduled for adoption in 2018 for the period until
2033. The LcIP NP is being prepared in anticipation of the reasoning and
evidence of the emerging Local Plan, but focuses on being in conformity with
the relevant strategic saved and current policies in the Wycombe District
Development Plan documents.
2.1 National Planning Policy Framework
The NPPF contains a number of key policy principles that shape the NP.
These are itemised below (with paragraph references given):


The presumption in favour of sustainable development (para. 14)



The role of NPs (16)



Supporting a prosperous rural economy (28)



Minimising journey lengths (37)



Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes (50)



Rural affordable housing and exception sites (54)



The vitality of rural communities (55)



The quality of development (58)



Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (109-115)



Conserving and enhancing the historic environment (126)



Neighbourhood plans (183-185)

2.2. Wycombe District Development Plan
The Wycombe District Development Plan contain a number of ‘saved’ and
current policies that have a specific relevance to the LcIP NP and these are
listed for each policy in the Basic Conditions Statement accompanying the
Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
2.3 Emerging Wycombe District Local Plan to 2033
The findings of the Wycombe District Council Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (Interim Report, February 2014) and Draft Strategic
7

Housing Market Assessment (January 2014) were that the objectively
assessed need for housing in Wycombe is likely to be around 11,000 to
12,000 dwellings over the next 20 years, or around 500-700 dwellings
annually. This is higher than the 400-450 homes per year currently achieved,
and the requirement set out in the current Core Strategy of just 400 homes
per year. This increased need for housing set the agenda for public
consultation in early 2014 on new Local Plan options, by seeking ways in
which this growth could be accommodated; one option raised was to expand
villages by building on the edges of them.
The role of this Plan therefore is to show how the Parish, and Longwick in
particular, might respond to this need by accommodating some of this
necessary growth, but ensuring that it is shaped according to the unique
characteristics of the area, its settlements and communities.
As the emerging Local Plan is in preparation, much of the evidence gathered
for it has also informed this NP. The NP also anticipates the issues and
options consulted upon to-date including the potential expansion of Princes
Risborough by up to 2,500 homes. The common issues for an expanded
Princes Risborough and Longwick would include changes to:


traffic movements and numbers



significant improvements to the quality of public transport provision



the capacity of local schools



community facilities and services



sewage, surface water flooding and utilities management



retail and employment development opportunities, and



ensuring that the gaps between settlements and the rural places also
remain distinct.

It is recognised that the sustainable transport provision required for Longwick
to grow in an acceptable manner as outlined here, may only be achievable
and deliverable with the changes brought about by the potential future
expansion of Princes Risborough.

3 Vision and Objectives
3.1 Vision for Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish in 2033
This vision for Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish by 2033 aims to represent all of the
community’s views and aspirations for the Parish, and is the basis for the
objectives and policies in this Neighbourhood Plan.
By 2033 Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish will:


Continue to be a village and a collection of hamlets with a cherished
history, each of which has retained its own unique independent and
distinctive character, scale and atmosphere.
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Be a Parish where most of our everyday essential needs are met without
the need to travel elsewhere.



Have a key rural centre in Longwick village, providing some employment,
essential services, and social and leisure opportunities for the local
population.



Have easy access and safe movement for pedestrians and cyclists to and
through Longwick village, with good connections to the hamlets and key
locations in the area, such as schools.



Have regular, convenient and long term public transport services by bus to
destinations such as Princes Risborough town centre and railway station.



Be a Parish that has managed growth with infrastructure and services
appropriate to the needs of all its residents, both current and future.



Be a Parish with social diversity and cohesion, which continues to be a
safe, secure and healthy place to live.



Be a Parish where residents have a strong sense of community, pride and
belonging, and new arrivals are attracted and welcomed.



Be a Parish which protects, conserves and enhances the quality of the
historic environment of designated and undesignated heritage assets and
their settings.

These principles underpin this Neighbourhood Plan and are also reflected in
the themes set out in the Sustainable Community Strategy for Wycombe
District 2009–2026.
3.2 The Plan’s Objectives
The draft Plan sets out a number of objectives on the following topics:











Transport and Connectivity
Highways
Flooding and Environment
Utilities
Housing and Sustainable Development
Character, Scale and Rural Context
Rural Character
Community facilities
Local Economy and Communal Facilities
Technology

These objectives are set out in full in section 4.2 of the draft Plan, and are
appraised in this report in Appendix A.
The Neighbourhood Plan sets out a number of objectives designed to deliver
the overall aspirations for the Parish where these are related to land use
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planning issues. It then seeks to deliver these objectives through the
implementation of thirteen policies which form the core of the Plan. These are:


policies for the growth of Longwick Village and designation of Local
Green Spaces;



policies relating to development in the hamlets and rural areas of the
Parish;



six policies allocating land for development and open space within the
village of Longwick.

The combined effect of these policies is to make provision for up to 300
dwellings at Longwick village.

4 Overview of the Parish and its Environment
4.1

Longwick village and the surrounding hamlets

The Parish is located in the northern part of Wycombe District and to the
northwest of the town of Princes Risborough. It is close to the Chilterns Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The main settlement is Longwick, with
a number of smaller hamlets, including Ilmer, Owlswick, Meadle, Little Meadle
and part of Horsenden, which occupy a low-lying area of open farmland to the
north of the Chilterns escarpment.
To the south lie the Parish of Bledlow-cum-Saunderton and the town of
Princes Risborough. The Parish of Great and Little Kimble lies to the east, and
these three are all part of Wycombe District. To the east and north lie parishes
of the district of Aylesbury Vale – Aston Sandford and Kingsey, while to the
west the Parish has a boundary with Oxfordshire and the Parish of Towersey.
It lies within the Icknield Ward of Wycombe District, the Risboroughs Division
of Buckinghamshire County, and Buckingham Parliamentary Constituency.
The Parish covers an area of 1228 hectares.
The principal roads in the Parish are the A4129 which joins Thame to Princes
Risborough, and the B4009 which runs from Wendover to Chinnor, the M40
and beyond. Longwick village sits astride the A4129 road. Residents of the
Parish also rely on the nearby towns of Princes Risborough, Thame,
Aylesbury and High Wycombe for services, employment and shopping.
4.2 The Scoping report sets out the baseline for a range of sustainability
matters and identifies a series of key issues across these:
Environmental Issues
1

The need to conserve and enhance: a number of listed buildings in the
Parish, including some Grade II*; and the hamlets of Ilmer, Owlswick,
Meadle and Horsenden as designated conservation areas. To
recognise there are archaeological notification sites in the Parish, on
agricultural land.

2

The extent of carbon emissions means that the need to deliver new
10

development in as sustainable a way as possible, taking into account
the effects of climate change and minimising contributions to further
climate change, is a key consideration. Development should also seek
to anticipate climate change by introducing adaptation measures,
including resistance and resilience to climate change and flooding.
3

The high reliance on car journeys indicates a need for a reduction in the
dominance of car journeys for short journeys and improving sustainable
transport connections to local town centres and railway stations.

4

The tranquillity and lack of light pollution in the Parish are key
characteristics.

5

The district-wide Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 1 shows risks
of fluvial, surface, and ground water risk in the Longwick area. Recent
flooding incidences, including the winter 2013-14 floods, have
reinforced this as a key issue in the parish. This is due to the fact that,
in Wycombe District, fluvial and groundwater issues are closely
connected, due to the chalk aquifers feeding the watercourses. Surface
water runoff and sewer flooding also represent potential risks, and
therefore the need for suitable and robust drainage and sewerage
infrastructure is also a key issue.

6

The need for an improvement of water quality to meet Water
Framework Directive standards and fulfil the actions in the River
Thames Basin Management Plan is a key issue. It also includes the
need for protection measures during development to prevent pollution
of the underlying aquifer.

7

The need to ensure that new development protects and enhances local
sites of importance to biodiversity (e.g. Local Wildlife Sites, hedgerows
and river corridors) and non-statutory designations for nature
conservation, and protects identified habitats and species, with no net
loss to biodiversity; and where possible results in biodiversity gain.

Social Issues
8

There is a high degree of concern amongst stakeholders and the public
about infrastructure provision generally. The village has no indoor
sports facilities.

9

Affordability of housing continues to be an issue, and the provision of
such housing remains a high priority for the District. Much of the priority
is for family-sized accommodation.

10 A modest number of homes have been completed in the Parish over
recent years. Continued delivery of new housing is required to cater for
a rising population and an increasing number of households.
11 There is an ageing population in the Parish, indicating that specific
forms of housing will need to be provided to cater for this need.
12 A District-wide need for gypsy and traveller pitches has been identified.
The Neighbourhood Plan may wish to consider whether there is
1

SFRA Level 1 update, November 2014 (WDC/Jacobs)
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potential for pitches in the Parish.
13 There is an issue of declining services and poor public transport in the
rural areas of the District, including Longwick-cum-Ilmer
14 The need to improve sustainable transport connections to local towns
and railway stations, and create safe walking and cycling routes.
15 The need to maintain and improve accessibility of communities to key
services and facilities is seen as a key issue.
16 The regular flooding of the sewage pumping station in the north of the
village is a social and health issue which must be addressed in
advance of any development.
Economic Issues
17 Reliable access to high-speed broadband will support home-working
and encourage small business formation.
18 Whilst the economic picture of the District as a whole is better than the
regional average, this rural Parish has issues of access to employment
areas.
19 Maintaining a healthy rural economy is seen as a key issue in the
District’s large rural areas.

5 Sustainability Appraisal Framework
The Neighbourhood Plan is assessed against a SA Framework of objectives,
decision-making criteria, indicators and targets. The SA Framework provides
a way in which sustainability issues can be described, analysed and
compared. The SA Framework consists of SA objectives, which, where
practicable, may be expressed, in the form of targets, the achievement of
which is measurable using indicators. SA objectives and indicators can be
revised as further baseline information is collected and sustainability issues
and challenges are identified. These can also be utilised in monitoring the
implementation of the Neighbourhood Plan.
The purpose of the SA Framework is to provide a way of ensuring the
proposed Plan’s objectives and policies consider the sustainability needs of
the area in terms of their social, environmental and economic effects. The SA
objectives have drawn on the baseline information, the key issues as
identified in the previous section, and other relevant plans and programmes
outlined in the Scoping Report. The full SA framework is set out below, and
the Strategic Flood Risk Sequential Test, which has informed this SA,
accompanies this report as Appendix A.
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Table 1: Sustainability Framework
SA/SEA
Theme

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES
Biodiversity
1. To conserve and
and
enhance biodiversity
Geodiversity
 Condition of Local
Wildlife Sites
(improve)
 Biodiversity
measures included
in and around
developments
 Increase or restore
local Parish
habitats such as
hedgerows,
streams and arable
field margins.

Appraisal criteria











Landscape
and
countryside

2. To conserve and
enhance the Parish’s
landscape and, in
particular, those areas
designated for their
landscape value.
 Landscape types
and character
areas (conserve
and enhance)
 Changes to open
space (not







Issue

Would the option conserve or enhance
sites and habitats, both designated and
undesignated, of nature conservation or
geodiversity value?
Would the option protect against direct
impacts to important habitats and
species?
Would the option protect against
indirect impacts to important habitats
and species including from:
 Diffuse forms of pollution
 Disruption to water resources
 Loss of habitat quality in the
‘wider countryside’ (which will
increase the ecological
isolation of important habitat
patches)
 Hindrance of natural
processes or the active
management of semi-natural
habitats.
 Increased visitor pressure
Would the option have the effect of
creating wildlife corridors by linking
existing habitats?
Would the option have the effect of
prejudicing future habitat restoration
(e.g. by developing the only land
capable of linking two ancient woodland
blocks)?
Would the option improve the
ecological/wildlife corridor value of
rivers, and help to establish green
infrastructure?
Would the option have an adverse
impact on designated landscapes
(AONB, LLA and AALs), including on
tranquillity or dark night skies?
Would the option result in the loss of
designated Green Space or other open
space of value?
Would the option result in new open
spaces being created?
Would the option promote the
distinctiveness of landscape character

13
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4

SA/SEA
Theme

Heritage and
Townscape

Water and
Flooding

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
decrease and
ideally increase)
 Protection of dark
night skies

3. To conserve and
enhance the Parish’s
townscapes and historic
environment, and, in
particular, those areas
designated for their
heritage importance:
 Number of
Conservation Areas
 Number of listed
buildings
 Number of assets
on the ‘at risk’
register (decrease)
 Proportion of
Conservation Areas
with up-to-date
appraisals and
management plans
(increase)
 Up to date and
regularly reviewed
list of locally-listed
assets
4. To maintain and
enhance the quality and
quantity of the Parish’s
water sources, achieve
sustainable water
resources management
and reduce the risk of
flooding
 Ecological and
chemical water
quality (improve)
 Water use and
availability
(decrease and
increase
respectively)
 Water conservation
(increase)
 Dwellings reaching
water efficiency
levels under
Building Regs G2
(increase)
 Dwellings at risk of
flooding, including

Appraisal criteria

Issue

including enhancement where
appropriate?



















Would the option conserve and
enhance heritage and historical features
in towns and in the countryside,
including historic buildings of historic or
architectural interest?
Would the option conserve and
enhance designated buildings and
areas (Conservation Area, Listed
Buildings)?
Would the option conserve and
enhance sites and monuments of
archaeological importance?
Would the option conserve and
enhance the settings of valued heritage
and historical features?
Would the option improve access to,
and broaden understanding of, local
heritage, historic sites, areas and
buildings?

1

Would the option be consistent with the
objectives of the EU Water Framework
Directive?
Would the option encourage the
reduction of water consumption? (e.g.
promote sustainable design and
construction measures that reduce
water consumption and result in
decreased run-off of polluted water
(including during construction phase))?
Would the option protect groundwater
resources and minimise abstractions?
Would the option contribute towards
improving the chemical and ecological
status of rivers (including improving the
quality of the physical habitat of the
river and its riparian corridor)?
Would the option ensure the provision
of adequate water infrastructure to
ensure the sustainable supply of water?
Would the option provide infrastructure
for the sustainable disposal of
sewerage?
Would the option minimise the risk of
flooding to people and property?

5,
6
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SA/SEA
Theme

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
fluvial and
groundwater
flooding (decrease)
 Amount of new
development in
areas at risk of
flooding (Flood
Zones 2 and 3) (not
increase)
 Number of
developments
incorporating
SUDS (increase)

Appraisal criteria







Energy
efficiency,
climate
change and
waste

Best use of
land,
including soil

5. To reduce
contributions to climate
change, through (a)
sustainable building
practices, (b) maximising
the potential for
renewable energy and
energy conservation and
(c) promoting sustainable
management of waste
 Installed renewable
energy generation
(achieve in line with
adopted policy in
Policy DM17 of the
DSA Plan)
 Household waste
recycling (increase)
 Construction,
demolition and
municipal waste
going to landfill
(decrease)
6. To improve efficiency
in land use through the
re-use of previously
development land and
existing buildings
 Percentage of
development on
previously
developed land (not
decrease and
ideally increase)
 Area of best and
most versatile land
lost to development












Issue

Would the option reduce the risk to
those areas susceptible to flooding from
all sources?
Would the option avoid development in
locations at risk from flooding and
mitigate any residual flood risk –
including from fluvial, surface and
groundwater flooding - through
appropriate measures including through
design?
Would the option incorporate
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
(SUDS)?
Would the option incorporate flood
proofing measures where appropriate,
to alleviate the risk of groundwater
flooding (e.g. surface water and
sewerage flooding)?
Would the option encourage
sustainable, low carbon building
practices and design?
Would the option maximise
opportunities for recycling and
minimising waste?
Would the option help to promote the
sustainable management of waste?
Would the option assist the adaptation
to climate change and reduce
vulnerability to the impacts of climate
change?

Would the option make the best use of
land through the re-use of existing
buildings or development on previously
developed land?
Would the option contribute towards
minimising development on best and
most versatile agricultural land?
Would the option involve the
remediation or decontamination of
land?
Would the option avoid development on
contaminated land where remediation is
not possible?

15
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SA/SEA
Theme

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
(zero)
 Areas of
contaminated land
(decrease)

Transport

7. To deliver transport
improvements, improve
travel choice and
connectivity, reduce the
need for travel by car and
reduce the negative
impact of transport on the
environment
 Accessibility of
developments
(increase)
 Levels of traffic
congestion
(minimise)
 Use of non-car
travel modes
(increase)
 Availability of public
transport,
particularly in rural
areas (improve)
 Carbon and other
harmful emissions
from transport
(reduce)
 Connectivity
between centres
(improve)

Appraisal criteria














SOCIAL OBJECTIVES
Population 8. To ensure that existing
Housing
and future residents have
the opportunity to live in
a decent home
 Housing allocations
and commitments
(meet or exceed
the identified
housing target)
 Housing
affordability –
average income as
a proportion of
average house
price (improve)
 Meeting housing







Issue

Would the option promote good access
to sustainable transport, walking and
cycling (including distance to nearest
bus stop and frequency of service,
access to cycle routes, safety of
pedestrian access)?
Would the option result in increased
levels of traffic congestion?
Would the option encourage modal shift
to more sustainable forms of travel?
Would the option reduce car
dependency by providing services and
facilities accessible by sustainable
modes of transport, particularly in rural
areas?
Would the option provide transport
infrastructure that would contribute and
align with strategic schemes as
included in local transport policies or
strategies?
Would the option improve connectivity
and access between key centres?
Would local transport networks be
resilient and adaptable to shocks and
impacts?
Would the option reduce carbon and
other harmful emissions and waste
associated with transport?
Would the option provide an opportunity
to address an existing accident hotspot
(i.e. improve site-specific road safety)?

3,
13,
14,
15

Would the option contribute towards
meeting the overall housing
requirements of the District?
Would the option contribute towards the
provision of affordable housing in the
long-term to meet identified needs?
Would the option contribute towards the
provision of appropriate type and mix of
homes (including in relation to sizes and
tenures), that suit local requirements?
Would the option contribute to the
provision of specialist forms of housing,
such as for elderly people, people with
disabilities, ethnic minorities, housing
for vulnerable people (e.g. homeless
people, young people at risk, people

9,
10,
11,
12
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SA/SEA
Theme

Accessibility
to services
and facilities

Place-making
– Creating
Sustainable
Communities

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
need, including for
specialist
accommodation
(meet the range of
need identified)

9. To improve
accessibility for everyone
to health, education,
recreational, cultural and
community facilities and
services
 Percentage of
residents within
500m of key
services, including
post office, food
shop, primary
school, child care
and healthcare
services (increase)
 Provision of cultural
facilities (improve)
10. To create and sustain
vibrant and sustainable
communities and to
ensure that new
development is of a high
quality design and
reinforces local
distinctiveness
 Feedback from
Council surveys
and Quality Counts
tours (improve)
 Quality of design
 Location of
development
relative to
communities
 Proportion of
people who live in
the worst Super
Outputs Areas in
relation to barriers
to housing and
services, crime and
living environment
and health and
disability
(decrease)

Appraisal criteria



















Issue

affected by domestic violence, people at
risk of offending, people at risk of drug
and/or alcohol misuse) and Gypsies
and travellers, in the long-term, to meet
identified needs?
Would the option contribute towards the
provision of homes which are safe for
people to live in and not affected by
potential noise problems?
Would the option be adequately served
by existing services and facilities?
Would the option improve the level of
accessibility for residents to key
services and facilities (e.g. GP
surgeries, primary schools, key
employment, shopping and community
facilities)? Would it directly provide such
facilities?
Would the option promote high quality
and well used public space, community
and cultural facilities?

Would the option maximise the benefits
and minimise the disbenefits of
development on new and existing
communities, including through
enhancing community identity, creating
new communities, and encouraging
integration with existing communities?
Would the option avoid coalescence
and promote development close to
existing communities?
Would the option promote high quality
design and enhance the built
environment?
Would the option enable the integration
of new development into its
surroundings by reinforcing existing
connections and creating new ones,
while also respecting existing buildings
and land uses?
Would the option take advantage of
existing topography, landscape features
(including water courses), wildlife
habitats, existing buildings, site
orientation and microclimates?
Would the option help create places
which are locally inspired or otherwise
distinctive in character?
Would the option provide sufficient and
well-integrated parking facilities?
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8,
13,
15

8,
15

SA/SEA
Theme

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)

Appraisal criteria




Health

11. To maintain and
improve the health, wellbeing and community
cohesion of the
population and reduce
social deprivation
 Access to
healthcare services
(improve)
 Levels of air
pollution (reduce)
 Levels of walking
and cycling
(increase)
 Access to sporting,
recreational and
leisure facilities
(improve)
 Access to green
infrastructure
(improve)
 Levels of noise
pollution within
acceptable limits











ECONOMIC OBJECTIVES
A strong and
12. To promote a strong,
sustainable
balanced and sustainable
economy
economy
 Economic activity
and employment
(increase)
 Earnings (increase)
 Amount of
employment
floorspace lost to
development
Levels of
13. To maintain high and
employment
stable levels of
employment so that
everyone can benefit
from economic growth






Issue

Would the option reduce inequalities
and encourage social cohesion?
Would the option reduce deprivation?

Would the option promote healthy
lifestyles by increasing the number of
people who are physically active (e.g.
number of those walking and cycling)?
Would the option promote healthy and
active lifestyles through the protection
and provision of sporting, leisure,
recreational and community facilities
(including ensuring at least no net
detriment to the quality and extent to
the public right of way network and
informal recreational spaces and
routes)?
Would the option help reduce
deficiencies of open space? Would it
enhance access to, local multifunctional
open space, green space and green
infrastructure, synergising with
Objective 1, to conserve and enhance
biodiversity?
Would the option reduce the negative
impacts of, and enable improvements
to, air quality (especially in existing air
quality management areas, where EU
Limit values have been exceeded, and
in areas exposed to high emissions
from main roads)?
Would the option improve levels of
accessibility to healthcare services?
Would the option provide an acceptable
noise climate?

5,
16

Would the option result in the loss of
employment land that has a potential
continued economic role?
Would the option ensure that there are
opportunities for employers to access
facilities and services that are
appropriate to their needs (including
different types and sizes of
accommodation, flexible employment
space, high quality communications and
infrastructure)?
Would the option improve transport
access to local centres of employment
or railway stations?
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18

18

SA/SEA
Theme

Education,
skills and
training

Business and
economic
development

SA Objective
Potential indicators, with
targets where appropriate
(set out in brackets)
 Number of jobs in
the Parish
(increase)
 Number of Parish
residents
unemployed
(decrease)
 Number of longterm unemployed
(decrease)
 Pockets of higher
unemployment
(decrease)
14. To raise educational
attainment and develop
and maintain a skilled
workforce to support
long-term
competitiveness
 Provision of
education and
training facilities
(increase)
 Percentage of
population with no
qualifications at
NVQ Level 2
equivalent or above
(decrease)
15. To retain existing
businesses while having
a sector focus to develop
new business in the area
 Diversity of
economic sectors
(not decrease and
ideally increase)
 Increase small
business creation
 Increase homeworking

Appraisal criteria












Issue

Would the option promote good access
to educational and training opportunities
for all sectors of the population,
particularly amongst deprived
communities?
Would the option provide for or result in
the loss of training/education facilities?
Would the option improve transport
access to local training and skills
opportunities?

18

Would the option enable the growth and
retention of existing businesses?
Would the option help foster new
businesses to form?
Would the option support the delivery of
high speed broadband?
Would the option enhance the rural
economy, and help economies thrive in
market towns and villages?
Would the option help promote
sustainable tourism?

17,
18,
19
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6 Appraisal of the Plan
The methodology and framework outlined above have been used to appraise
the effects of the Plan on sustainability considerations, highlighting in
particular the likely significant effects. This appraisal has been carried out on
the Plan objectives, the broad options for growth and the individual policies in
the Plan. In each case, the assessment uses the following notation:

+

Likely positive effect

0

Likely neutral effect

-

Likely adverse effect

?

Effect uncertain

6.2 Assessing the Plan’s Objectives
The first stage of the appraisal process is to test the objectives of the Plan
against the sustainability objectives in Table 1 (see matrix in Appendix A).
This ensures that the principle of sustainability is at the core of the Plan.
The Parish Council established a Steering Group for the Plan, originally
composed of three Parish Councillors and three parishioners who came
forward from the community. The Steering Group made recommendations to
the Parish Council which were then approved at full Parish Council meetings.
The Steering Group developed a vision for the Plan and a series of objectives,
based on feedback from early engagement with the community and the
findings of the Longwick capacity study. Top priority issues for the community
are a lack of sustainable transport and surface/ground water flooding. The
objectives, which are set out in full in the Plan document, include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Provide better transport and connectivity for sustainable development
Make highways safer places for people
Improve flooding issues for people and the environment
Provide better utilities
Provide mixed housing for balanced communities
Work with local character, scale and context
Maintain rural character including avoiding coalescence with Princes
Risborough
8. Increase community facilities
9. Support the local economy and communal facilities
10. Capitalise on technology
The Plan objectives mostly have a positive or neutral effect on sustainability
objectives. The main positive effects would come in the form of the delivery of
new housing (therefore having a positive effect under SA objective on
‘Population – Housing’) and this growth would provide support for the rural
economy (so a positive effect on Objective ‘Business and Economic
Development’ (Objective 15)).
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The appraisal has identified likely significant negative environmental effects
under the ‘Transport’ (SA Objective 7) and ‘Water and Flooding’ (SA Objective
4) objectives.
In the case of transport, the existing lack of public transport availability in the
Parish means that the growth levels delivered through the Plan could result in
an increase in car-borne transport and increased levels of traffic congestion.
The precise nature of thee effects would depend upon the nature of the
detailed options chosen, and could be mitigated or minimised through this
process.
Mitigation could be achieved through the improvement of sustainable modes
of transport in the area, and in particular through the significant enhancement
of the very limited existing public transport services. Were this to happen, the
effect is likely to be modified into a positive one under this objective. Without
such mitigation, however, the negative effect would be significant.
In the case of Water and Flooding, the existence of surface and groundwater
flooding risk in and around the village means that the Plan is appraised as
having a likely significant negative environmental effect on the water and
flooding objective of the SA framework. The precise nature of this effect
would, however, depend upon the nature of the detailed options chosen, e.g.
the quantum of growth allowed for and the precise locations chosen for
accommodating this growth. . A sequential approach to the location of
development has been followed, to avoid flood risk areas where possible, and
manage any residual risk via alleviation measures built into policies. Sites that
have been allocated have passed the sequential test for flood risk.
Other potential negative effects identified are the effect of the Plan objectives
for housing provision on the SA objectives on landscape and best use of land
objectives, due to the potential land-take involved. However, the precise
nature of this effect would depend on the quantum of growth chosen under
the Plan.
The broad spatial options for the Plan were developed on the basis of
Longwick being the largest and most sustainable settlement within the Parish.
The aim was to provide reasonable levels of growth to meet the objective of
providing housing, supporting the local economy, and improving community
facilities, while balancing these against the impacts on traffic, flooding, the
character of the village and its rural setting. The Plan therefore looked at
reasonable alternatives for the expansion of the village in different directions
(north, south, east and west), and growth consistent with the linear character
of the village, while maintaining reasonable accessibility to village services.
The spatial options were looking at providing around 300 homes which adds a
significant amount of new development to the existing settlement, and which
will be acceptable provided the effects on traffic and flooding can be
satisfactorily mitigated.
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Assessing Neighbourhood Plan growth options – Plan B

6.2 Assessing Growth Options
Plan B shows the growth strategy options assessed (see matrix in Appendix
B):
1. Growth consistent with the linear form of the village
2. Widening the village a. Infill to railway line
b. Extension to the east
3. Adding to the ends of the village –
a. Infill in the north
b. Extending to the south
A fourth option was assessed, which was to continue the pattern of
development of the past decade or more – very small infill / intensification
within the existing settlement boundary.
A fifth option was assessed consisting of aspects of each of the above options
to suit the communities’ desire (in Longwick and in Princes Risborough) to
avoid the coalescence of the two settlements, and to minimise the visual
impact from the AONB. A sixth option was also assessed which considered
the combination of all of the other option areas.
The assessment shows that:



All three main options deliver benefits in terms of increased housing
and population, and growth which would support the rural economy.
All growth options generate issues with delivering transport by
sustainable modes, including for access to employment and training.
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The existing lack of public transport availability in the Parish means
that the Plan is appraised as having a likely significant negative
environmental effect on the transport objective of the SA framework.
This is because the growth levels involved could result in an increase
in car-borne transport and an increase in levels of traffic congestion.
Mitigation is possible through the minimising of growth options,
selecting only sites which are less accessible, and through using the
options to enhance the availability of sustainable modes of transport.
The latter measure, in particular, could turn the negative effect into a
positive one for this objective if it is delivered.
All options include sites where surface or ground water flooding may
be an issue to a greater or lesser extent. This means that the Plan is
appraised as having a likely significant negative effect on the ‘water
and flooding’ objective of the SA framework. This is capable of being
mitigated through a process of detailed site selection, policy and
development management.
Option 1 shows the strongest support for community identity, placeshaping and access to key village facilities, albeit with the desire to
see a green gap between the two historic halves of the village.
Option 2a is more remote from village facilities apart from the school
and village playing field. There would be issues with noise from the
railway, and a risk that development in the northern part of 2a could
seek to cover a much wider area along the ‘back’ of the village in its
rural setting.
Option 2b is less accessible to key local facilities, and there is potential
for significant negative impact on views from the Chilterns AONB.
Option 3a, extensions to the north and south, is also further from key
village facilities, and may have potential adverse effects on the setting
of the cluster of listed buildings there, but could allow for some small
scale infill.
Option 3b, in the south, could have serious adverse impacts on the
desire to avoid coalescence between settlements and on Longwick
Bog.
Option 4, infilling within the existing settlement boundary, would
provide very limited new housing.
Option 5, which the assessment shows as the most sustainable
pattern for a higher level of growth in the village, combines the better
aspects of the other options with some negative effects but which are
capable of being mitigated. These include the traffic effects, by
enhancing public transport being delivered over the longer term in
association with the growth of Princes Risborough.

Using Option 5 as the strategy for accommodating growth, sites identified in
the Longwick Capacity Study were assessed, along with other sites which
were developer-promoted either wholly or partly within this spatial option. This
process informed the final selection and extent of sites in the Plan. This
process also shaped the site principles to deliver the most sustainable
outcome against the objectives of the appraisal.
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Assessing site options within the growth strategy – Plan C

U

6.3 Assessing Site Options within the growth strategy
Plan C shows the sites reviewed by the Longwick Capacity Study. Site options
relevant to the preferred growth strategy are: C, D, E, F, G, H, part of I, K, part
of L, Q, R and U, which was added later (see matrix, Appendix C).


All sites present issues with delivering transport by sustainable modes,
including for access to employment and training. The lack of public
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transport availability in the Parish means that this is classed as a likely
significant environmental effect of the Plan, as it could result in an
increase in car borne transport and increased levels of traffic
congestion. Mitigation is possible by minimising growth options and
sites which are less accessible, and through using the options to
enhance the availability of sustainable modes of transport, which could
then modify the negative effect into a positive one if delivered through
development.
Sites F and H have some flood risk but are close to key village
facilities. There may be some impact on the historic farmstead of Rose
Farm (adjacent to site U - although this is not listed). F and H have
potential to provide limited housing.
Sites C, D and E present flood risks but would deliver small scale infill
development, and with good access to Thame Road.
Site G has some flood risk but delivers more homes and has good
access to Thame Road and village facilities.
Site I delivers more homes but would have to access Thame Road via
site G rather than Bar Lane because of difficulties with the Bar Lane /
Thame Road junction. There is some flood risk but it has good access
to village facilities. The noise impact of the nearby pet hotel on Bar
Lane and visibility from the AONB mean that not all of Site I should be
included.
Site K delivers more homes but has some flood risk on the northeastern side. It potentially has good access to village facilities if walk
and cycle links are provided. There may be an issue of noise from the
railway on the western side.
Sites R and Q have similar issues to Site K, and would need to be
accessed via Site K, with pedestrian and cycle links only to the north
and playing fields to the east.
Site L can deliver more homes: the northern part is closer to village
facilities. . However for the southern part of site L there may be
potential impacts on views from the AONB, and a risk of coalescence
with Princes Risborough’s planned growth area. There is some risk of
groundwater emergence (less than 25% of the local grid square).
Site U delivers more homes, with access off Thame Road, but has
some flood risk (as site H does), and is close to village facilities.

6.4 Assessing the Impact of the Neighbourhood Plan policies
The assessment considers each policy in turn against the appraisal objectives
(see matrix in Appendix D). The assessment should therefore be read in
conjunction with the draft Neighbourhood Plan document and accompanying
maps.
Policies A1 – A3 relate to overall development objectives for Longwick village.
A1 confirms the settlement boundary and detailed criteria seek to address the
wide range of environmental, social and local character issues. A2 defines the
housing allocations for the village, so delivering homes while at the same time
drawing attention to sustainable transport objectives that need to be met. A3
protects the village from coalescing with Princes Risborough, so meeting
25

place-shaping objectives and protecting ecological interest at Longwick Bog.
By designating the Longwick playing field and Owlswick village green as Local
Green spaces, policy A4 will support health and wellbeing objectives and
contribute to biodiversity and place-making. Policy A5 aims to encourage
small scale business space development, so contributing to economic
objectives.
Policy A6 sets out the principles for development at the Shoulder of Mutton
public house at Owlswick, aiming to preserve it as a community facility if
possible, but if not, what would be appropriate residential use.
Policies L1 – L6 set out the development principles for the allocated sites in
Longwick. Each of the sites delivers homes, while making provision for open
space, so contributing to health, ecology and place-making objectives.
Principles make explicit requirements for flood mitigation where needed and
potential for ecological enhancement, as well as place-shaping and design,
and arrangements for access to key village facilities.

7 Assessment Conclusion
The assessment demonstrates that the preferred growth strategy (Option 5 –
mixed options) is the most appropriate in terms of sustainable development,
showing most potential to meet environmental, social and economic
objectives. The assessment of sites has guided development towards the
most appropriate selection from the range available. The detailed policies of
the Plan are designed to mitigate any adverse effects through a range of
measures such as limiting the site boundary or decreasing housing density to
create space for sustainable drainage.
The District Council and the Parish Council will jointly monitor the
effectiveness of the implementation of the Neighbourhood Plan using the
available data. The WDC Monitoring Report will provide some data at this
level.
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NP/SA
Objective

Transport

Highways

Flooding and
Environment

Utilities

Housing and
Sustainable
Development

Character,
Scale and
Rural
Context

Rural
Character

Community
Facilities

Local
Economy
and
Communal
Facilities
Technology

8 Appendix A – Assessing Plan Objectives

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0/-

+

+

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

0

0

+

+

0

0

0

4

0

0

+

+

-

0

0

0

0/-

0

5

+

0

+

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

0/-

0

+

0

0

0

7

+

+

0

0

0/-

0

0

0

? (effect
depends
on the
detailed
option
chosen)

0

8

0

0

0

0

+

0

0

0

0

0

9

+

0

0

0

? (effect
depends
on the

0

+

+

? (effect
depends
on the

+
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detailed
option
chosen)

detailed
option
chosen)

10

+

+

0

+

?(effect
depends
on the
detailed
option
chosen)

+

+

+

? (effect
depends
on the
detailed
option
chosen)

+

11

+

+

0

0

? (effect
depends
on the
detailed
option
chosen)

0

0

+

+ (effect
depends
on the
detailed
option
chosen)

0

12

0

0

0

0

0

+

0

0

+

+

13

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

0

14

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

+

0

15

+

0

0

+

+

+

0

0

+

+
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9 Appendix B – Assessing Growth Options

+

29

+

11. Health

10. Place-making Creating sustainable
communities

9. Accessibility to
services and facilities

8. Population - Housing

+

+

15. Business and
economic development

-

14. Education, skills
and training

+

13. Levels of
employment

?

Economic
12. A strong and
sustainable economy

-

7. Transport

0

6. Best use of land,
including soil

+

5. Energy efficiency,
climate change and
waste

0

4. Water and Flooding

3. Heritage and
townscape

Social

2. Landscape and
countryside

1 Expanding
current
settlement
boundary to
allow for growth
but maintaining
linear form of
village

Environmental
1. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

Part 1:
directions of
growth /
spatial options
appraisal

0

-

-

0

Comments
2+ Supports community
identity without adversely
affecting key environmental
assets.
There may be surface and
ground water flood issues,
depending on the sites
chosen.
Delivers some homes, but
not sufficient land to be only
option. Transport provision
(car + sustainable modes) is
inadequate, including for
access to employment and
training. However, it provides
accessibility to key facilities in
the village.

2a Westward
village
expansion as
far as the
railway line

0

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

-

-

0

0

-

-

0

2b Village
extension to the
east

0

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

-

-

-

0

-

-

0
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7- Less supportive of
community identity; there
may be some surface and
medium ground water flood
risks, in the centre of the
village depending on the sites
chosen. Delivers more
homes but transport provision
(car + sustainable modes) is
inadequate, including for
access to employment and
training. Less accessible to
key facilities in northern part
of 2a, and risk of sprawl north
of Walnut Tree Lane. There
are noise issues from the
railway line but good access
to green space / sport and
recreation in the southern
part.
8- Less supportive of
community identity; potential
impact on views from the
AONB; but not adversely
affecting other key
environmental assets. There
may be some surface and
medium ground water flood
risks, in the centre of the
village depending on the sites
chosen. Delivers more
homes but transport provision
(car + sustainable modes) is
inadequate, including for
access to employment and
training. Less accessible to
key facilities in the village,
including sport and recreation
in southern part. Risk of
coalescence with southern

part.

3a Extend
village to the
north

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

-

-

0

0

-

-

0

3b Extend
village to the
south

-

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

-

-

0

0

-

-

0
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7- Less supportive of
community identity; possible
impact on setting of cluster of
listed buildings in the north.
There may be some surface
and medium ground water
flood risks in the north of the
village depending on the sites
chosen
Delivers more homes but
transport provision (car +
sustainable modes) is
inadequate, including for
access to employment and
training. Less accessibility to
key facilities in the village.
8- Less supportive of
community identity; possible
impacts on Longwick Bog;
risk of coalescence; there
may be medium surface and
ground water flood risks in
the south of the village
depending on the sites
chosen; inadequate access
to sustainable transport,
employment and training, and
key facilities in the village.

4 Status quo very small infill /
intensification
within existing
settlement
boundary

+

+

0

-

?

+

-

-

0

32

+

+

0

-

-

-

1- Supports community
identity without adversely
affecting key environmental
assets.
There may be some surface
and medium ground water
flood risks, in the village
depending on the sites
chosen flood issues,
depending on sites chosen.
Delivers very limited number
of homes and transport
provision (car + sustainable
modes) is inadequate,
including for access to
employment and training.
However, it provides
accessibility to key facilities in
the village.

COMBINATION
OPTIONS
5A
combination of
Option 1, parts
of 2a, 2b and
3a - enabling a
higher level of
growth

6A
combination of
options
including
Option 3b,
enabling a
higher level of
growth

0

-

+

-

0

-

-

-

?

?

-

-

-

-

+

+

-

-
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+

-

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

+

1+ This combination of
options would deliver a
higher quantum of housing,
and the growth delivered
would aid the rural economy.
However, it would result in a
greater greenfield land-take,
and present greater issues of
mitigation of surface water
flooding. There is a risk of
greater use of nonsustainable modes of
transport and traffic
congestion resulting in a
likely significant
environmental effect.
7- This option would be in
conflict with the objective of
maintaining the gap between
Longwick and Princes
Risborough; and it would not
contribute to sustainability
due to the remote nature of
development which would
result.

10 Appendix C – Assessing Site Options
This matrix assesses the sites identified in the Tibbalds study against the sustainable growth strategy objectives.
All sites have some risk of ground water emergence (less than 25% of the grid square or 25-50% of the grid square. All sites are wholly within
Flood Zone 1.

4. Water and Flooding

5. Energy efficiency,
climate change and
waste

6. Best use of land,
including soil

7. Transport

8. Population Housing

9. Accessibility to
services and facilities

10. Place-making Creating sustainable
communities

11. Health

12. A strong and
sustainable economy

13. Levels of
employment

14. Education, skills
and training

15. Business and
economic
development

Economic

3. Heritage and
townscape

E

Social

2. Landscape and
countryside

Sites
identified by
Tibbalds
study
C, D

Environmental
1. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

Part 2: site
options
appraisal

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

34

Comments
0 Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
natural environmental assets, but
possible impact on local heritage
interests and listed buildings (historic
farmsteads). There is a medium risk
of ground water and some risk of
surface water flooding, due to a
small ordinary watercourse running
through the site. Some contribution
to housing. Transport provision (car
+ sustainable modes) is inadequate,
and therefore the option would not
encourage modal shift and could
result in increased levels of
congestion. However, there is
reasonable access to local facilities
and services in the village.
0 Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
natural environmental assets, but
possible impact on local heritage

F

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

35

+

0

0

0

0

interests and listed buildings (historic
farmsteads). There is a medium risk
of ground water and some risk of
surface water flooding, due to a
small ordinary watercourse running
adjacent to the site. Some
contribution to housing. Transport
provision (car + sustainable modes)
is inadequate, and therefore the
option would not encourage modal
shift and could result in increased
levels of congestion. However, there
is reasonable access to local
facilities and services in the village.
0 Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
natural environmental assets, but
possible impact on local heritage
interests (historic farmstead). There
is a medium risk of ground water and
low risk of surface water flooding,
due to a small ordinary watercourse
running through the site. Some
contribution to housing. Transport
provision (car + sustainable modes)
is inadequate, and therefore the
option would not encourage modal
shift and could result in increased
levels of congestion. However, there
is good access to local facilities and
services in the village.

G
(developer
promoted)

0

0

0

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

I
(developer
promoted)

0

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

+

-

+

0

0

0

-

36

1+ Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
environmental assets. Part of the site
has a medium ground water and
some surface water flood risk.
Delivers more homes. Transport
provision (car + sustainable modes)
is inadequate, and therefore the
option would not encourage modal
shift and could result in increased
levels of congestion. However, there
is good access to local facilities and
services in the village.
3- Would change the village form to
some extent if fully developed to the
east, but does not adversely affect
key environmental assets. Possible
issue of impact on long-distance
views from AONB. Part of the site
has a medium ground water and
some surface water flood risk.
Delivers more homes. Transport
provision (car + sustainable modes)
is inadequate, and therefore the
option would not encourage modal
shift and could result in increased
levels of congestion. However, there
is good access to local facilities and
services in the village, provided the
route to the Thame Road is via site
G and not along Bar Lane (safety
and capacity issues). Potential
impact on local pet hotel (noise
issues) if full extent of I developed.

L

0

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

-

0

0

0

0

0

0

K, Q, R
(developer
promoted)

0

-

0

-

?

-

-

+

+

0

0/-

0

0

0

+

U and part
of H
(developer
promoted)

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0
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4- Would change the village form to
some extent if fully developed to the
southeast but does not adversely
affect key environmental assets.
Possible issue of impact on longdistance views from AONB.
Medium ground water flood risk in
the southeast of the site. Delivers
more homes. Transport provision
(car + sustainable modes) is
inadequate, and therefore the option
would not encourage modal shift and
could result in increased levels of
congestion. Access to local facilities
and services in the village, is good at
the northern end, less so to south.
1- Would risk changing the linear
village form due to location. A
medium ground water flood risk
within site K on the north-eastern
side. Some visual impact from AONB
from the site areas closest to the
railway line. Delivers more homes.
Transport provision (car +
sustainable modes) is inadequate,
and therefore the option would not
encourage modal shift and could
result in increased levels of
congestion. However, there is very
good access to local facilities and
services in the village. Possible noise
issue from the railway.
1- Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
natural environmental assets, but
possible impact on local heritage
interests (historic farmstead).Part of
H has a low surface water flood risk,
high but localised ground water flood
risk, due to a small ordinary

watercourse running through the site
and a small pond. More limited
contribution to housing. Transport
provision (car + sustainable modes)
is inadequate, and therefore the
option would not encourage modal
shift and could result in increased
levels of congestion. However, there
is good access to local facilities and
services in the village.
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11 Appendix D – Assessing the Policies of the Plan

4. Water and Flooding

5. Energy efficiency, climate
change and waste

6. Best use of land, including
soil

7. Transport

8. Population - Housing

9. Accessibility to services
and facilities

10. Place-making - Creating
sustainable communities

11. Health

12. A strong and sustainable
economy

13. Levels of employment

14. Education, skills and
training

15. Business and economic
development

Economic

3. Heritage and townscape

Social

2. Landscape and
countryside

Environmental

1. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

Part 3: policy
appraisal

A1
Development
at Longwick
Village
(preferred
option)
A1 – if no
policy option

+

+

+

+

?

0

0

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

+

0

-

-

0

?

-

-

+

-

-

0

0

-

-

-

A2 New
Housing
Allocations
(preferred
option)

0

0

-

0

?

-

0

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

+
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Comments
9+ Defined settlement boundary supports
community identity and good access to local
services and facilities. Detailed policy criteria
seek to address a wide range of
environmental, social and local character
issues.
9- The lack of a defined settlement boundary
could lead to more peripheral development
on greenfield land with a greater landscape
and countryside impact, and less support for
the existing village economy. It could also
risk development in more remote locations
which would therefore be less accessible to
services and facilities by sustainable modes.
3+ Supports community identity without
adversely affecting key environmental
assets. There may be flood issues,
depending on the specific site, which are
addressed by site specific policies.
Delivers more homes and the policy requires
improvement in transport provision to

address current inadequacies. However,
sites have good accessibility to key facilities
in the village. Policy principles provide
mitigation of negative transport and flooding
effects which modify the effect from negative
to positive.
1- A lack of a housing allocations policy
would fail to capture the potential benefits of
sites to provide new housing, better
transport and contribution to place-making
opportunities. This option fails to provide
mitigation of the negative effects identified.

A2 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

?

0

-

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

A3 Retaining
Longwick
Village’s
Distinct Rural
Identity
(preferred
option)
A3 – if no
policy option

+

+

0

0

?

+

0

0

0

+

0

0

0

0

0

4+ Supports community identity through
maintaining a distinct green gap from
Princes Risborough. Also protects
biodiversity interest of Longwick Bog. Does
not deliver housing or other economic
benefits.

-

-

-

0

?

-

0

0

0

-

0

0

0

0

0

A4
Designations
of Local
Green Space
at Longwick
Playing Field
and Owlswick
Village Green
(preferred
option)
A4 – if no
policy option

0

+

+

0

?

0

0

0

0

+

+

0

0

0

0

5- A lack of policy maintaining the separate
identity of Longwick would risk development
taking place on greenfield land between the
village and Princes Risborough, with
negative effects on place-making objectives,
landscape and land use choices.
4+ Supports health and wellbeing objectives,
contributes to biodiversity and place-making.

0

0

0

0

?

0

0

0

-

-

-

0

0

0

0
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3- Not designating LGSs risks development
which would harm health and place-making
objectives.

A5 – Smallscale
Business
Space
A5 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

?

0

0

0

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

A6 –
Shoulder of
Mutton Public
House,
Owlswick
A6 – if no
policy option

0

0/+ 0/+ 0

?

0

0 0/+ 0/+

0/+

0

0

0

0

0/+

3+ Option would have the potential to deliver
either housing or community facilities,
offering positive effects for housing, placemaking and accessibility objectives.

0

0/- 0/- 0

0

0

-

0/- 0/-

0/-

0/-

0

0

0

0

L1 Site
allocation of
land on the
eastern side
of Thame
Road, leading
around to Bar
Lane,
Longwick
(preferred
option)

+

0

0

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

L1 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4- A ’no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on sustainability objectives, with a
risk that development could have an effect
on the heritage, landscape, transport, placemaking, accessibility, and health objectives.
2+ The policy addresses Site G and part of
Site I (above). Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key
environmental assets. Policy aims to
mitigate flood risk, sustain local ecology and
protect important views. Delivers more
homes. Provision is made for improvements
to transport choices (car + sustainable
modes), including for access to employment
and training. However, there is good access
to local facilities and services in the village.
Policy aims to protect local business and
use area with better accessibility, rather than
full extent of site I.
0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.
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7+ This option supports place-making due to
the policy using accessibility as a key
consideration. It also has an intrinsic positive
effect on economic objectives
0 A ’no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on sustainability objectives.

L2 Site
allocation of
land at Boxer
Road/ Barn
Road,
Longwick
(preferred
option)

+

0

0

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

+

2+ The policy addresses Sites K, Q and R
(above). Key natural environmental assets
are preserved and landscape impact
mitigation is built into the policy. Limited
flood risk on north-eastern side: policy aims
to mitigate flood risk and sustain local
ecology. Delivers more homes. Provision is
made for improvements to transport choices
(car + sustainable modes) including for
access to employment and training.
However, there is potentially good access to
local facilities and services in the village if
more direct pedestrian and cycle links are
provided. The policy also aims to mitigate
possible noise from the railway.

L2 – if no
policy option
L3 Site
allocation of
land on
Thame Road
east of
Chestnut Way
junction,
Longwick
(preferred
option)

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
-

0
?

0
-

0
-

0
+

0
+

0
+

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

L3 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.
0 The policy addresses Site L (above).
Village identity is preserved by limiting
development on the southeast side and
does not adversely affect key environmental
assets. Impact on long-distance views from
AONB is minimised by limiting development
area and requiring landscape and visual
impact assessment. Some flood risk in the
southeast of the site is mitigated by policy
allocating part of Site L. Delivers more
homes. Provision is made for improvements
to transport choices (car + sustainable
modes) including for access to employment
and training. Access to local facilities and
services in the village is good for the
northern end of the site, which reflects the
policy’s limited area.
0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.
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L4 Site
allocations of
land at Rose
Farm,
Longwick
(preferred
option)

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

L4 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

L5 Site
allocation of
land adjacent
to Red House
Farm,
Longwick

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0

L5 – if no
policy option
L6 Site
allocation of
land adjacent
to Anderdons
Farm,
Longwick

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

-

-

?

-

-

+

+

+

+

0

0

0

0
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0 The policy addresses Site U and H
(above). Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key natural
environmental assets, but possible impact
on local heritage interests (historic
farmstead). Policy includes management of
flood risk. Delivers more homes. Provision is
made for improvements to transport choices
(car + sustainable modes) including for
access to employment and training.
However, there is good access to local
facilities and services in the village.
Landscape assessment and mitigation built
into the policy.
0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.
0 The policy addresses Sites C and D
(above). Supports community identity
without adversely affecting key natural
environmental assets, but possible impact
on local heritage interests (historic
farmsteads). Policy includes management of
flood risk. Delivers more homes. Provision is
made for improvements to transport choices
(car + sustainable modes) including for
access to employment and training.
However, there is reasonable access to
local facilities and services in the village.
0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.
0 The policy addresses Site E (above).
Supports community identity without
adversely affecting key natural
environmental assets, but possible impact
on local heritage interests (historic
farmsteads). Policy includes management of
flood risk. Delivers more homes. Provision is
made for improvements to transport choices
(car + sustainable modes) including for

access to employment and training.
However, there is reasonable access to
local facilities and services in the village.
L6 – if no
policy option

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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0

0

0

0

0 A ‘no policy’ option would have a neutral
effect on the objectives.

12 Appendix E Signposting requirements of the SEA Directive
(Annex I – Information referred to in Article 5(1))
NB These are also the requirements which are listed in Schedule 2 of the SEA Regulations 2004
Requirement

Where this is found in the document

An outline of the contents, main objectives of the Plan or
programme and relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes

Contents of the Plan:


SA report, section 3.2

Objectives:



SA report, section 3
NDP, section 4.2

Relationship with other plans and programmes:


SA report, section 2

The relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the Plan or programme

Environmental baseline:

The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be
significantly affected

Environmental issues and characteristics

Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to
the Plan or programme including, in particular, those
relating to any areas of a particular environmental
importance, such as areas designated pursuant to
Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC

The Plan is outside the zones of assessment for any SPAs or
SACs.

The environmental protection objectives, established at
international, community or member state level, which are
relevant to the Plan or programme and the way those
objectives and any environmental considerations have

See SA Scoping Report, Appendix B






Appendix C, SA Scoping Report

Table 4, Draft SA Scoping Report
SA report site options appraisal, Appendix C

See also SA site options appraisal, Appendix C
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been taken into account during its preparation
The likely significant effects* on the environment, including
on issues such as biodiversity, population, human health,
fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material
assets, cultural heritage including architectural and
archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.

See SA Scoping Report Assessment Matrices, Appendices A, B,
and C

* - these effects should include secondary, cumulative,
synergistic, short, medium and long-term permanent and
temporary, positive and negative effects.
The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully
as possible offset any significant adverse effects on the
environment of implementing the programme

See Plan Policies A1, A2, A3 A4, A5, A6, L1, L2, L3, L4, L5 and
L6.

An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives
See SA report, section 6
dealt with, and a description of how the assessment was
undertaken including any difficulties (such as technical
deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered in compiling
the required information
A description of the measures envisaged concerning
monitoring in accordance with Article 10

See SA report, section 7.2

A non-technical summary of the information provided
under the above headings

See SA report, page 3
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Sequential Flood Risk Test
for
Longwick-cum-Ilmer
Neighbourhood Plan

Prepared by Wycombe District Council
for
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Council

June 2017
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Appendix A:
Sequential Flood Risk Test for
Longwick-cum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Plan
1 Introduction
This Sequential Test has been prepared to assess the flood risk of all sites within the
Parish that have been identified for potential development in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
The Longwick-cum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared to enable the
Parish to plan how their communities will change and develop in the future. The
District Local Plan sets the framework for Neighbourhood Plans and has identified a
housing requirement of 11,200 new homes for the plan period up to 2033 that
includes 300 over the plan period that are to be delivered in Longwick-cum-Ilmer
Parish. The Neighbourhood Plan has identified where this level of additional homes
should be provided.
In preparing Local Plans, the Council is required to undertake a flood risk sequential
test. The strategic sites identified in the emerging Wycombe District Local Plan are
subject to a separate flood risk assessment. As the sites allocated in the Longwickcum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Plan are not assessed under the District Local Plan
Sequential Test, this report addresses this. The area for applying the Sequential Test
is the designated Neighbourhood Area.

2 The Sequential Approach
The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 100) requires Plans such as the
Wycombe District Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plans to “apply a sequential, riskbased approach to the location of development to avoid where possible flood risk to
people and property and manage any residual risk, taking account of the impacts of
climate change, by applying the Sequential Test, and, if necessary, applying the
Exception Test2”.
Sites included in the Sequential Test are considered below in the analysis section.
The NPPG states that “the aim should be to keep development out of medium and
high flood risk areas (flood zones 2 and 3) and other areas affected by other sources
of flooding where possible”. This reflects that policy is not intending to prevent all
development on sites liable to flooding; accepting that some form of development
may have to be located here.

2

The Exception Test is only appropriate in certain circumstances, as detailed in the tables below.
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The Sequential Test draws upon information gathered and detailed within the District
Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 Update (November
2014) and further information from the EA, the LLFA and local knowledge. The test
follow the steps outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework and
accompanying National Planning Practice Guidance.
The NPPG states that “the flood zones as refined in the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment for the area provide the basis for applying the [Sequential] Test.”
Table 1: Summary of fluvial Flood Risk Zones
Flood Zone

Risk of Fluvial Flooding

1

Low probability – land assessed as having a less than 1 in
1,000 annual probability of flooding (<0.1%)

2

Medium probability – land assessed as having between a 1 in
100 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of flooding (1% - 0.1%)

3a

High probability – land assessed as having a 1 in 100 or
greater annual probability of flooding (>1%)

3b

This zone comprises land where water has to flow or be
stored in times of flood.

The NPPG also specifies that
- “Within each flood zone, surface water and other sources of flooding also need
to be taken into account in applying the sequential approach to the location of
development”;
And
- “Other forms of flooding should be treated consistently with river flooding in
mapping probability and assessing vulnerability to apply the sequential approach
across all flood zones.”
The National Planning Policy Guidance classifies types of development into five
categories of flood risk vulnerability. These are listed below.

2.1 Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification (NPPG)
Essential infrastructure
- Essential transport infrastructure (including mass evacuation routes)
which has to cross the area at risk.
- Essential utility infrastructure which has to be located in a flood risk
area for operational reasons, including electricity generating power
stations and grid and primary substations; and water treatment works
that need to remain operational in times of flood.
- Wind turbines.
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Highly vulnerable
- Police stations, ambulance stations and fire stations and command
centres and telecommunications installations required to be
operational during flooding.
- Emergency dispersal points.
- Basement dwellings.
- Caravans, mobile homes and park homes intended for permanent
residential use.
- Installations requiring hazardous substances consent. (Where there is
a demonstrable need to locate such installations for bulk storage of
materials with port or other similar facilities, or such installations with
energy infrastructure or carbon capture and storage installations, that
require coastal or water-side locations, or need to be located in other
high flood risk areas, in these instances the facilities should be
classified as “essential infrastructure”).
More vulnerable
Hospitals.
Residential institutions such as residential care homes, children’s
homes, social services homes, prisons and hostels. - Buildings used for
dwelling houses, student halls of residence, drinking establishments,
nightclubs and hotels.
Non–residential uses for health services, nurseries and
educational establishments.
Landfill and sites used for waste management facilities for
hazardous waste.
Sites used for holiday or short-let caravans and camping, subject
to a specific warning and evacuation plan.
Less vulnerable
- Police, ambulance and fire stations which are not required to be
operational during flooding.
- Buildings used for shops, financial, professional and other services,
restaurants and cafes, hot food takeaways, offices, general
industry, storage and distribution, non–residential
institutions not included in “more vulnerable”, and assembly
and leisure. - Land and buildings used for agriculture and
forestry.
- Waste treatment (except landfill and hazardous waste facilities).
Minerals working and processing (except for sand and gravel working).
Water treatment works which do not need to remain operational
during times of flood.
- Sewage treatment works (if adequate measures to control pollution
and manage sewage during flooding events are in place).
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Water-compatible development
- Flood control infrastructure.
- Water transmission infrastructure and pumping stations.
- Sewage transmission infrastructure and pumping stations.
- Sand and gravel working.
- Docks, marinas and wharves.
- Navigation facilities.
- Ministry of Defence defence installations.
- Ship building, repairing and dismantling, dockside fish processing
and refrigeration and compatible activities requiring a waterside
location.
- Water-based recreation (excluding sleeping accommodation).
- Lifeguard and coastguard stations.
- Amenity open space, nature conservation and biodiversity, outdoor
sports and recreation and essential facilities such as changing
rooms.
- Essential ancillary sleeping or residential accommodation for staff
required by uses in this category, subject to a specific warning and
evacuation plan.

Table 2 of the NPPG summarises the flood risk vulnerability and flood zones
compatibility and ascertain which type of development is appropriate in which area.
Table 2: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone compatibility
Flood risk
vulnerability
classification
Zone 1

Essential
infrastructure

Highly
vulnerable

More
vulnerable

Less
vulnerable

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Exception
test required

✓

✓

Exception test
required

✓

X

Exception
test required

✓

✓

X

X

X

✓

Water
compatible

Zone 2

Zone 3a

Zone 3b
functional
floodplain

Exception test
required

Key: ✓ Development is appropriate.
X Development should not be permitted.

2.2 Wycombe Critical Drainage Areas
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One of the risks identified by the district-wide Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level
1 (November 2014) is relating to areas of the District where residential and
commercial properties could be at risk of flooding from local sources, (principally
surface water runoff generated by intense rainfall, groundwater, and ordinary
watercourses). Nationally, the Environment Agency has the power to designate
Critical Drainage Areas but none have been designated in Buckinghamshire.
However to reflect the level of risk highlighted above, the SFRA identifies “Wycombe
Critical Drainage Areas” using the updated Flood Maps for Surface Water (uFMfSW):
the outline of the Medium Risk of Flooding (defined as between 1 in 30 and 1 in 100
AEP of surface water flooding occurring) forms the basis to define WCDA in the
District. It is understood that groundwater emergence is likely to follow those flow
paths, but may last for longer periods of time. In WCDA, sustainable drainage
solutions should be a priority.

2.3 Sequential approach within a site
For the purpose of assessing the allocated sites and considering the information
above, within each flood zone, new development should be directed first to sites at
the lowest probability of flooding. The Sequential Test is the process to ensure that
this happens.
Within a site, a sequential approach to the location of development should be
followed so that the flood vulnerability of the intended use matches the flood risk
within the site, i.e. higher vulnerability uses should be located on parts of the site at
lowest probability of flooding.
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3 Analysis of proposed development areas
The table below shows the analysis of the proposed development areas identified in the Longwick-cum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Plan, as:




Locations identified through the Neighbourhood Plan
The existing fluvial flood risk characteristics of these locations (basis of the Test)
Other sources of flood risk3 which will require a sequential approach to development
Any existing flood defences
The existing land use(s) of each area
The proposed use(s) of each area
The flood risk vulnerability classification for each proposed use.

Location

Shoulder of
Mutton
Public
House
(Policy A6)

3

Size Flood
(ha) risk
zone/s
(area of
site
within
flood
zone)
0.71 FZ1
(100%)

Other sources of
flood risk

Existing Existing
Flood
Uses
Defences

There is very little low None
surface water flood
risk to the west of the
site; the road leading
to the site has some
areas of medium and
high surface water
flood risk; there is a
medium risk of

Information contained in the SFRA level 1.

Public
House

Proposed
Flood
Development vulnerability
classification
(NPPG Table
2)

Can the proposed
development be
located in the net
developable area?

Public House
or residential

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1.
Redevelopment of
the site for either
option will not alter
the vulnerability of
users;
Following a
sequential approach

More
vulnerable

to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.

groundwater flooding
(between 25 and
50%)

Land on the 2.46 FZ1
eastern side
(100%)
of Thame
Road,
leading
around to
Bar Lane
(Policy L1)

Some areas at low,
medium or high
surface water flood
risk; There is a
medium risk of
groundwater flooding
(between 25 and
50%)

None

Agricultural Residential – More
around
43 vulnerable
new homes

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.

Land at
Boxer
Road/ Barn
Road
(Policy L2

6.73 FZ1
(100%)

There is a medium
risk of groundwater
flooding (between 25
and 50%)

None

Agricultural Residential –
around 160
new homes

More
vulnerable

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.

Land on
Thame
Road east
of Chestnut
Way
junction
(Policy L3)

1

There is a medium
risk of groundwater
flooding (less than
25%)

None

Agricultural Residential –
around 15
new homes

More
vulnerable

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be

FZ1
(100%)
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located in the net
developable area.

Land at
0.5
Rose Farm
frontage
(Policy L4a)

FZ1
(100%)

There is a small
ordinary watercourse
going through the
site. There is also a
small area at low risk
of surface water
flooding to the east;
the site is at risk of
groundwater flooding
(between 25 and
50%)

Land at
3
Rose Farm
South
(Policy L4b)

FZ1
(100%)

There is a small
None
ordinary watercourse
going through the
northern part of site.
There is a small area
at low risk of surface
water flooding to the
north, and a very
small area at high
risk (pond); the site is
at risk of groundwater
flooding (between 25
and 50%)

None

Agricultural Residential – More
around 3 new vulnerable
homes

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.

Agricultural Residential –
around 65
new homes

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.
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More
vulnerable

Land
adjacent to
Red House
Farm
(Policy L5)

0.55 FZ1
(100%)

Land
adjacent to
Anderdons
Farm
(Policy L6)

0.26 FZ1
(100%)

The northern part of
None
the site is within a
Wycombe Critical
Drainage Area4.
There is a small
ordinary watercourse
running through the
site; there are areas
of surface water flood
risk across the site;
Groundwater flood
risk (between 25 and
50%)
Most of the site is
None
within a WCDA; an
ordinary watercourse
forms the southern
boundary of the site.
There are areas of
surface water flood
risk across nearly all
the site;
There is also a
medium risk of
groundwater flood
risk (between 25 and

Agricultural Residential – More
around 6 new vulnerable
homes

Yes; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. Following a
sequential approach
to layout and the
use of SuDS
development can be
located in the net
developable area.

Agricultural Residential – More
around 5 new vulnerable
homes

Maybe; the site is
located within Flood
Zone 1. There is an
extensive critical
drainage area. Any
site specific flood
risk assessment will
need to
demonstrate how
the flood risk linked
to the WCDA is
mitigated without
increasing the risk
of flooding
elsewhere.

4

Wycombe Critical Drainage Areas are areas which are likely to be most at risk of flooding from local sources (surface water, groundwater and ordinary watercourses) and
where sustainable drainage solutions should be a priority. These areas have been termed “Wycombe Critical Drainage Areas” to differentiate them from Critical Drainage
Areas that can be designated by the Environment Agency. The EA has not designate any CDA in Wycombe District.
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4 The Sequential Test
Potential development sites assessed through the Longwick Capacity Study (2014) within the Neighbourhood Plan Area are all located within
Flood Zone 1 as shown below.
1. Are the proposed development areas in Flood Zone 1 – Low probability of flood risk?
Yes
Development areas wholly within Flood Zone 1:
Shoulder of Mutton Public House (Policy A6)
Land on the eastern side of Thame Road, leading around to Bar Lane (Policy L1)
Land at Boxer Road/ Barn Road (Policy L2
Land on Thame Road east of Chestnut Way junction (Policy L3)
Land at Rose Farm frontage (Policy L4a)
Land at Rose Farm South (Policy L4b)
Land adjacent to Red House Farm (Policy L5)
Land adjacent to Anderdons Farm (Policy L6)
1. Are the proposed development areas in Flood Zone 2 or 3? – Low probability of flood risk?
No
No site is in fluvial flood zone 2 or 3 and therefore none would require to pass the exception test before being allocated.

The sequential approach to development
2. Are the allocations within zone 1 but subject to other sources of flooding?
Yes
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a) Identify alternative sites that were considered and explain why they were dismissed
None.
b) explain why the proposals cannot be directed to Flood Zone 1 elsewhere in the neighbourhood area
The development areas of the Longwick-cum-Ilmer Neighbourhood Plan are all within Flood Zone 1. The housing sites chosen for
allocation conform with the spatial strategy for the development of Longwick village, as demonstrated in the Sustainability Appraisal
main report. The rest of the parish is very rural and locating development elsewhere would not be sustainable.

5 Conclusion
All allocations are wholly within Flood Zone 1 and development is considered appropriate in terms of satisfying the Sequential Test. Where sites
are wholly or partly located in areas where there are other sources of flooding, a site-specific flood risk assessment will be required at application
stage. A sequential approach to development within the site (such as steering development away from WCDA where possible) and the use of
Sustainable Drainage Systems will be necessary to avoid and mitigate any impact.
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