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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, SEGRO Plc, in relation to
Matter 1 of the Wycombe District Council Local Plan Examination, with a particular
focus on employment land provision.
Our Client and other interested parties have promoted ‘Land at Westhorpe Park,
Marlow’ through the emerging Local Plan, and whilst we appreciate that the Inspector
does not wish to consider omission sites at this time, there are a number of issues
which are pertinent to considering whether the Local Plan meets the tests of
soundness as required under paragraph 182 of the Framework. We consider that our
client’s site has not been adequately considered or assessed by the Council, despite its
merits as an employment site as recognised in the Council’s own evidence base.

1.2

Our Client has also submitted representations to the AVDC Local Plan Examination on
account of many of the matters being raised may have implications on the soundness
of the AVDC Local Plan. These objections arise following concerns regarding the
robustness of WDC’s evidence base alongside the lack of justification for the quantum
of unmet employment need identified by WDC being accommodated by AVDC. We
note that the submitted Vale of Aylesbury Plan explicitly states at Paragraph 4.172
states that ‘it is considered unlikely that Aylesbury Vale could make up the entire
shortfall of other authorities in the FEMA, in particular with regard to warehousing given
location constraints’.

1.3

We would invite the WDC Inspector to liaise with her colleague on this matter, given
that the AVDC EiP will be held slightly in advance and concurrent to that for WDC.

1.4

We do not repeat the detailed submissions made at Regulation 19 stage. This
statement specifically addresses Issues raised by the Inspector under Matter 1 of the
Hearing Timetable which relate to the Inspector’s questions associated with the Legal
Compliance and the Duty ‐ to‐ Cooperate.
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2. Matters to be examined
Issue 1 ‐ What are the relevant strategic matters in relation to the duty to cooperate?
2.1

The relevant strategic matters are contained within paragraph 156 of the Framework.
Of particular interest to our Client are:


The jobs needed within the area;



The provision of commercial / employment development;



The provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and
other local facilities; and



The conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment,
including landscape.

Issue 2 ‐ In preparing the plan did the Council engage constructively, actively and on
an on‐going basis with neighbouring authorities and other relevant organisation on
relevant strategic matters, in respect of the Duty‐to‐Cooperate? What were the
outcome of these discussions?
Employment Requirements
2.2

Our response focusses on the position that has been agreed between the
Buckinghamshire authorities and the Buckinghamshire LEP relating to the
apportionment and deliverability of employment needs across Wycombe, Aylesbury,
Chiltern and South Bucks.
Functional Economic Areas

2.3

Whilst a Memorandum of Understanding has been signed between the Authorities and
the Buckinghamshire LEP (MoU Addendum 2017), there are a number of unanswered
questions over how the agreement above will work in practice, and whether its content
is sufficient to ensure that the ‘right type of employment floorspace is delivered in the
right locations at the right time to support growth (paragraph 7 of the Framework)’. Our
concerns are enclosed at Appendix 1.

2.1

As part of the Local Plan process, ‘local planning authorities should take account of
different geographic areas, including travel-to-work areas’ (Para. 180 of the Framework).
which is most relevant given the considerable contrast between the functional economic
areas of North Buckinghamshire and South Buckinghamshire partially relating to
locational implications (further detailed provided at paragraph 4.6 of the Regulation 19
representations).

2.2

This has been clearly recognised within previous iterations of the HEDNA’s, which
identifies two specific FEMAs at ‘Aylesbury Town’ and ‘High Wycombe and Amersham
sub-FEMA’15 as shown below:
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Source: Figure 5 of the Buckinghamshire HEDNA Update - December 2016

2.3

The MoU does not reflect this position with respect of employment requirements and
provides a broad and generic approach to the requirement and apportionment of unmet
needs.

The Buckinghamshire Growth Strategy 2017‐2050
2.4

Since the Regulation 19, Buckinghamshire LEP has issued the Buckinghamshire Growth
Strategy 2017‐2050, which we consider significantly undermines the MoU position. We
would welcome comments from WDC as to how/ if such a strategy has informed the
Local Plan process, as this is not reflected in evidence. This strategy is totally at odds
with the position that has been agreed by the LEP within the MOU, and therefore we
consider that it does not comply with paragraph 160 of the Framework which states
‘working together with county and neighbouring authorities and with Local Enterprise
Partnerships to prepare and maintain a roust evidence base to understand both existing
business needs and likely changes in the market’.
Economic Market and Business Needs

2.5

The shortfall in available employment floorspace within the District and the impact
that insufficient provision will have on local and regional economic growth is of
concern.

2.6

The MoU demonstrates a failure by these authorities to ‘have a clear understanding of
business needs within the economic markets operating in and across their area’ (para
160. Of the Framework) and has failed to demonstrate that it ‘has worked closely with
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the business community to understand their changing needs and identify and address
barriers to investment, including a lack of housing, infrastructure or viability’ (para.
160). This is on the basis that our Client, SEGRO, who is a provider of high quality
industrial and warehouse floorspace with a strong presence within the Thames Valley,
is a member of the business community with whom WDC should have engaged with.
Of relevance, are the Matters and Issues that have been issued by the AVDC Inspector
in relation to employment land enclosed at Appendix 2. This raises a number of
questions that are relevant to the employment position being adopted through the
MoU.
2.7

We consider that there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate how this MoU position
has been achieved and whether this is consistent with achieving ‘sustainable
development’.
Wider Functional Economic Area

2.1

Our Regulation 19 representations also considered that WDC should have engaged
more effectively with regard to employment requirements with the wider functional
economic area given the relationship of some settlements within the District with the
Thames Valley. This is included at Section 3 (para. 3.8 ‐ 3.12) of our Regulation 19
representations.

2.2

Given the above, it is evident that the District should be doing more to embrace the
opportunities for growth from an economic and housing perspective, as it is clear that
WDC has chosen not to engage through the Duty with the wider functional economic
area.
Community Infrastructure

2.3

The Council is proposing to allocate land to the east of the A404, Marlow as a country
park covering 329ha, on the basis that its delivery is a long term aspiration for the
District. No assessment has been provided as to why this has never come forward and
whether such an allocation is viable or deliverable.

2.4

However, since the Regulation 18 Consultation, Westhorpe Park has been continually
promoted for employment uses, and the partial delivery of the country park would
make positive steps to meeting the Council’s aspirations. No engagement with the
promoter has been forthcoming from WDC, thus failing to comply with para. 160 of the
Framework)
Major Development within the AONB

2.1

The Chiltern Conservation Board is objecting to the sites proposed for allocation for
major development within the AONB (Respondent No: 0618). We note that WDC is
proposing an extension to Stokenchurch Business Park which is located within the
AONB, although WDC do not consider this to be major development within the AONB.
However, we question whether this is a justified position and as such, it is considered
that WDC has failed to demonstrate compliance with paragraph 116 of the Framework
and on account of the objection will ‘cause significant harm to the principles and
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policies of the Framework’ by undermining the strategic matters associated with the
conservation and enhancement of the natural environment.
Issue 3 ‐ How has that cooperation been undertaken and have any formal
agreements or Memorandum of Understandings have been produced?
2.2

As discussed above, an MoU has been signed between the Buckinghamshire
Authorities and the Buckinghamshire LEP, although no evidence has been provided
setting on the basis for this agreement. We consider this extremely important as
without such evidence it is not clear how the relevant Local Plan Inspector’s within the
FEMA are able to determine whether the approach being taken is sound.

2.3

There is no evidence presented to the Examination explaining how the redistribution
of employment needs from Wycombe to Aylesbury will satisfy the requirements of the
Framework. This is especially pertinent given the different characteristics of the sub
FEMA’s and the lack of detailed assessment/ consideration on why there is a significant
oversupply of B1c/B2 and B8 floorspace1 in AVDC (i.e. a lack of demand by occupiers to
be in this location unlike the southern Buckinghamshire authorities).

2.4

As such, whilst an MoU has been signed, we do not consider that the Buckinghamshire
Authorities have appropriately co‐operated on strategic priorities with regard to
employment needs. They have subsequently failed to ensure that such priorities are
‘properly co‐ordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans’.2As such, as
currently drafted, the emerging Wycombe and Aylesbury Local Plans would not result
in a final position ‘where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure
necessary to support current and projected future levels of development’ as required
under paragraph 181 of the Framework.

2.5

In addition, we have significant objections to the methodology of the Green Belt Part 2
Assessment (see response to Matter 6) and the application of the Council’s
employment evidence to inform the spatial strategy, which demonstrates that the
Council has failed to consider all reasonable alternatives. As such, we do not consider
that the MoU is reflective of a ‘sound’ position where WDC or South Bucks/Chiltern
have robustly demonstrated that they cannot accommodate any additional
employment development over the plan period.

2.6

Overall, the Buckinghamshire authorities have failed to produce Plans ‘based on joint
working and co‐operating to address larger than local issues’ (para.17 of the
Framework). The approach being taken will significantly undermine the economic
potential of Buckinghamshire and will not ‘proactively drive and support sustainable
economic development’ (para. 17 of the Framework).
Issue 4 ‐ What outcomes have resulted from co‐operation with adjoining authorities
in relation to Housing; Gypsy and Travellers; Employment; and Infrastructure?

2.7

1
2

Through the MoU, AVDC has agreed to accept the redistribution of growth from the
southern Buckinghamshire authorities to the north (solely Aylesbury). In addition to

Paragraph 2.88 and Fig 2. of the HEDNA Addendum (2017)
Paragraph 178 of the Framework
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our concerns above, Turley Economics (enclosed at Appendix 3) has provided a review
within Appendix 7 of the Regulation 19 representations which demonstrates a number
of issues with the position being taken by the authorities and concludes with the
following findings:

2.8



Aylesbury Vale is recognised as operating in a different sub‐FEMA to the rest
of Buckinghamshire. Notably it is identified as having poor road connectivity
for warehousing;



Neither the Memorandum of Understanding nor the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan
specifically identify the quantum or locations of sites which will meet
Wycombe’s employment land needs. The Aylesbury Vale Local Plan states ‘it is
considered unlikely that Aylesbury Vale would make up the entire shortfall of
other authorities in the FEMA’ (para 146, para 4.172).



When broken down by B use class, the surplus of land in Aylesbury Vale does
not align with growth expectations and there will be a deficit of ‐10ha of B8
floorspace across the FEMA.

To support the above, the Turley Economics review has further considered the findings
of the Buckinghamshire Offices and Industrial Floorspace Market Review (June 2017)
which states the following:


‘ In Aylesbury Vale there is an abundance of development land earmarked, but
little in the way of strategic road network’3



‘In Aylesbury itself, poor connectivity has always inhibited development’4



‘The only location where constraints are currently tolerable for warehousing
development is around the foot of the A41 south of Aylesbury, adjacent to the
ARLA site’’5

2.9

In fact, the Submission Version of AVDC Local Plan states that ‘it is considered unlikely
that Aylesbury Vale could make up the entire shortfall of other authorities in the FEMA,
in particular with regard to warehousing given location constraints’.6

2.10

As such, we question the weight that should be given to the MoU given the lack of
substance on unmet employment needs with no quantum of development cited. More
specifically, it is evident that AVDC is unlikely to meet the B8 requirements of the FEMA
(see reference at para 1.2 above), on account of its poor strategic connectivity and with
explicit reference to the District being unlikely to meet warehousing requirements over
the plan period.
Issue 7 ‐ Is the Sustainability Appraisal adequate in terms of its assessment of the
likely effects of the Plan’s policies and the allocations and its consideration of

3

Paragraph 2.8 of the Buckinghamshire Office and Industrial Floorspace Market Review
Paragraph 3.17 of the Buckinghamshire Office and Industrial Floorspace Market Review
5
Paragraph 3.17 of the Buckinghamshire Office and Industrial Floorspace Market Review
6
Paragraph 4.172 of the Submission Version of the AVDC Local Plan
4
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reasonable alternatives and have the requirements for Strategic Environmental
assessment been met?
2.11

Our comments on the Sustainability Appraisal are contained at Section 8 of our
Regulation 19 Representations and are not repeated in full here.

2.12

A summary of these comments are noted below:


Green Belt is a policy designation and does not relate to the sustainability
performance of a proposed allocation. The only mechanism able to appraise
the sustainability performance of the reasonable alternatives is the SA.



It would appear that SA has been used only once sites have been through the
Green Belt and (HELAA) process. It is therefore evident that the sustainability
performance of reasonable alternatives has been given the least weight for the
purposes of site selection.



There is no clear differentiation as to why some Green Belt sites have been
considered to justify the ‘exceptional circumstances’ test (such as the Air Park)
but our clients site, which scores better in the Council’s own evidence base,
does not.



We believe that all sites subject to the GB assessment should also have been
subject to SA in order to fully appraise the performance of each reasonable
alternative with regards to its GB function and sustainability. Such an approach
would have provided the Council with the necessary evidence to ensure the
following:
1.

Compliance with the objectives of Core Policy CP2 (Overall
Spatial Strategy) and CP3 (Settlement Strategy)

2.

Compliance with Paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF

3.

Compliance with the PPG and the requirement to assess all
reasonable alternatives to the same level of detail.



We would like to refer WDC to the Birmingham Development Plan (BDB) and
the Inspector’s Interim Report (IR) (paragraph 40) following the Examination in
Public of preliminary matters associated with GB release; and



A review of the employment options within the SA are enclosed at Para. 8.36
of our Reg 19 Representations which demonstrates the failings of the Council’s
assessment of sites and the application of the SA’s findings to the spatial
strategy when considering ‘all reasonable alternatives’ available.



We do not consider that the SA appropriately considers the negative
implications of not providing sufficient employment land to meet forecast
need when there is a reasonable alternative to not doing so.
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2.13

The SA fails to meet the SEA/SA Regulations Schedule 2(8) with regard to an
‘assessment of reasonable alternatives and identify the reasons for selecting the
alternatives tested in light of the others available’.
Issue 8 ‐ Is the Habitats Regulations Assessment robust and does the plan include the
measures (including a suitable review mechanism) identified in this document as
necessary to ensure compliance with the Habitats Regulations?

2.14

We consider that the Council is unjustified in proposing to allocate a 329ha
countrypark at Marlow on the basis that Natural England state that ‘it is required in
order to offset any recreational pressure on the Burnham Beeches SAC arising from the
proposed housing allocations (specifically Bourne End)’.

2.15

We enclose Natural England’s response to the Regulation 18 consultation (Appendix 4)
which makes no reference to this position, despite a similar quantum of development
being proposed to the Submission Local Plan. A review of this position has been
prepared by on behalf of SEGRO by Ecology Solutions enclosed at Appendix 5.

2.16

There is simply no need to allocate an expanse of land as proposed to discharge HRA
requirements.
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Appendix 1:

Review of MoU (Addendum) ‐2017 ‐
Turley Critique

Memorandum of Understanding Extract ‐
July 2017

Turley Comment

The Addendum identifies that there is a Whilst there are uncertainties, the
mismatch between approaches to
Framework requires that there is sufficient
assessing economic needs based on
flexibility to respond to unanticipated
demand and labour supply forecasts, and needs7. The lack of land availability has
those based on market considerations and stifled delivery of employment within the
past take up, including differing
District and suppressed demand due to vast
conclusions on the need for different “B” areas of the District being AONB and Green
use classes. This creates uncertainties in Belt (reliant on Local Plan preparation).
planning ahead.
Westhorpe Park is a clear example of a
developer willing to deliver a new
employment site in a highly accessible
location ‐ evidently a market demand in
this location. The existing oversupply of B
class floorspace in Aylesbury Vale District is
considered to be more reflective of its
geographical location and lack of strong
strategic links by road and train.
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There is a shortfall of land and floorspace
in Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks
districts and a surplus in Aylesbury Vale
District;

The acknowledgement that there is a
shortfall of employment floorspace within
Wycombe is sufficient that it should be
planning for its full OAN as far reasonable.
The Council has discounted a suitable,
available and deliverable site at Westhorpe
Park without justification that could deliver
regional employment opportunities as
concluded within the Council’s evidence
base.

There is sufficient land in the FEMA to
meet overall forecast needs and that this
is sufficient to cater for adjustments in
growth sectors going forward.

We do not consider this to be appropriate
given the sub FEMA areas identified within
the HEDNA (2016) clearly reflective of the
different market forces within Aylesbury
Town FEMA and the Wycombe, Chiltern
and South Bucks FEMA. Wycombe benefits
from strong strategic road links via the M40
and A404 (where further infrastructure

Paragraph 14 of the Framework
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enhancements are proposed) alongside
providing links to the Thames Valley
market. There are specific B class needs
identified within Wycombe which will not
be appropriate to deliver in Aylesbury
District on account of the requirements of
specific developers/ employers and until
such time significant improvements are
made to the north / south connectivity of
the County this will stifle economic growth
if this position is to be pursued over the
plan period.
Paragraph 2.5 of the Local Plan further
identifies that ‘demand for office is weaker
but industrial demand is stronger’ and ‘only
certain locations are attractive for new
business development’ ‐ neither of which
have been addressed through the emerging
Local Plan.
Based on the HEDNA Addendum the
councils and the Bucks Thames
Valley LEP agree that:

We do not agree that the emerging Local
Plan has incorporated flexibility, given
limited supporting evidence has been
provided confirming the capacity and
i. Plans should reflect the uncertainties in deliverability of the principle employment
relation to future economic growth by
allocation. This is important given there are
adopting a precautionary and flexible
additional employment sites available to be
approach to economic development,
incorporated into the plan where there is
including ensuring allocations are flexible commitment from the developer to
to adjust to changes in the market;
commence development within the first five
years of the Plan period.
ii. Councils should monitor economic
activity and market trends, and address The proposed allocations are not
any implications in reviews of local plans considered to respond to the anticipated
as necessary and;
needs of the market with regard to specific
use classes or floorspace requirements
iii. The overall approach across the FEMA especially with regard to regional
broadly delivers sufficient land for
requirements as noted within the evidence
economic growth taking into account a
base (see paragraph 5.17 of this Statement)
range of factors including an element of nor in the most appropriate locations, as
redistribution of growth from the three such the Plan is not positively for
southern districts into Aylesbury Vale to sustainable economic growth.
take account of their shortfalls due to
their constrained nature.
There is no mechanism within the Plan for
additional sites to come forward to respond
to market demand (i.e. no reference to
safeguarded sites) despite a Green Belt
boundary review being proposed and the
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Council considers that ‘exceptional
circumstances’ exist to warrant release of
land from the Green Belt for employment
purposes. In light of the requirements of the
Framework with regard to Green Belt, we
do not consider it appropriate for WDC to
rely on an early review and consider that
Westhorpe Park should be allocated within
the emerging Local Plan.
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Appendix 2:

AVDC Inspector’s Question on
Employment Provision/ Unmet
Need

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
examination
Agenda Session 1 10 July 2018 Employment Land

Participants: Inspector, Council, 32255 SEGRO plc, 32285 Berryfields
Consortium, 32240 Aylesbury Vale Estates, 32283 Aviva Life and Pensions
and 32309 FI Real Estate Management, 29662 North Bucks Parishes
Planning Consortium
Summary of issues
My understanding of the thrust of the representations is that they see the
plan’s intention to retain (and even add to) an existing surplus of
employment land in AVDC as based on a desire to accommodate demands
for employment land displaced from south Buckinghamshire by a shortage
of allocated land there.
Although the target of the representations from SEGRO is largely
Wycombe District Council, the argument that VALP is unsound appears to
be composed as follows;


That there are two separate Functional Economic Market Areas, not
one



That displacement of demand will not work because;



o

manufacturing, offices and, in particular, warehousing, have
separate needs and requirements which could not be met by
the circumstances prevailing within AVDC

o

AVDC has poor accessibility which would discourage the
location of warehousing in particular

That it is not viable to redevelop/regenerate existing industrial
areas for employment purposes

The representations therefore argue for a lesser retention of employment
land within VALP (SEGRO, Berryfields Consortium, Aylesbury Vale Estates)
and, in particular, the exclusion of the Gateway Estate (Aviva Life and
Pensions), or particular parts of it (FI-REM).
Matters for discussion
1) Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
2) Is the shortage of suitable available land in the south of Bucks longstanding or recent? (if long-standing, is there evidence of
suppressed as opposed to displaced demand?)

3) If there is no change to the availability of suitable land in the south
of Buckinghamshire, what should be the approach taken in VALP?
a) Is displacement unfeasible because the two sub-FEMAs are
so different?
b) Would the East-West expressway (Oxford-Cambridge)
make a difference?
c) Are the different requirements of manufacturing, offices
and warehousing determinative of the issue?
4) Is the unviability of regenerating or redeveloping existing
employment land demonstrated?
5) Should Verney House be excluded from the key employment site
designation
6) The specific changes to policy E2 sought by Aylesbury Vale Estates

P. W. Clark
Inspector
01.06.18

Appendix 3:

Turley Economics: Extract ‐
Regulation 19 Representations

2. Local Plan and Published Evidence
Review
Planning for employment needs
2.1

For the Local Plan to be considered sound, it is imperative that the appropriate quantum
and location of employment land has been identified. For this to occur, the evidence
base must be robust, the translation of need into policy must be appropriate and growth
opportunities must be planned for.

2.2

The Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that:
‘Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area’ (para 14, bullet 1)
and
‘Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt
to rapid change’ (para 14, bullet 2)

2.3

In delivering sustainability, the planning system plays an economic role as follows:
‘Contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to
support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development
requirements, including the provision of infrastructure’. (NPPF, para 7, bullet 1) (Turley
emphasis added).

2.4

In meeting development needs:
‘Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business
and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities
for growth’ (NPPF, para 17 bullet 3) and ‘significant weight should be placed on the
need to support economic growth through the planning system’ (NPPF, para 19). (Turley
emphasis added).

2.5

We consider the approach taken by Wycombe District Council in meeting these
requirements of the NPPF below. Our assessment has found that there are a number of
flaws in the approach taken within both the evidence base for employment needs and its
translation into policy.

Setting the scene for economic growth
2.6

The Draft Local Plan states that ‘fostering economic growth is a key objective of the
plan’ (Draft Local Plan, page 51). This is also reiterated across the wider geography,
with the Buckinghamshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Strategic Economic Plan
(SEP) (2016-2031) stating that ‘securing local jobs growth should continue to be a
priority for Buckinghamshire, going forward, if we are to achieve sustainable economic
growth’ (para 2.8). Its vision for the Buckinghamshire Economy is that:
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‘By 2031, the Buckinghamshire economy will be a vibrant, balanced and resilient
economy, underpinned by innovative, high-value, globally-orientated firms’ (para 4.1).
2.7

The area is recognised as being ‘on the cusp of a programme of growth’ with significant
investment in infrastructure – including Heathrow expansion, Crossrail, HS2, East West
Rail and the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway – expected to have impacts across
Buckinghamshire.

2.8

The National Infrastructure Commission Interim Report on the Cambridge – Milton
Keynes – Oxford Corridor (November 2016) states that the area could be ‘the UK’s
Silicon Valley – a world renowned centre for science, technology and innovation’ but
that ‘without a joined-up plan for housing, jobs and infrastructure across the corridor, it
will be left behind by its international competitors’ (page 5).

2.9

Wycombe also recognises a need to support small and start up businesses:
‘Small business start-ups are a key feature of the Buckinghamshire economy’ (page
205, para 5.3.94)

2.10

The role of employment growth, R&D, inward investment and supporting SMEs will
therefore be important across the area.

Establishing the evidence base
2.11

The employment land assessment set out in the Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessment (HEDNA) is based exclusively on forecast data for labour demand.
The 2016 HEDNA presented three employment growth scenarios:
•

A scenario based on Experian forecasts, released in June 2016;

•

A scenario based on Oxford Economics forecasts, released in April 2016; and

•

A trend-based scenario, based on historic data for the period from 1997 to 2013
compiled by Experian.

2.12

Across the FEMA, the forecasts suggested that between 28,200 and 32,100 full time
equivalent (FTE) jobs will be created over the assessment period (2013 – 2033). This
was higher than the growth of 12,900 suggested by the trend-based scenario.

2.13

Industrial sectors are subsequently allocated to use classes to establish future change
in sectors requiring office (B1a/b), industrial (B1c/B2) or warehousing (B8) space. As
illustrated in the table below, Oxford Economics forecast the strongest overall
employment growth in sectors assumed to require such premises. This primarily results
from its higher forecast of growth in sectors requiring office space. However, Oxford
Economics also anticipates a lower need for both industrial and warehousing space,
relative to Experian. Both forecast a greater need for space of this type than suggested
by past trends and as such the trend-based approach was discounted.
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Table 2.1:

FEMA - Forecast Change in B Class Use Sectors in FEMA (FTE, 2013
– 2033)
B1a/b

B1c/B2

B8

Total B

Experian

10,860

-980

3,210

13,090

Oxford Economics

17,590

-2,360

2,480

17,710

Trend-based

11,500

-6,100

-3,340

2,060

Atkins and ORS, 2016, HEDNA, Appendix D
2.14

The Oxford Economics forecast is preferred within the HEDNA, on the basis that its
forecast growth across all sectors falls midway between the range suggested by
Experian and past trends. This is illustrated at Figure 95. Given that the Oxford
Economics forecasts are lower than the Experian forecasts for B1c/B2 and B8 this
suggests that the FEMA may be under-planning for the level of need required. This is
particularly the case when market views are taken into account (considered later in this
report).

2.15

Under the Oxford Economics forecast FTE employment in B use class sectors is
forecast to increase by 4,940 between 2013-2033. Most of this growth is forecast in
B1a/b uses (5,650 additional FTEs) with a lower level of growth in B8 (480 FTEs). A
decline is forecast for B1c/B2 (-1,190 FTEs). Based on this the following floorspace and
land is required.
Table 2.2:

B use class floorspace (sqm) and land (ha) requirements in
Wycombe, 2013-2033

Use class

Floorspace need (sqm)

Land need (ha)

2013

2033

Change
2013
2013-2033

2033

Change
2013-2033

B1a/b

270,000

338,000

+68,000

54

68

+14

B1c/B2

200,000

152,000

-48,000

50

38

-12

B8

599,000

633,000

+34,000

120

127

+7

Total B
Use Class

1,069,000

1,123,000

+54,000

224

232

+8

Atkins and ORS, 2016, HEDNA, Figure 110
2.16

There are points to note on these figures:
•

The HEDNA (Appendix D, page 26) notes that ‘the sharp decline in manufacturing
activity that has taken place in previous years is expected to slow down. In fact,
several high value manufacturing sub-sectors (e.g. advanced engineering and
manufacturing) are seeing a resurgence across the UK’ and;
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•

‘The government’s permitted development rights policies enabling B1 and B8 to
residential conversions and the policy emphasis on re-using brownfield land for
new housing developments is expected to lead to further losses of employment
land that will need to be replaced’. This is taken into account in the supplydemand balance presented in the Draft Local Plan (see later in this report).

A higher level of B8 demand needs to be planned for
2.17

With regards to warehousing space (B8), it is noted that:
“The market analysis shows there are low levels of vacancy in B8 premises. This
suggests that there is a good market/demand for B8 premises. The views expressed at
the employment land consultation workshop also suggested that there is good demand
for B8 premises but current supply is constrained by the availability of sites and existing
infrastructure. If further supply came into the market, it is likely it would be taken
up’.(HEDNA, para 6.39)

2.18

Reflecting on this, any assessment of employment forecasts for the purposes of land
use planning must include consideration of alternatives. This can be achieved through
sensitivity testing where a data source or variable is replaced with another and the
resultant data outputs considered in relation to the local authority’s opted approach.
Sensitivity testing has been carried out within the HEDNA and HEDNA Addendum
report as well by Turley Economics. Each results in a higher estimate of B8 demand
over the plan period.

HEDNA Sensitivity Test 1: Comparator Forecasts
2.19

In terms of the need for industrial space (B1c/B2), it is observed that Oxford Economics’
forecasts fall between the Experian and trend-based scenarios, and are therefore seen
1
to provide ‘a more balanced projection of future need’ (HEDNA, para 6.40).

2.20

When broken down to individual district level – and focusing in particular on forecast
growth in sectors requiring warehousing space (B8) – the selection of this scenario
indicates only around 40% of jobs growth and resultant employment floorspace
requirements in comparison to the Experian (June 2016) scenario.
Table 2.3:

Wycombe - Forecast Change in B8 (FTE, Sqm and Ha, 2013 – 2033)
FTE jobs

Experian
Oxford Economics

Floorspace (sqm)

Land (ha)

1,320

92,000

18

480

34,000

7

Atkins and ORS, 2016, HEDNA; HEDNA Appendix D

HEDNA Addendum Sensitivity Test 2: Employment Densities
2.21

1

The HEDNA Addendum Report updates the forecasts used as well as tests for
sensitivity. It notes that employment densities for B8 uses in particular vary considerably
over time, increasing from 50-80 sqm per employee in 2001 to 70-95 sqm per employee

Ibid, paragraph 6.40

10

in 2015 (based on the HCA Employment Densities Guide). The Addendum therefore
reaches the conclusion that reduced employment densities (80 sqm per employee)
should be used for B8 floorspace conversions compared to the HEDNA (70 sqm per
employee) (HEDNA Addendum, Figure 36, page 18). Lower employment densities
translate into larger land requirements. The HENDA Addendum notes that this
subsequently results in:
‘An increase in the total floorspace and land required, as the increased requirement for
B8 uses is not offset by reduced demand from B1a/b uses’ (HEDNA Addendum, page
19, para 2.41).
2.22

For Wycombe this results in a need for 38,000 sqm of B8 employment land from 201333, compared to the 34,000 sqm set out in the HEDNA. In absolute terms this is a
difference of 90,000 sqm; B8 floorspace requirements in 2033 increased from 633,000
sqm under the HEDNA analysis to 723,000 sqm in the Addendum. The conversion to
land indicates a requirement for an additional 8 ha of B8 employment land, compared to
7 ha set out in the HEDNA (HEDNA Addendum, page 22, Figure 46, 47 and 48).
Table 2.4:

Wycombe Floorspace Comparison with HEDNA Projections (sqm)

Use Class

Change 2013-33

Difference in total
need (2033)

HEDNA

Revised

B1a/b

68,000

56,000

-57,000

B1c/B2

-48,000

-48,000

n/a

B8

34,000

38,000

90,000

HEDNA Addendum, page 22, Figure 48 (snapshot)
Note figures are rounded and may not appear to sum
2.23

However, this is not taken forward as the quantum of employment land to be planned for
within the Draft Local Plan. It is not made clear as to why this is the case. The
Addendum states that:
‘You would expect the objectively assessed need for employment floorspace to be met
in full’ (HEDNA Addendum, page 28, para 2.17)

2.24

In reality, Wycombe District Council neither recognises this level of objectively assessed
need (particularly for B8), nor as explored later on, is planning to meet it through
adequate supply. Given the market evidence (explored later in this section) it would be
more appropriate to use the updated forecast position for B8 as set out in the
Addendum as the starting point for planning positively for growth. This is corroborated
by the Wycombe Economy Study and Employment Land Review which states that:
‘Successful planning policy needs to be informed by market realities’ (page 15, para 3.1)
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2.25

To further test for sensitivity we have likewise run alternative analysis of the HEDNA
figures for two aspects: 1) the choice of preferred forecasts using the most recently
available Experian forecast and 2) the employment densities and plot ratios used for B8
uses given that this sector is changing rapidly.

2.26

As was found in the HEDNA and HEDNA Addendum, this exercise likewise shows that
the employment land requirements for Wycombe could be higher both in total and
specifically for B8 uses, under both sensitivity tests. The analysis shows that
employment land requirements could be as high as 18 ha in total if the Experian
forecasts are used.

Turley Sensitivity Test 1: Comparator Forecasts
2.27

While it is appropriate for a local planning authority to opt for one forecast over another it
is important to consider the implications of doing so. This is particularly important when
the commercial market view supports a higher level of growth as is the case in this
geography (see section on commercial view).

2.28

We have therefore run a sensitivity test by considering the employment land implications
should the discounted forecast from Experian instead have been the preferred option. In
doing this we have obtained the latest (September 2017) Experian forecasts and so use
the most up to date position.
•

Based on the HEDNA’s allocation of industrial sectors to B use classes, the latest
2
Experian forecasts indicate that 2,390 FTE jobs will be created in Wycombe in
sectors requiring office, industrial or warehousing space over the plan period. This
is some 56% higher than suggested by the June 2016 Experian forecast
3
referenced in the HEDNA .

•

When applying the HEDNA’s assumptions on employment densities, this level of
job growth would generate a requirement for 99,520sqm of floorspace in B use
classes over the plan period. Application of its plot ratio assumptions suggests
that 18ha of land would be required to accommodate this floorspace. This is over
double that suggested by the preferred Oxford Economics scenario (8ha).

•

In particular, there is a much greater requirement for B8 floorspace and land in
comparison to the chosen forecasts (also illustrating an increase of 25,600 sqm or
an additional 5.5 ha of B8 since the June 2016 projections assessed in the
HEDNA December 2016 which identified 18ha). An estimated 24 ha of B8 land
would be required under the Experian forecasts compared to 7 ha established in
the HEDNA using Oxford Economics.

2

Experian (September 2017) Local Market Forecasts Quarterly
Table D-18 in Appendix D of the 2016 HEDNA indicates that 1,530 FTE jobs will be created in sectors requiring B
class premises
3
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Table 2.5:

Employment Land Needed in Wycombe (Experian, September 2017)
Additional FTE jobs

Floorspace (sqm)

Land (ha)

B1a/b

1,660

19,920

4.0

B1c/B2

-950

-38,000

-9.5

B8

1,680

117,600

23.5

Total

2,390

99,520

18.0

Source: Experian; Turley analysis

Turley Sensitivity Test 2: Employment Density and Plot Ratio Variations
2.29

The Homes and Communities Agency’s (HCA) Employment Density Guide is an
appropriate starting point for identifying floorspace per FTE by use class. The latest
(2015) version includes a more detailed breakdown by B uses class through use of sub
sectors to reflect the granularity and heterogeneity of activities within the broad use
classes (B1, B2, B8).

2.30

For B8 in particular, the rapid changes within the sector, how it operates and how this
translates into land use requirements means that the employment densities for different
B8 uses varies from 70 sqm (final mile) to 95 sqm (national distribution centre) per FTE.
The choice of density can therefore have a large impact on floorspace requirements
when translating from job growth forecasts to floorspace. The subsequent translation
from floorspace to land requirements (ha) is similarly nuanced, with the choice of plot
ratio having a direct impact on the final quantum of land estimated to be required. We
explore the impacts of different employment densities and plot ratios below.
•

Figure 93 of the 2016 HEDNA outlines its approach towards converting
employment into land, through the application of employment densities and plot
ratios. This correctly references the HCA’s latest Employment Density Guide, and
acknowledges that the significant variance in both employment densities and plot
ratios requires its projections to be treated as ‘indicative only’.

•

The employment densities applied within the assessment are considered to
broadly align with the latest published guidance, largely falling midway within the
ranges implied for different types of use. However, it is noted that the employment
density assumed for warehousing space (70sqm per FTE) relates to final mile
distribution centres, representing – in employment terms – the most intensive use
of floorspace. For example:
‒

•

Regional distribution centres require 10% more floorspace per FTE
(77sqm) which would proportionately increase the amount of floorspace
and land required to accommodate the same level of forecast employment
growth.

While it is recognised that no official guidance exists on plot ratios, the
assumptions applied can have a significant impact on implied land requirements.
For example:
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‒

•

While the HEDNA assumes a plot ratio of 50% for B8 space, comparable
studies frequently assume ratios as low as 40% for this type of use. This
would suggest a need for 25% more land to accommodate the same
quantum of floorspace.

Such assumptions can have a significant impact on the quantum of employment
land needed to support a consistent employment growth scenario. This is
highlighted below with reference to the HEDNA’s preferred Oxford Economics
scenario for illustrative purposes. Application of this sensitivity testing indicates
that the quantum of B8 land may be underestimated by up to 38% (2.5 ha) and in
turn the total employment land need may be underestimated by almost a third
(30%).

Table 2.6:

Impact of Varying Assumptions on Plot Ratios and Employment
Densities (ha)
Additional FTE HEDNA
jobs
assumptions*
2013 – 2033

Regional
distribution
4
centre

…with
Variance (%)
alternative plot
5
ratios

B1a/b

5,650

13.6

13.6

13.6

0%

B1c/B2

-1,190

-11.9

-11.9

-11.9

0%

B8

480

6.7

7.4

9.2

38%

Total

4,940

8.4

9.1

10.9

30%

Variance (%)

–

–

+8%

30%

Source: Turley analysis

The evidence base points to market positivity and growth in demand but this is
not incorporated within the identification of employment land need
2.31

The evidence base covers a range of considerations with regards to employment land
needs. This includes commercial market analysis. The Draft Local Plan text as well as
that of the HEDNA Addendum points to these findings but the employment land targets
do not reflect the market demand identified.

2.32

The Addendum to the HEDNA sets out findings of research into commercial property
views which indicates:
‘that currently demand for office space is weak but demand for industrial land is stronger
than is indicated in the HEDNA forecast’ (as referenced in the Draft Local Plan, page 57,
para 4.59)

2.33

4
5

The commercial views point to demand in the industrial and warehouse market. They
state that:

Assumes 77sqm per FTE in warehouses (B8)
Assumes plot ratio of 40% for warehouses and 77sqm per FTE in warehouses
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HEDNA, December 2016 (Appendix B: Stakeholder Workshop Meeting Notes)
•

‘Chiltern and Wycombe – no land for B8 use class growth, generally more
constrained than Aylesbury Vale but have better transport connections… Supplydriven equation – if you provide supply then development will follow’ (page 6)

•

‘Steady stream of demand for industrial premises – particularly modern / flexible
accommodation’(page 6)

•

‘Manufacturing decline could be halted if sufficient supply of B2 floorspace is
provided’ (page 6)

•

‘Forecasts are showing significant growth in B8 in the area but past trends show a
decline in B8 employment. Not a surprise as limited supply of land for B8’ (page
8)

Buckinghamshire Office and Industrial Floor Space Market Review
•

‘The industrial sector is performing much better than the office sector’ (page 10)

•

‘A site on Globe Park in Marlow, is currently on the market and being promoted
for industrial development. At the time of writing there are believed to be nine
developers interested in the site and there is every expectation that the guide
price will be exceeded’ (page 8)

Wycombe Commercial Assessment, February 2016
•

Nationally, for industrial and warehousing space, ‘demand is also pushing up the
average size of premises taken up and speculative development, particularly in
the logistics sector is increasing’ (page 13, para 3.9)

•

For the Thames Valley, ‘industrial and warehouse floor space take up increased
12% in the first half of 2014 to 2.4 million sqft of which 1 million sqft was in the
Thames Valley’ (para 3.16)

•

‘The average size of units taken up has increased in size from 8,400 sqft to
14,700 sqft’ (para 3.17)

•

‘The current market consensus is that the Thames Valley will continue to see a
good level of occupier demand’ (para 3.19)

•

In Wycombe, ‘deals data and availability is quite low indicating a supply
constrained market’ (para 3.33)

•

‘There are numerous planning permissions being granted for industrial uses’
(para 3.34)

•

‘The first speculative High Wycombe industrial warehouse scheme in several
years and is now fully sold/let’ (para 3.35)

Wycombe Economy Study and Employment Land Review, 2014
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•

‘The districts industrial stock is generally well occupied and in demand. The
shortage of space means some occupiers continue to take poor quality space in
less than ideal locations’ (page i)

Haslams, JLL Market Review (Land at Westhorpe Farm, A404, Little Marlow, November
2017) (accompanying this submission)

2.34

•

‘The economy of the greater South East is forecast to grow by 2.3% per annum
over the next 10 years (2017-2026) and the population of this area is forecast to
grow by 7.6% over the same period. This will lead to further demand for goods
which will need to be processed through warehouses’ (page 13, bullet 2)

•

‘Supply of Grade A warehousing will continue to be in short supply and demand is
predicted to outweigh the amount of planned development within the Thames
Valley and Western Corridor over the next 2 years’ (page 13, bullet 8)

Likewise, the National Infrastructure Commission Interim Report on the Cambridge Milton Keynes – Oxford Corridor indicates that the area has not yet achieved its full
potential. In reflecting on its growth projections it notes:
‘Realising the full potential of the corridor will require more than replicating past
performance. Analysis prepared for the Commission suggests that the economic
potential of the area is greater than this’ (page 22, para 1.14)

2.35

Failing to sufficiently incorporate the evidence base with regards to market strength
means that the employment land needs, and therefore their translation into targets, are
based only on historic forecasts as opposed to the potential future position. The HEDNA
Addendum itself makes this point:
‘Other evidence must be considered such as the property market evidence referred to in
this addendum, rather than solely relying on a jobs growth forecast’. (HEDNA
Addendum, page 24, para 2.57)

2.36

This makes the exercise of carrying out market consultation meaningless and tokenistic
and Wycombe’s role within the growth corridor as void. As a result Wycombe District
does not reflect the NPPF requirement for local planning authorities to ‘respond
positively to wider opportunities for growth’ (NPPF, para 17 bullet 3).

Wycombe’s strong industrial base is influenced by external factors which have
not been effectively addressed in terms of future demand
2.37

The Draft Local Plan states that ‘Wycombe still has a strong industrial base’ (Draft Local
Plan, page 52, para 4.54) however it goes on to suggest that this is of increasingly less
importance given economic restructuring towards service based industries. This is
unsubstantiated given changes to external influences in recent years as well as the
commercial views considered above.

2.38

Demand for B8 and to a degree B1c/B2 uses in Wycombe District will be influenced by a
number of important factors over the Plan Period:
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2.39

6
7

•

Continued growth in e-commerce – the rise in online sales is driving market
growth for the distribution sector. The UK is Europe’s largest e-commerce market
6
equivalent to £60 billion in 2016 and this is rising by around 16% annually . It is
understood that there will be a requirement for more B8 locations nationally to
reflect this growth.

•

Proximity to urban concentrations – proximity and access to market is an
important consideration in identifying appropriate locations for logistics uses,
particularly given the rise in time critical delivery responses including narrow
delivery windows (such as Amazon Now) and delivery of perishable goods such
as online supermarket shopping. With population growth, and housing provision
to support this, areas such as Buckinghamshire will require additional logistics
response, and the floorspace to provide this.

•

Proximity to labour force – for some operators of B2 and B8 premises, a large
volume of labour is required to fill job roles. This can be across a range of
occupations and qualifications. This requirement will likewise mean that preferred
locations correspond with areas experiencing population growth.

•

Responding to pressures for industrial land in London – the draft London
th
Plan (due to be published on 29 November 2017) is anticipated to indicate that
non-essential industrial uses in London should be released from the capital to
ease pressure for land for housing and businesses which require a location in
London. Non-essential uses may include some manufacturing or distribution
activities which are not time critical. The GLA proposes that such non-essential
uses would locate out of London in other suitable locations. Areas with access to
existing concentrations of industrial land in Park Royal (Europe’s largest industrial
estate) and around Heathrow can expect to be considered as ideal locations by
businesses (or indeed public sector bodies) looking to relocate industrial
activities. Wycombe District, and particularly Westhorpe Park, is located in such
an area, with proximity and a good road network to Park Royal and Heathrow via
the A404 and M4.

•

Heathrow expansion – Heathrow is identified in the current London Plan as an
Opportunity Area for growth. Expansion at the airport is expected to lead to a
7
doubling of cargo throughput which in itself will lead to a requirement for
additional industrial floorspace (B2 and B8) in authorities within a reasonable
journey time, including locations in Buckinghamshire. A study has been
commissioned by Heathrow Airport Limited to explore the land implications. Given
Wycombe’s access to Heathrow via the A404 to the M4, locations such as
Westhorpe Park can play an important role in meeting this demand.

Further locational influences are considered in the Haslam’s/JLL property report which
accompanies this submission. Presently, neither the Draft Local Plan nor evidence base
documents reflect on these influences meaningfully, if at all. The ability of Wycombe
District to effectively plan for employment land requirements is limited by this omission

Centre for Retail Research (2016) cited in SEGRO (2017) Keep London Working .
SEGRO (2017) Keep London Working, paragraph 6.17
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and risks an undersupply to meet future need and support economic growth aims
locally, across the LEP, growth corridor and nationally.

Meeting identified need within the Local Plan
2.40

The Draft Local Plan sets the scene for employment land targets as follows:
‘Forecasts suggest that there will be a growth of just over 7,650 full time equivalent jobs
in Wycombe District in the period 2013-2033, across a range of different sectors. This
includes growth of around 5,000 jobs in the “B use class” sectors of office, industrial and
warehousing, generating a requirement for an additional 54,000 sqm floorspace.
However this masks variations across sectors with forecast growth in offices and
warehousing, but decline in manufacturing’. (Draft Local Plan, page 16)

2.41

2.42

A total of 21 ha of new strategic and local employment areas have been allocated within
the Draft Local Plan. This includes:
•

Additional new employment sites at Wycombe Airpark, Princes Risborough (land
adjacent to Regents Park and Lower Icknield Way) and Stokenchurch (land
adjoining Stokenchurch Business Park); and,

•

Limited employment development on former reserve sites of Abbey Barn South
and Gomm Valley to improve the range and choice of sites

This land has been allocated on the basis of economic forecasts as set out in the
HEDNA which identifies further growth in office (B1a/b) and warehouse (B8) uses and a
decline in industrial (B1c/B2) as set out below and detailed previously:
Table 2.7:

Economic forecast for Office, Industrial and Warehousing uses over
plan period
Demand (sqm)

Hectares

B1a/b Office

+68,000

+14

B1c/B2 Industrial

-48,000

-12

B8 Warehousing

+34,000

+7

Total

+54,000

+8

Draft Local Plan, Table 8, page 53
2.43

8

The 21 ha allocated is equivalent to the identified need before forecast decline in
B1c/B2 need is accounted for (i.e. +14 ha for B1/b and +7 ha for B8 = 21ha). However,
when estimates for anticipated employment land losses are factored in (-97,000 sqm)
there is a loss of 32 ha, leading to a total under supply of 10 ha (i.e. 32 ha minus 21
8
ha) . This is demonstrated in the Table 9 of the Draft Local Plan as follows:

Figures do not sum due to rounding as stated in the Draft Local Plan, page 56
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Table 2.8:

Employment Land Demand, Potential Supply and Balance
Demand

Potential Demand/Supply

Potential new

Balance taking

Supply

allocations

account of potential

Balance (+=surplus
supply against

allocations

demand)

B1a

Sqm

Ha

Sqm

Ha

Sqm

ha

68,000

-1,000

-69,000

-14

14,000

3

-55,000

-11

-48,000

-81,000

-33,000

-8

50,000

13

17,000

4

34,000

-15,000

-49,000

-10

30,000

6

19,000

-4

54,000

-97,000

-151,000 -32

95,000

21

-57,000

-10

office
B1c/B2
industrial
B8
warehou
sing
Total

Draft Local Plan, Table 9, Page 56
Note: Figures may not sum due to rounding

The updated forecast position as set out in the HEDNA Addendum has not been
taken into account in the Draft Local Plan
2.44

As explored above, the Addendum Report published in September 2017 set out an
updated employment land position. This identified a difference of 900,000 sqm of B8
employment land in 2033 compared to the approach adopted in the HEDNA. An
additional 38,000 sqm of B8 floorspace is required (compared to 34,000 sqm identified
in the HEDNA). This updated position is considered to be more robust in light of
changing employment densities of B8 uses and should be treated as a minimum starting
point. However, the 34,000 sqm figure is used within the Draft Local Plan.

2.45

Further to this, the Addendum sets out commercial market views as to the growth in
demand for B8 floorspace. This indicates a need to plan for further growth in this use
class and to allow for flexibility and choice within provision. Wycombe District Council’s
failure to accommodate this forecast growth and take into account market views within
the employment land targets within the Draft Local Plan is concerning.

There is an undersupply of employment land to meet identified need
2.46

The Draft Local Plan confirms that there is an undersupply of employment land to meet
identified need of around 10 hectares. Further, when considering B8 in isolation the
shortfall increases from -4 ha in the HEDNA to at least -5 ha given that the HEDNA
Addendum identified an additional 1 ha of employment land for this use class (need of 8
ha as opposed to 7 ha as set out in the HEDNA).

2.47

Land is allocated within the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan for Wycombe’s employment land
needs. The appropriateness of such allocation is considered in the next chapter.
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The shortfall in employment land could be much greater, particularly for B8
2.48

The earlier analysis highlighted how conversion of job forecasts to employment land is
sensitive to the assumptions applied on employment densities and plot ratios. The
alternative assumptions – reflecting operation of warehouses as regional distribution
centres, and variant plot ratios – would increase the overall scale of shortfall in meeting
the preferred employment growth forecast. A greater shortfall (-7 ha compared to -4 ha)
in the supply of land for warehousing premises is suggested, however, which could not
– as the draft Local Plan suggests – be counterbalanced by an oversupply of industrial
premises as detailed below. Overall, this would result in the shortfall across all B class
uses of -13ha.
Table 2.9:

Impact of Varying Assumptions on Plot Ratios and Employment
Densities (ha)
Demand/supply balance – Oxford Economics
B1a/b

B1c/B2

B8

Total

-14

-8

-10

-32

-14

-8

-13

-35

Potential new allocations

3

13

6

21

Balance -HEDNA

-11ha

4ha

-4ha

-10ha

Balance - alternative

-11ha

4ha

-7ha

-13ha

HEDNA assumptions
Alternative assumptions

9

Source: Turley analysis
Notes: i) Figures may not appear to sum due to rounding ii) For balance rows – a
negative figure indicates under supply of land compared to estimated need iii) Under
supply of B1c/B2 has been based figure provided in the HEDNA which indicates an
under supply of 4ha.
2.49

The illustrative analysis above is consistently based on the Oxford Economics forecast
preferred by the HEDNA. However, the earlier analysis demonstrated that alternative
forecasts suggest a notably different position for Wycombe, which would impact upon
both the demand for employment land and the potential shortfall in its provision. The
latest Experian forecasts, for example, indicate a need for 18 ha of additional
employment space (all use classes) in Wycombe over the plan period (Table 2.5).
However, this increases to 24ha when the alternative assumptions on employment
density and plot ratios are applied. This predominantly relates to land suitable for
warehouses which would require 29ha of employment land using this approach,
resulting in a shortfall for land for this purpose of 23ha.

2.50

The qualitative nature of the shortfall is also fundamentally different under such a
scenario. The Council’s assumptions result in a shortfall in land suitable for office
premises, which it currently does not propose to resolve through additional allocations.
This specific shortfall is reduced under the Experian scenario, but a much larger shortfall

9

Assumes plot ratio of 40% and 77sqm per FTE in warehouses
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in land suitable for warehouses is implied. This would necessitate the allocation of
additional sites suitable for such premises.

It is incorrectly assumed that B2 and B8 occupier requirements are
interchangeable
2.51

In considering the response to meeting the unmet need for 10 ha of employment land
the Draft Local Plan states that:
‘The deficit is in the office (B1a/b) sector, as the industrial (B1c/B2) and warehousing
(B8) surplus and deficit, broadly balance each other out’. (Draft Local Plan, page 57,
para 4.57).
and
‘In terms of the warehouse sector, the level of need is relatively small and could be met
on the surplus industrial land where demand exceeds supply’ (Draft Local Plan, page
57, para 4.61)

2.52

This is a gross overgeneralisation of the needs of B1c/B2 and B8 occupiers and
suggests that their employment land requirements can be treated homogenously (this
mistake is also made in the Wycombe Economy Study and Employment Land Review
(PBA, 2014) where manufacturing and warehouse activities are treated together as
‘industrial’ ‘for simplicity’ (page i)). This is not the case and research shows that logistics
10
occupiers have specific locational demands across three main factors :
•

Access to strategic road network (also see HEDNA Addendum page 13, para
2.27, bullet 9)

•

Proximity to market

•

Proximity to labour supply

2.53

These locational factors will mean that sites suitable for B1c/B2 uses will not
automatically likewise be suitable for B8 uses. It cannot robustly be considered that the
oversupply of 4 ha of B1/B2 land will adequately meet the under supply of 4 ha for B8
uses.

2.54

This is also recognised in the HEDNA Addendum (albeit dealing with a greater level of
demand for B8 uses):
‘There is however a mismatch in terms of the sectors that are forecast to grow and the
supply of land across the FEMA – specifically an undersupply of office and
warehousing, and an oversupply of industrial land’ (HEDNA Addendum, page 29, para
2.78).

2.55

10

The Local Plan must therefore allocate at least a further 4 ha of employment land
suitable for B8 uses (and at least 5 ha based on the HEDNA Addendum and up to 23 ha
based on our sensitivity testing).

SEGRO (2017) Keep London Working
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A cautious approach is taken to setting employment land targets which is not
reflective of positive planning
2.56

The NPPF requires local authorities to plan ‘positively’ (NPPF, para 14, bullet 1) to meet
the ‘objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change’
(NPPF, para 14, bullet 2). The Draft Local Plan for Wycombe fails to do so.

2.57

Paragraph 4.62 of the Draft Local Plan clearly states that:
‘Ultimately the Addendum [to the HEDNA] suggests that there is a case for taking a
cautious approach to defining and allocating employment land to meet B class uses at
present, given the market uncertainties and future picture in Buckinghamshire, so that
we don’t plan for growth that doesn’t materialise’. (Draft Local Plan, page 57, para 4.62)

2.58

While it is recognised that the Plan will be ‘flexible to be responsive to possible changes
in market conditions’ (Draft Local Plan, page 58, para 4.63) it should at least start with
the best intentions and in a position of positive planning by demonstrating that needs
based on forecasts and market information will be met. Lessons should be learnt, for
example, from other local authorities such as Aylesbury Vale. Its Local Plan states:
‘It should be noted that for the market to function efficiently and to allow effectively for
churn, choice and flexibility, it will always be necessary for the supply of land and
premises to be in excess of projected future demand’ (Aylesbury Vale Local Plan,
October 2017, page 146, para 4.173)

2.59

In taking a cautious approach, Wycombe District Council is at risk from the outset of not
delivering against its own policy objective to foster economic growth as set out in the
Draft Local Plan.

There is a mismatch between land supply and B use requirements across the
FEMA
2.60

Wycombe and the other authorities within the FEMA have failed to adequately plan for
employment land requirements. The Draft Local Plan recognises that:
‘Overall across the FEMA there is sufficient land to meet the forecast for jobs, but
currently a mismatch within the B use class sectors’ (Draft Local Plan, page 58, para
4.64).

2.61

Employment land needs by sector are diverse and it cannot be assumed that a total
quantum of supply to meet the total quantum of demand identified is sufficient to
adequately meet needs in reality. Developers seeking sites and occupiers seeking
premises will have clear locational and site objectives in line with market needs. This
‘blanket planning’ is of a particular concern given that the HEDNA Addendum highlights
commercial views that demand for warehouse space is likely to be greater than forecast
and demand for office space is likely to be lower (as referenced in the Draft Local Plan,
page 57, para 4.59)

2.62

The needs of these B use classes are vastly different: land and locations appropriate for
office space cannot be readily transferred for use by warehouse occupiers. This is
recognised in the HEDNA Addendum:
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‘The market requires a mix of locations, quality and types of premises and sites that
means that simply matching the quantitative floorspace needs is unlikely to be sufficient
to meet economic development needs’. (HEDNA Addendum, page 28, para 2.71)
2.63

Wycombe is placing itself in a precarious position where neither its own Local Plan, nor
planned allocations across the wider FEMA, meets specific employment land needs by
B class subsector.

Appropriateness of Local Plan employment land targets
2.64

2.65

This chapter has sought to understand whether the right quantum of employment land
need has been identified in the Wycombe District Draft Local Plan. The Draft Local Plan
does not adequately identify employment land requirements on a number of counts.
•

It is based solely on a trend based employment forecast and fails to draw
effectively on its evidence base around market appetite and growth

•

It ignores the HEDNA Addendum which demonstrates that the quantum of B8
employment land required is greater than identified in the original HEDNA on
which the Draft Local Plan is based

•

Our own sensitivity test analysis has demonstrated that much larger demand from
B8 uses should be planned for

•

It openly acknowledges that its employment land requirement cannot be met
within its own boundary

•

Planning on this basis will not enable the Wycombe Local Plan to effectively
deliver against its own target to foster economic growth

Notably, the Draft Local Plan notes that a number of factors have been considered in
establishing employment land requirements and locations (page 16) including:
•

Commercial agents perspective that demand for office is weak but industrial
demand is stronger

•

Commercial agents indicate that only certain locations are attractive for new
business development.

2.66

Our review indicates that though these aspects have been considered within the
evidence base they have not been sufficiently incorporated within either the quantum of
employment land need identified or floorspace allocated (e.g. no adjustment is made to
reflect the weakening office market or strengthening warehouse market) within the Draft
Local Plan itself. The Local Plan does therefore not plan positively to support economic
growth and as such neither meets the requirements of the NPPF nor sets a sound
starting point to deliver Wycombe District Council’s own objective to foster economic
growth.

2.67

The Draft Local Plan uses employment land forecasts which are neither reflective of
Wycombe Districts latest quantitative findings as set out in the HEDNA Addendum, nor
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reflective of commercial market views which also form part of its evidence base. Given
that the land supply position is not sufficient to meet the demand estimated under their
preferred scenario it is clear that it will also fail to meet the requirement identified in the
HEDNA Addendum and to a larger degree (i.e. a greater undersupply).
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Appendix 4:

Natural England Response to Reg 18
Local Plan

Appendix 19: Natural England Response Regulation 18 Local Plan
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Turner, Marc (NE)
NewLocalPlan
Micklem, Rebecca (NE)
Wycombe Local Plan + Sustainability Appraisal Consultation
08 August 2016 10:47:18
NE Comments - Wycombe Local Plan 08082016.pdf

Dear Wycombe District Council,
Please find attached Natural England’s comments on the above consultation. We would like to
make it clear, that although we have no specific comments on the Sustainability Appraisal, our
comments for the Local Plan could read across as some of them could inform improvements to
both documents.
As I state at the bottom of the letter, we would be happy to come and discuss the content of
this with you in due course.
Kind Regards
Marc

Marc Turner
Senior Adviser
Sustainable Development and Regulation
Thames Valley Team
2nd Floor
Cromwell House
15 Andover Road
Winchester
SO23 7BT

www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england
Natural England offers two chargeable services – The Discretionary Advice Service (DAS)
provides pre-application, pre-determination and post-consent advice on proposals to
developers and consultants as well as pre-licensing species advice and pre-assent and
consent advice. The Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) provides advice for protected
species mitigation licence applications.
These services help applicants take appropriate account of environmental considerations at
an early stage of project development, reduce uncertainty, reduce the risk of delay and
added cost at a later stage, whilst securing good results for the natural environment.

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If
you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy
any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this
email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses
whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it

has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be
monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and
for other lawful purposes.

Click here to report this email as spam.

Date:
Our ref:

08 August 2016
189201

Wycombe District Council
Queen Victoria Road
High Wycombe
Buckinghamshire
HP11 1BB

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY
Dear Sir/Madam
Planning consultation: Draft New Wycombe Local Plan
Location: Wycombe, Buckinghamshire

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 24 June 2016 which was received by Natural
England on 24 June 2016.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Many thanks for the above consultation. We have a number of comments to make on this plan
relating both to Biodiversity and Landscape. Natural England advises that on the basis of the
information before us presently, if this was to be submitted for Examination, we would have issues
with the soundness of the document. Our reasoning is set out below.
1. Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure
Natural England are concerned that there is very little reference throughout this suite of documents
to the various ecological designated sites found throughout Wycombe District. As well as Chilterns
Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation (SAC), there are a number of Sites of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) including Naphill Common. Natural England advises that all relevant Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs), European sites (Special Areas of Conservation) should be included on
the proposals map for the area so they can be clearly identified in the context of proposed
development allocations and policies for development. Designated sites should be protected and,
where possible, enhanced.
The Local Plan should be screened under Regulation 102 of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) at an early stage so that outcomes of the assessment can
inform key decision making on strategic options and development sites. It may be necessary to
outline avoidance and/or mitigation measures at the plan level, including a clear direction for project
level HRA work to ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of internationally designated sites. It
may also be necessary for plans to provide policies for strategic or cross boundary approaches,
particularly in areas where designated sites cover more than one Local Planning Authority
boundary.
Natural England would welcome early discussion on the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of
the plan and can offer further advice as policy options are progressed. We realise that there is
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strong protection for these designated sites within the 2013 Wycombe Site Allocations document,
but this was three years ago, changes include new housing allocations considered within the
document. As an absolute minimum we recommend the Habitats Regulations Screening
Assessment completed for the previous document is refreshed to take into account the new
allocations. We would also encourage more cross referencing throughout this new document, to the
retained policies from the Site Allocations, because as it currently reads there is little regard for
these designations.
There is also no reference to the important chalk stream rivers which run through the District.
Natural England would recommend they receive more consideration within this documentation.
Green Infrastructure also received little regard throughout the document, until such time as DM33 is
reached in the document. We feel it would be pertinent to again reference this policy more often
throughout the body of the document for reasons outlined in our Annex.
Natural England are also aware that Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment
Partnership are about to publish a document entailed Vision and Principles for the Improvement of
Green Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. We would recommend that Policy
DM33 is reviewed and amended to make sure that these two documents are compatible.
1.1 Local Plan Comments













Section 3 – Natural England advises that the Plan’s vision and emerging development
strategy should address impacts and opportunities for the natural environment with particular
emphasis on designated environmental assets. The plan should take a strategic approach to
the protection and enhancement of the natural environment and aim for a net gain for
biodiversity considering opportunities for enhancement and improving connectivity. Where
relevant there should be linkages with the Biodiversity Action Plan, Nature Improvement
Area, Local Nature Partnership, National Park/Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Management Plans, Rights of Way Improvement Plans and Green Infrastructure Strategies.
Section 3 - we are very pleased to see that the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) is referenced with regard one of the key objectives for this plan. However there is no
reference to the internationally important Chilterns Beechwoods SAC within this objective,
which we would argue also forms part of the Chilterns experience. Equally there is no
mention of the other SSSIs in Wycombe which although only nationally designated we would
argue also form part of the Chilterns and should be likewise cherished.
Natural England agree that CP1 is an excellent aspiration, but without any reference to what
this means, we feel it becomes irrelevant as a Policy by itself. Other policies cover the issues
associated with Sustainable Development such as Green Infrastructure. Without an up to
date Habitats Regulations Assessment, we would argue the plan isn’t sustainable as it
stands.
CP6 – as discussed above, an opportunity to link here to policy DM33. All new vibrant and
high quality town centres should have an appropriate provision of green space for recreation
and health benefits to the population.
CP8 – potential here to reference the nationally and internationally important ecological
designations, which add to the sense of place in Wycombe. This is as well as the AONB
which is referenced. It would seem to make sense to reference both sets of designations
here.
4.66 – the reference here is incorrect it should be Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
4.68 – Natural England are strongly supportive of phrases such as this, and we feel they
should be included within the Policy Framework of the Local Plan, not just the Site
Allocations document
5.1.24 and 5.1.25 – this reference to Gomm Valley SSSI in the vicinity of this allocated site,
should be included within the Policy itself, rather than the supporting text. It is vital that this
development does not lead to harm being caused on Gomm Valley SSSI.
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2. Landscape
Natural England are pleased to see that cherishing the Chilterns is one of the key objectives of this
document. However we are of the opinion that this objective could go further from a Landscape
perspective. We would ask you to give very careful consideration to the views and advice of the
Chilterns AONB Conservation Board on this matter, and take into account the aims and objectives
of the Chilterns AONB Management Plan.
That said, Natural England currently does not consider the evidence outlined in this suite of
documents to be to be sufficiently robust to justify the scale of impact of homes upon the Chilterns
AONB. There are alternative solutions available including discharging larger areas of Green Belt
which aren’t in the AONB, or allocating houses in areas outside of both Green Belt and AONB.
We are concerned that with high housing numbers in this locality of the AONB, the environmental
limits will be reached with regard to impacts on the AONB. We would wish to see clear justification
that all reasonable alternatives have been considered.
2.1 AONB Draft Site Assessment Document
The draft Site Assessment Report appears to provide a helpful initial assessment of the capacity of
the selected sites to accommodate development. It is however a relatively light touch assessment
especially given that the sites are within the AONB. Some ways to strengthen the assessment
process and conclusions are suggested below (see a. and b. below).
We note and welcome that the assessment has drawn on the existing Landscape Character
Assessment. We also note that the exercise has been guided by national policy in seeking to
exclude ‘major development’ from the AONB, including circumstances where sites in combination
could constitute major development.
The views of the Chilterns Conservation Board will be important to finalising this report given their
direct knowledge of the sites and their assessment of whether development of specific sites,
individually or in combination, could constitute major development. This is of course important
because, as the draft report recognises, national planning policy does not provide a definition of
‘major development’ but leaves that determination to individual LPAs.
a. The Conservation Board can also advise on how development of these sites fits or is in potential
conflict with the aims and objectives of the AONB management plan. The draft report presents the
relevant AONB management policies. The report states that ‘these objectives should also be borne
in mind in considering possible plan allocations in the AONB’. It would be helpful for the report to
confirm that these policies have been used to shape the assessment criteria rather than simply
being ‘borne in mind’ and to set out how they will continue to inform the sites selection process.
b. The evidence base for the selection of an allocated site can include a Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (LVIA) based on the type of development envisaged for that site. This of course
cannot be as detailed or definitive as an LVIA for a fully worked up scheme submitted as a planning
application, but it can still be a valuable contribution to the decision making process. It will certainly
provide greater insight into the development potential of the site and the need and scope for
mitigation measures and therefore, in the context of this report, greatly expand upon the ‘Landscape
guidelines for development’ set out for each site. This can be especially helpful and is justified for
sites within a nationally designated landscape. We therefore recommend that LVIAs are
commissioned for the sites in this document which are considered to have the greatest capacity to
accommodate development to help confirm that this conclusion is sound and to maximise
confidence in the ongoing site selection process.
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Whilst we welcome the preparation of this additional landscape assessment work that the Council
has undertaken at Stokenchurch and Lane End, we would encourage Wycombe District to do the
same for the other allocations around High Wycombe and Marlow. They are equally likely to harm
the AONB, and should be given the same level of consideration.
2.2 Local Plan Comments


4.7 – Natural England would disagree that the Major Development Test, as outlined in NPPF
Paragraph 116 can only be determined at planning application stage. We would like to draw
your attention to the recent Inspectors decision at the Vale of White Horse Local Plan
examination, when the Inspector did indeed pass judgement on the Major Development Test
and indeed asked the Local Planning Authority to remove two allocations from their plan
which in his opinion failed this test.
The impending changes to the Housing and Planning Act to introduce Permission in
Principle (PiP) bring this into sharp focus. If PiP applies, it will be too late to assess whether
a site constitutes major development and whether exceptional circumstances exist. Natural
England would recommend as part of any reviews of the evidence base in terms of an LVIA,
should include a complete study to demonstrate compliance with the purpose of the AONB
and against the major development tests.












Policy HW6, Natural England have concerns regarding a large development of 600 units and
its potential impacts upon the setting of the AONB. There is no reference to the AONB in
either the policy or the supporting text of the Local Plan, and yet the Sustainability Appraisal
does reference the sensitive landscape features of the location. We are of the opinion that
the evidence base to inform the inclusion of this allocation would benefit from production of
an LVIA. Natural England would be happy to discuss this matter with Wycombe District,
around how any effects outlined in an LVIA could be moderated or mitigated.
Policy HW7, Natural England have concerns regarding a large development of 500 units and
its potential impacts upon the setting of the AONB. There is little reference to the AONB in
either the policy or the supporting text of the Local Plan, and yet it is covered in the
Sustainability Appraisal. We are of the opinion that the evidence base to inform the inclusion
of this allocation would benefit from production of an LVIA. Natural England would be happy
to discuss this matter with Wycombe District, around how any effects outlined in an LVIA
could be moderated or mitigated.
Policy HW10 – Natural England have concerns regarding the development of up to 50 units
at this location. Paragraph 5.1.46 states further assessment is required due to the potential
effects on views within the AONB. We would recommend this allocation would also benefit
from an LVIA in advance of testing the Local Plan, to make sure this allocation is deliverable.
Policy HW12 – At this stage there isn’t a policy available for this allocation as Wycombe
District are still considering whether to include it within the plan. As the allocation is within
the AONB, we would recommend it would benefit from an LVIA to inform the evidence base.
Policy HW15 – paragraph 5.1.63 recommends that an LVIA should be required to support
this development. We would agree with that conclusion.
Policy MR7 - At this stage there isn’t a policy available for this allocation as Wycombe
District are still considering whether to include it within the plan. As the allocation is within
the AONB, we would recommend it would benefit from an LVIA to inform the evidence base.
Policy DM31 – Natural England are pleased to see inclusion of a stand-alone AONB Policy
in this document, however we feel it doesn’t currently represent the protection given to
Landscape Designations within paragraphs 115 and 116 of the NPPF. We would draw your
attention to the comments of Chilterns AONB Conservation Board on this matter.

We would be happy to comment further or attend a meeting to discuss our concerns, should the
need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.
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For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Rebecca Micklem on
For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
Yours sincerely

Marc Turner
Thames Valley Team
Sustainable Development and Regulation
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Annex – Additional Comments From Natural England
Priority habitats, ecological networks and priority and/or legally protected species
populations
The Local Plan should be underpinned by up to date environmental evidence, this should include an
assessment of existing and potential components of ecological networks working with Local Nature
Partnerships, as recommended by paragraph 165 of the NPPF to inform the Sustainability
Appraisal, the development constraints of particular sites, to ensure that land of least environment
value is chosen for development, and to ensure the mitigation hierarchy is followed.
Priority habitats and species are those listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act, 2006 and UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP). Further information is available
here: Habitats and species of principal importance in England. Local Biodiversity Action Plans
(LBAPs) identify the local action needed to deliver UK targets for habitats and species. They also
identify targets for other habitats and species of local importance and can provide a useful blueprint
for biodiversity enhancement in any particular area.
Protected species are those species protected under domestic or European law. Further information
can be found here Standing advice for protected species. Sites containing watercourses, old
buildings, significant hedgerows and substantial trees are possible habitats for protected species.
Ecological networks are coherent systems of natural habitats organised across whole landscapes
so as to maintain ecological functions. A key principle is to maintain connectivity - to enable free
movement and dispersal of wildlife e.g. badger routes, river corridors for the migration of fish and
staging posts for migratory birds.
(Where NIAs have been identified) The Plan should also reference Nature Improvement Areas
(NIAs) and consider specifying appropriate types of development within them. NIAs can provide a
focal point for creating more andbetter-connected habitats. Where housing allocations are proposed
in the environs of NIAs opportunities to contribute to habitat enhancement should be explored.
Planning positively for ecological networks will contribute towards a strategic approach for the
creation, protection, enhancement and management of green infrastructure, as identified in
paragraph 114 of the NPPF.
Where a plan area contains irreplaceable habitats, such as ancient woodland and veteran trees,
there should be appropriate policies to ensure their protection. Natural England and the Forestry
Commission have produced standing advice on ancient woodland and veteran trees.
Green Infrastructure
Green infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaces, water and other environmental
features in both urban and rural areas. It is often used in an urban context to provide multiple
benefits including space for recreation, access to nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support
climate change mitigation, food production, wildlife habitats and health & well-being improvements
provided by trees, rights of way, parks, gardens, road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands,
rivers and wetlands.
Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, where it might additionally refer to the use of
farmland, woodland, wetlands or other natural features to provide services such as flood protection,
carbon storage or water purification.
A strategic approach for green infrastructure networks should support a similar approach for
ecological networks, as outlined above. Evidence of a strategic approach can be underpinned by
Green Infrastructure Strategy. We encourage the provision of green infrastructure to be included
within a specific policy in the Local Plan or alternatively integrated into relevant other policies, for
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example biodiversity, green space, flood risk, climate change, reflecting the multifunctional benefits
of green infrastructure.
Climate change adaptation
The Local Plan should consider climate change adaption and recognise the role of the natural
environment to deliver measures to reduce the effects of climate change, for example tree planting
to moderate heat island effects. In addition factors which may lead to exacerbate climate change
(through more greenhouse gases) should be avoided (e.g. pollution, habitat fragmentation, loss of
biodiversity) and the natural environment’s resilience to change should be protected. Green
Infrastructure and resilient ecological networks play an important role in aiding climate change
adaptation.
Access and Rights of Way
Natural England advises that the Plan should include policies to ensure protection and
enhancement of public rights of way and National Trails, as outlined in paragraph 75 of the NPPF.
Recognition should be given to the value of rights of way and access to the natural environment in
relation to health and wellbeing and links to the wider green infrastructure network. The plan should
seek to link existing rights of way where possible, and provides for new access opportunities. The
plan should avoid building on open space of public value as outlined in paragraph 74 of the NPPF.
The plan should make provision for appropriate quantity and quality of green space to meet
identified local needs as outlined in paragraph 73 of the NPPF. Natural England’s work on
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) may be of use in assessing current level of
accessible natural greenspace and planning improved provision.
Soils
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by the area’s soils. These
should be valued as a finite multi-functional resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity.
Decisions about development should take full account of the impact on soils, their intrinsic character
and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services they deliver.
The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most versatile agricultural land
(Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land Classification) as a resource for the future in line with
National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 112 to safeguard ‘best and most versatile’
agricultural land.
Air pollution
We would expect the plan to address the impacts of air quality on the natural environment. In
particular, it should address the traffic impacts associated with new development, particularly where
this impacts on European sites and SSSIs. The environmental assessment of the plan (SA and
HRA) should also consider any detrimental impacts on the natural environment, and suggest
appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures where applicable.
Natural England advises that one of the main issues which should be considered in the plan and the
SA/HRA are proposals which are likely to generate additional nitrogen emissions as a result of
increased traffic generation, which can be damaging to the natural environment.
The effects on local roads in the vicinity of any proposed development on nearby designated nature
conservation sites (including increased traffic, construction of new roads, and upgrading of existing
roads), and the impacts on vulnerable sites from air quality effects on the wider road network in the
area (a greater distance away from the development) can be assessed using traffic projections and
the 200m distance criterion followed by local Air Quality modelling where required. We consider that
the designated sites at risk from local impacts are those within 200m of a road with increased
traffic1, which feature habitats that are vulnerable to nitrogen deposition/acidification. APIS provides
1

The ecological effects of diffuse air pollution (2004) English Nature Research Report 580
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a searchable database and information on pollutants and their impacts on habitats and
species.
Water Quality and Resources and Flood Risk Management
Natural England expects the Plan to consider the strategic impacts on water quality and resources
as outlined in paragraph 156 of the NPPF. We would also expect the plan to address flood risk
management in line with the paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF.
The Local Plan should be based on an up to date evidence base on the water environment and as
such the relevant River Basin Management Plans should inform the development proposed in the
Local Plan. These Plans (available here) implement the EU Water Framework Directive and outline
the main issues for the water environment and the actions needed to tackle them. Local Planning
Authorities must in exercising their functions, have regard to these plans.
The Local Plan should contain policies which protect habitats from water related impacts and where
appropriate seek enhancement. Priority for enhancements should be focussed on N2K sites, SSSIs
and local sites which contribute to a wider ecological network.
Plans should positively contribute to reducing flood risk by working with natural processes and
where possible use Green Infrastructure policies and the provision of SUDs to achieve this.

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 11, Section 3 Part 1 (2007), Highways Agency
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1.

INTRODUCTION
1.1.

Background

1.1.1.

Ecology Solutions was commissioned by SEGRO Plc to undertake a
review of Wycombe District Council’s (WDC) proposal to deliver the
Little Marlow Lakes Country Park. Specifically, Ecology Solutions was
asked to consider the extent to which the delivery of a 329ha Country
Park can be justified in the context of planned housing growth and
potential impacts on the Burnham Beeches Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

1.1.2.

Relevant information pertaining to the designation of the Country Park
(which goes further than an aspiration to simply increase recreational
resources in the district) is found within the minutes (undated) of the
Planning Committee meeting held in relation to the “New Wycombe
District Local Plan, Little Marlow Lakes Country Park and Community
Infrastructure Levy Receipts”. A copy is included at Appendix 1.

1.1.3.

Paragraph 48 of the minutes states:
“The proposal for the area to be a country park was first made
over a decade ago. Work on the Local Plan and Natural
England has identified that Burnham Beeches – a Site of
Special Scientific Interest, a National Nature Reserve and a
Special Area of Conservation – is subject to increasing levels
of visitor pressure.”

1.1.4.

Paragraph 49 of the minutes states:
“In light of this the Council has secured agreement from
Natural England that a satisfactory solution to this is that the
Council seeks contributions to increase the accessibility to the
country park to off-set impacts on Burnham Beeches.”

1.1.5.

As discussed in detail at section 3 of this report, the Habitats
Regulations Assessment of the Wycombe District Local Plan –
Screening Report” (September 2017), confirms that Natural England
has advised that mitigation is required for new residential development
within a 5km radius of the Burnham Beeches SSSI / SAC. That advice
is understood to include reference to the provision of high quality
public open space.

1.1.6.

SEGRO Plc maintains a commercial interest in land at Westhorpe
Farm, with a view to deliver employment opportunities in tandem with a
significant amount of open space provision. This land is within the
proposed boundary of the Little Marlow Lakes Country Park.

1.1.7.

This report is focussed upon the evidence base surrounding the need
for the Little Marlow Country Park, justifications relating to the size of
any such provision and whether employment development could come
forward at Westhorpe Farm without fettering the delivery of a Country
Park, albeit on a smaller scale, which would still meet the aims of any
required mitigation strategy relating to impacts on the Burnham
Beeches SAC / SSSI.
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1.1.8.

In producing this report, Ecology Solutions has had full regard to
relevant legislation, including The Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010 (hereinafter referred to as the Habitats
Regulations). The following reports and information have also informed
this report:
•
•

•
•
•

1.2.

“Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Wycombe District
Local Plan – Screening Report” (September 2017);
“Memorandum of Understanding between Wycombe District
Council (WDC) and Chiltern District Council/South Bucks
District Council (CDC/SBDC) on Strategic Planning and the
“Duty to Cooperate” on Planning Matters”;
Formal Conservation Objectives for the Burnham Beeches
SAC;
Burnham Beeches SSSI Management Unit condition
information;
Projected population increases resulting from relevant local
plan housing delivery.

Structure of this Report

1.2.1.

In the first instance, this report describes relevant baseline information
relating to the Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI. It then considers the
likely significant effects identified as arising from the Wycombe District
Local Plan along with any requirement for mitigation pursuant to the
SAC / SSSI. In this regard, specific reference is made to the Habitats
Regulations Screening Report (2017).

1.2.2.

In the light of this background, the report then goes on to consider the
opportunity to deliver both employment provision and land which could
form part of the wider Country Park at Westhorpe Farm, without loss of
the ability for the Local Plan to mitigate any perceived adverse effects
on the Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI. Finally, conclusions are drawn.
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2.

CONSERVATION STATUS OF THE BURNHAM BEECHES SAC / SSSI
2.1.

SAC Qualifying Features

2.1.1.

Burnham Beeches SAC was designated in 2005 and is 383.71ha in
size. It comprises broadleaved and coniferous woodland with scrub
and heath habitats also represented.

2.1.2.

In terms of SAC qualification, it has been selected on the basis that is
an example of on Atlantic acidophilous beech forest comprising an
extensive area of former beech wood-pasture. Many old pollards are
present along with associated beech Fagus sylvatica and oak Quercus
spp. high forest. It is one of the richest sites for saproxylic
invertebrates in the UK, with 14 Red Data Book species recorded. It
also contains nationally important epiphytic communities, including the
moss Zygodon forsteri.

2.1.3.

The following is cited as the Annex 1 habitat listed as a primary reason
for site selection:
“Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes
also Taxus in the shrub layer (Quercion robori-petraeae or IliciFagenion)”

2.1.4.

2.2.

The Natura 2000 Standard Data Form for the SAC is included in
Appendix 2. A copy of the relevant Conservation Objectives is included
at Appendix 3.
SSSI Qualifying Features

2.2.1.

Burnham Beeches qualifies as a SSSI on account of the presence of a
complex of habitats, including mature and developing woodland, old
coppice, scrub and heath. This matrix, of which no individual habitat is
widely represented in Buckinghamshire (ancient pollards are virtually
unique in this location), supports numerous plants, birds and
invertebrate species of regional importance, as well as several
nationally rare species.

2.2.2.

A copy of the SSSI citation is included at Appendix 4.

2.3.

Condition of SAC / SSSI habitats

2.3.1.

Habitat condition information for each of the management units of
Burnham Beeches SSSI is given within the ‘condition assessment
comment’ included at Appendix 5.

2.3.2.

The SSSI contains four management units. Of these four units, one
(Unit 2) is listed as being in “unfavourable and recovering” condition.
All other units are listed as being in “favourable” condition.

2.3.3.

Favourable condition for the SSSI is defined as being adequately
conserved and meeting its 'conservation objectives'.

2.3.4.

With specific reference to management unit 2, the comments section
of the condition assessment information describes observations
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relating to the lack of favourable condition. It describes how in some
areas the beech woodland contains “just 2 main age classes, with no
ancient trees, a lack of regeneration and no real understorey”. Other
negative attributes include Bracken Pteridium aquilinum and Tufted
Hair Grass Deschampsia caespitosa dominating the ground flora in
some areas, and tree damage attributed to squirrel and deer.
2.3.5.

Impacts from recreational pressure (e.g. footpath erosion, damage to
trees or vegetation trampling are not cited as a cause for any
unfavourable condition. For unit 2, the condition is unfavourable (but
on a trajectory towards favourable condition) on account of a lack of
appropriate habitat management.

2.3.6.

Importantly, for unit one it is stated:
“There are no indications of any aspects which might be a
threat to the special interest of the unit.”

2.3.7.

For units 3 and 4 it is stated:
“Measures are in place to manage public access and to control
potentially damaging impacts due to trampling and dog
walking.”

2.3.8.

The available information on unit condition (as published by Natural
England) is from assessments undertaken between 2006 and 2010.
Whilst this is the best available information specifically relating to SSSI
unit condition, noting the dates of the assessments, consideration has
been given to other sources of information available.

2.3.9.

The document titled “Draft supplementary advice on conserving and
restoring site features” (June 2017) relating to the Burnham Beeches
SAC, also contains information on habitat condition and threats to the
favourable conservation status of the interest features of the SAC.

2.3.10.

Within the Draft Supplementary Advice (2017) there is one reference
to the potential for visitors to damage the roots of veteran trees
through trampling effects, but no cited evidence of actual harm and
nowhere in that document is any information which would lead one to
consider recreational pressure a significant threat to the Integrity of the
site. The focus is clearly on appropriate habitat management (e.g.
coppicing) and control of pest species such as Deer. It is however
noted that the Natura 2000 Data Form for the SAC does reference
leisure activities / recreation in the list of ‘threats’ to the site.

2.3.11.

Natural England publish Site Improvement Plans (SIPs) for Natura
2000 sites. A copy of that for Burnham Beeches is included at
Appendix 6. The SIP describes identified threats and pressures
together with priority measures aimed at improving site condition.

2.3.12.

As described within the table on page two of the SIP, the proposed
measure in relation to addressing recreational pressures is:
“Continuation of the access management strategy in the
National Nature Reserve (NNR)”
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2.3.13.

From the available information, it is concluded that existing threats to
the favourable condition of qualifying interest features of the SAC /
SSSI habitats are related to a lack of habitat management as opposed
to impacts from recreational pressures. There would appear to be no
evidence of actual harm, or evidence of a significant failure of current
visitor management measures leading to a cause for concern. The
potential threat to favourable condition in this regard is to be
addressed through the continuation of an existing visitor management
strategy.

2.3.14.

Notwithstanding the above, significant increases in housing numbers
within close proximity to the Burnham Beeches SSSI / SAC could lead
to increases in recreational pressure at the designated site, which may
give rise to adverse effects. In adopting what can be termed an ultraprecautionary stance, given an apparent lack of evidence for harm, it
can be deemed reasonable for the Local Plan to incorporate mitigation
measures aimed at reducing any projected increases in visitor
pressure at the designated site. This matter is discussed in further
detail in subsequent sections of this report.

2.3.15.

For clarity, the delivery of open-space is a key consideration since it is
a primary mitigation tool when dealing with recreational impacts at
designated sites. Where suitable open-space resources can be
delivered either within a development, or in close proximity, residents
are more likely to use these areas for recreation than travel to a
designated site.
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3.

CONSIDERATION OF THE HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT OF THE
WYCOMBE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN – SCREENING REPORT (2017)
3.1.

Table 2 (pages 46 to 57) of the Screening Report (2017) lists housing and
employment allocations relevant to the Local Plan. It also includes
information regarding the distance of each allocation site from Burnham
Beeches SAC and other designated sites. Drawing reference to Table 2, at
paragraph 4.94 it is stated:
“As shown in table 2 site allocations and SACs, most of the sites
are located a considerable way from the SACs. As such, it is not
envisaged that development on these sites will have
significant effects on the qualifying features of the SACs
considered in this report [emphasis added]. Even if they will
result in an increase of population, they are unlikely to
significantly increase recreational pressures on the SACs
[emphasis added].”

3.2.

At paragraph 4.95 of the Screening Report (2017) it is stated:
“Some of the SACs are also designated as National Nature
Reserves managed by Natural England. The very purpose of
National Nature Reserves is to encourage visitors to come and
responsibly enjoy these spaces, and management plans for these
NNR [sic] will ensure this continues without affecting the integrity of
the SACs.”

3.3.

At paragraph 4.109 of the Screening Report (2017) it is stated:
“In many instances recreational pressures are not the key issue in
relation to maintaining or improving the standard of the SAC, or
where it is measures are being proposed or considered to manage
visitor pressure. At this stage, no likely significant effects on the
SACs due to recreational pressure as a result of the plan alone or
in combination with other plans and programmes (see also Chapter
5) are foreseen.”

3.4.

In this light, the designation of any large-scale country park for the purpose
of mitigating potential perceived impacts on the Burnham Beeches SAC /
SSSI, or indeed any other SAC is not justifiable.

3.5.

It is however confirmed at paragraphs 4.98 and 4.99 of the Screening
Report (2017) that the delivery of large scale (strategic) public open space
was driven by advice from Natural England. At paragraph 4.98 it is stated:
“At Burnham Beeches which lies outside the AONB, a visitor
survey undertaken in 2014 shows that most of the pressure comes
from either people living in the vicinity of the SAC or from the
northern side of Slough. The report states large developments
within a 5 km radius should be taken into account: this applies to
future developments proposed in the Bourne End and Wooburn
area. However, it also clearly states that impact diminishes with
distance –100 dwellings at 5 km from the SAC has the same
impact as 1.3 dwelling built at 500 meters –and that other factors
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besides distance from the SAC may be important, for example the
presence of other green space sites nearby.”
3.6.

At paragraph 4.99 of the Screening Report (2017) it is stated:
“Through ongoing discussion, Natural England has identified that
the developments planned around Bourne End and Wooburn, in
particular Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm, could potentially lead
to likely significant effects if they do not mitigate the increase in
recreational need. Natural England has advised that to counteract
recreational pressure on the Burnham Beeches SAC, a level of
high quality open space provision equivalent to 8 ha/1000 people
should ideally be provided on sites within 5 km of the site and at a
closer or more convenient location than the protected site.”

3.7.

It is therefore clear from the above, that the primary concern of Natural
England relates to residential development at Slate Meadow and Hollands
Farm.

3.8.

Turning back to Table 2 of the Screening Report (2017), in relation to
Burnham Beeches specifically, as can be seen, in the majority of instances
housing allocation sites (of direct relevance to increased recreational
pressure at the SAC / SSSI) are in excess of 5km from the Burnham
Beeches SAC / SSSI. At such distances, potential effects from increased
recreational pressure are unlikely to arise. Only three allocation sites are
likely to come forward within 5km of the SAC / SSSI, these being:
•
•
•

Slate Meadow, Bourne End and Wooburn (3560m);
Hollands Farm (north), Bourne End and Wooburn (3680m); and
Windrush House, Bourne End (4740m).

3.9.

It is confirmed that for Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm (north), both
strategic allocations delivering 150 and 467 units respectively, each would
deliver on-site open space provision. For Windrush House, an off-site
contribution towards open-space will be sought given the small-scale nature
of this allocation (8 units). Further detail regarding the open space provision
associated with Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm is given within the
Screening Report (2017) and this is discussed below.

3.10.

In relation to Slate Meadow, at paragraph 4.101 it is stated that the delivery
of 150 units would equate to 375 additional residents and that:
“This would result in a need for 3 ha of open space according to
the Natural England standard referred to at paragraph 4.99. Part of
the development brief area is composed of a village green (2.7 ha)
which is already used for dog walking and will be managed to give
wider public access; the site itself will also provide additional areas
adjacent to the village green up to over 4 ha, and although some of
the additional areas will be inaccessible due to ecology or standing
water (lake), the village green and other additional accessible land
would result in the provision of over 3 ha overall, thus meeting the
requirement to mitigate recreational pressure at this site.”
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3.11.

In relation to Hollands Farm, which is proposed in the Local Plan for 467
dwellings, equating to 1168 additional residents, it is stated:
“If this were the level of development coming forward, policy DM16
would require the site to provide 5.19 of open space (3.85 ha of
strategic open space and 1.34 ha of local open space). Although
this does not reach the 9.34 ha that would ideally be required for a
zero impact conclusion (if Natural England’s standards were to be
applied), it is important to note that the site is about two kilometres
away from Little Marlow Lakes Country Park (329 ha77), and is
almost adjacent to the River Thames, with the Thames Path
running along Bourne End to the Little Marlow Lakes Country Park,
as well as being a long distance recreational path.”

3.12.

There is no detailed consideration of the proposed allocation at Windrush
House, Bourne End, (the only other residential allocation within 5km of the
SAC / SSSI) or windfall development. However, given the small scale
associated with such sites, it is unsurprising that Natural England has not
made specific reference to these when raising concerns in relation to
Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI. For completeness, using an average
household figure of 2.5 residents, the Windrush House, Bourne End
allocation (8 units) would require the provision of 0.16ha of open space in
line with the 8ha / 1000 new population standard.

3.13.

By way of summary conclusion, it has been demonstrated through the
Screening Report (2017) that, in relation to the proposed residential
allocation sites within 5km of the SAC / SSSI:
•
•

•

3.14.

Slate Meadow could deliver appropriate on-site mitigation and no
reliance need be placed upon off site recreational opportunities;
As currently envisaged, Hollands Farm could deliver a significant
proportion of any required mitigation on site. A balance of 4.15ha
would need to be delivered elsewhere (e.g. through CIL payments
towards strategic open space provision); and
For Windrush House 0.16ha of open space would be required to be
delivered off-site (e.g. CIL payments towards strategic open space
provision).

Thus, as part of any required mitigation package, strategic open space
could be relied upon by Hollands Farm, Windrush House and any windfall
development coming forward within the plan period. However, required
provision would be very small scale in comparison to the current proposal,
which delivers a Country Park of 329ha.
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4.

SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS IN RESPECT OF THE LITTLE MARLOW LAKES
COUNTRY PARK
4.1.

It is understood that Little Marlow Lakes Country Park is, at least in part,
proposed as a key strategic mitigation provision, in respect of potential
significant effects arising from the Local Plan on the Burnham Beeches
SAC / SSSI. Whilst scant information is available to demonstrate any real
harm arising in relation to recreational pressure at this designated site, the
concerns of Natural England are noted, as is its precautionary stance to
mitigation which includes provision of good quality open space at 8ha /
1000 new population (consistent with the approach taken for the Thames
Basin Heaths Special Protection Area - SPA), in respect of new residential
development within 5km of the SAC / SSSI.

4.2.

This report has already discussed the actual requirements for strategic (offsite) open space provision which arise from the allocations in the local plan,
which are negligible (4.31ha plus an allowance for windfall development).

4.3.

The Little Marlow Lakes Country Park as currently proposed is 329ha in
size. Provision on that scale would be sufficient to deliver SAC / SSSI
mitigation (open space) well in excess of that required for the whole of the
Local Plan housing allocation, should that be delivered within 5km of the
SAC / SSSI. For clarity, with planned housing numbers of 12,900 across
the plan period, that equates to around 32,250 new residents and a need to
deliver 258ha of suitable open space.

4.4.

Therefore, taking an absolute worse-case scenario, even if all new
residential development under the Local Plan were to be delivered within
5km of the SAC / SSSI, then there would still be an over provision of 71 ha.

4.5.

It is considered that no case can be made for the required delivery of 329ha
of open space for use as mitigation land in respect of effects arising from
the Local Plan on the Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI. It follows that 329ha
is a significant overprovision and that if the size of the Little Marlow Lakes
Country Park were to be reduced, this would have absolutely no bearing on
the Local Plan being able to demonstrate compliance with the tests of the
Habitats Regulations. Indeed, it has been confirmed by Natural England
(Marc Turner pers comm 28th November 2017) that the required size of the
Country Park was not set by Natural England and that it would have no
concerns regarding a reduction in size as long as the remaining land still
provided sufficient mitigation. As demonstrated in this report, a country park
of reduced size, in line with that proposed by SEGRO Plc, would be more
than appropriate (significantly so) to mitigate any perceived effects on the
Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI.

4.6.

Under SEGRO Plc’s proposals for land at Westhorpe Farm, just under 19ha
would be removed from the proposed Little Marlow Lakes Country Park,
with the removed land forming one contiguous block in the northwest of the
proposed country park (i.e. there will be no fragmentation impacts). This
loss is a negligible area in the context of a proposed 329ha site. A reduction
on this scale would therefore leave 310ha of land potentially available for
the creation of the Country Park. Importantly, three parcels of land under
SEGRO’s control could be made available for enhancement in line with the
Council’s aspirations to create Little Marlow Lakes Country Park.
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4.7.

At a reduced 310ha, the proposed Little Marlow Lakes Country Park would
clearly meet any requirements in relation to mitigating potential significant
effects on the Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI arising from the Local Plan. It
would also retain significant headroom capacity as a strategic open space
which could (where appropriate) be relied upon by developments where
contributions towards off-site open space are deemed necessary.

4.8.

It is noted that within the “Memorandum of Understanding between WDC,
CDC/SBDC on Strategic Planning and the Duty to Cooperate on Planning
Matters”, there is a specific reference to the Little Marlow Lakes Country
Park. Again, this reference is specific to mitigating potential significant
adverse effects on the Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI. It is stated at
Schedule D:
“As a result of discussions with CDC/SBDC, WDC and Natural
England it is agreed that strategic allocations in WDC within 5km of
Burnham Beeches will make a requisite provision of open space
on-site or where this is not possible off-site contributions to the
delivery of the Little Marlow Lakes Country Park. Windfall
developments in WDC will through the use of CIL, or alternative
means if CIL is replaced, also contribute towards the delivery of the
Little Marlow Lakes Country Park.”

4.9.

This does nothing more than confirm that WDC will place a reliance upon
the delivery of the Little Marlow Lakes Country Park as a mitigation
measure for windfall development and, where required, for strategic
allocations, within 5km of Burnham Beeches. No further commentary on
this Memorandum of Understanding is considered necessary at this stage.
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5.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
5.1.

Ecology Solutions was commissioned by SEGRO Plc to undertake a review
of WDC’s proposal to deliver the Little Marlow Lakes Country Park.
Specifically, Ecology Solutions was asked to consider the extent to which
the delivery of a 329ha Country Park can be justified in the context of
planned housing growth and potential impacts on the Burnham Beeches
SSSI and SAC.

5.2.

From available baseline habitat condition information, it is concluded that
existing threats to the favourable condition of qualifying interest features of
the SAC / SSSI habitats are related to a lack of habitat management as
opposed to impacts from recreational pressures. Ecology Solutions have
found no cited evidence of actual harm, or evidence of a significant failure
of current visitor management measures leading to a cause for concern. As
identified through the relevant SIP, the potential threat to favourable
condition in this regard is to be addressed through the continuation of an
existing visitor management strategy.

5.3.

However, it is understood that Natural England has raised concerns in
relation to developments planned around Bourne End and Wooburn.
Developments at Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm, are specifically cited
and it is considered that these could potentially lead to likely significant
effects in the absence of mitigation. It is understood that Natural England
advised WDC that to mitigate recreational pressure on the Burnham
Beeches SAC / SSSI, for residential development within 5km of the SAC /
SSSI, high quality open space should be provided, equivalent to 8 ha/1000
and located in closer proximity to the development than the designated site.

5.4.

It is clear from the Habitats Regulations Screening Report (2017) that only
three development allocations would trigger a requirement for mitigation,
these being Slate Meadow, Hollands Farm and Windrush House. However,
Slate Meadow could deliver appropriate on-site mitigation and no reliance
need be placed upon off site recreational opportunities. Hollands Farm,
Windrush House and any windfall development coming forward within the
plan period could place reliance upon strategic open space. However,
noting that Hollands Farm could deliver a significant proportion of any
required mitigation on site, required strategic provision would be very small
scale (4.31ha plus an allowance for windfall development).

5.5.

The Little Marlow Lakes Country Park as currently proposed is 329ha in
size. This is a massive overprovision, noting that on that scale the Country
Park would be sufficient to deliver SAC / SSSI mitigation (open space) well
in excess of that required for the whole of the Local Plan housing allocation
should that be delivered within 5km of the SAC / SSSI (calculated to be
258ha).

5.6.

In line with guidance provided within the “Communication from the
Commission on the Precautionary Principle” (2000) risk reduction measures
should be proportionate and must not aim at zero risk. Further, the risk
reduction measures must be non-discriminatory and applied consistently.
There is absolutely no basis in statute, or in the light of relevant guidance to
take a stance which advocates significant overprovision of land for
mitigation purposes.
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5.7.

At a reduced 310ha, allowing for the removal of circa 19ha to facilitate
employment provision in the north-west of the proposed Little Marlow Lakes
Country Park, suitable SAC / SSSI mitigation can still easily be achieved
through the Local Plan. Not only would such a proposal meet any
requirements in relation to mitigating potential significant effects on the
Burnham Beeches SAC / SSSI, but significant headroom capacity would
remain which could be relied upon by other developments where
contributions towards off-site open space are deemed necessary.
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APPENDIX 1
Copy of minutes (undated) of the Planning
Committee meeting held in relation to the “New
Wycombe District Local Plan, Little Marlow Lakes
Country Park and Community Infrastructure Levy
Receipts”

NEW WYCOMBE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN, LITTLE MARLOW LAKES COUNTRY
PARK AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY RECEIPTS
Cabinet Member: David Johncock and Graham Peart
Ward(s) Affected: All
Officer contact:

Chris Schmidt-Reid ext.3551
chris_schmidt-reid@wycombe.gov.uk
Elaine Jewell ext.3800
elaine_jewell@wycombe.gov.uk

RECOMMENDATION TO COUNCIL
1. That the pre-submission version of the new Wycombe District Local Plan as
set out at Appendix 2 be approved (subject to proof reading and factual
corrections) for statutory consultation and then be submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate/Government for Examination.
2. That delegated authority be granted to the Head of Planning and
Sustainability in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning and
Sustainability to:
a. Prepare a schedule of proposed modifications to the Plan prior to final
submission of the plan to the Planning Inspectorate.
b. Agree modifications to the plan arising during the Examination
including those identified by the Inspector as being required to make
the plan sound.
3. That the Council provides a Country Park to be known as ‘Little Marlow Lakes
Country Park’ under s.7(1) of the Countryside Act 1968, and delegates to the
Head of Community Services in consultation with the Cabinet Member for
Community Services, the facilitation of delivery of the Park.
PROPOSED DECISION
4. That Cabinet agree to modify the resolution made in September 2015 as
follows: “That of Community Infrastructure Levy receipts received relating to
all development in the parish of Princes Risborough, 25% of those receipts
should be transferred to Princes Risborough Town Council for the duration of
the Local Plan period (up to the year 2033).”

5. That Cabinet agree that of Community Infrastructure Levy receipts received
relating to all developments in Longwick-cum-Ilmer, 25% of those receipts
should be transferred to Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Council until such time as
a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish is made.
Reason for Recommendation to Council and Proposed Decision
i.

To ensure the Council has an up to date Local Plan to guide development
over the next 15 years, including setting out new housing and employment
targets and the strategy and locations for new development in the period up to
2033.

ii.

To satisfy Government requirements to produce a Local Plan.

iii.

To formally recognise the role that the Little Marlow Lakes area plays in
providing a range of recreational uses, and its future potential.

iv.

To ensure that the Princes Risborough and Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parishes,
which are taking considerable development, are not disadvantaged in their
CIL receipts by the lack of neighbourhood plans, for reasons outside of their
control and to provide appropriate local discretion in the spending of the
Community Infrastructure Levy.

Corporate Implications
1.

Local Plans are prepared in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) and the detailed procedures for preparing
the Plan are set out in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). The Council also has to take
account of national planning policy and practice guidance in preparing its
plans.

2.

One of the legal duties in preparing a plan is to comply with the “Duty to
Cooperate” with other authorities and organisations on strategic issues.
National Policy requires authorities to submit a “sound” plan and sets out
specific tests of soundness that the plan has to comply with and against which
it is tested at the examination stage.

3.

To date the Council has been preparing the plan in accordance with
Regulation 18 of the regulations. It is recommended that it proceeds to the
publication stage (Regulation 19) and the subsequent submission stage
(Regulation 22)

4.

Cabinet at its meeting in June 2017 agreed additional funding to support the
preparation of the Local Plan. At this stage costs are covered by existing
funding allocations although as highlighted previously there some remain
uncertainties with regard to the completion of the plan, mainly in relation to the
cost of the examination process.

5.

The Plan identifies a number of sites owned by the Council as allocations for
housing and/or employment development. Whilst the Council’s ownership is
not a factor in determining whether a site is allocated, there are potential
financial implications from the proposed allocation of the sites.

6.

An Equality Impact Assessment has been undertaken and agreed with the
Council’s equalities officer and has identified no adverse effects in terms of
equalities.

7.

There are a number of ongoing risks associated with the preparation of the
Local Plan. These include:


the risk of the Plan process failing the Duty to Cooperate and having to
effectively start again;



the plan being found unsound by the Inspector at the examination stage
and having to effectively start again;



the risk that the evidential and policy basis of the plan becomes out of
date as a result of Government policy and practice guidance changes;



8.

the risk of cost increases due to a longer than anticipated period of
examination or a substantial increase in planning inspector fees.

Council Officers working with the Cabinet Member for Planning and
Sustainability, have been regularly reviewing the risks associated with the
preparation of the Plan and this report summarises how those risks have been
mitigated where possible.

9.

Regulation 59A and 59B of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010
(as amended) impose a duty on CIL Collecting Authorities to pass 15% of CIL
receipts collected in an area to the relevant parish or town council. This rises
to 25% in areas with adopted Neighbourhood Development Plans.

10.

Regulation 59C provides that a parish or town council must use the CIL
receipts passed to it “to support the development of the local council’s area, or
any part of that area, by funding (a) the provision, improvement, replacement,
operation or maintenance of infrastructure; or (b) anything else that is
concerned with addressing the demands that development places on an
area.”

11.

The financial implications of this recommendation are that the Council would
receive reduced CIL receipts relating to development in Princes Risborough of
approx. £177,000 (in addition to the £2million previously resolved in
September 2016), and Longwick of approximately £500,000. However, as
noted above either way CIL receipts need to be spent on infrastructure and
the District and Town Councils (and indeed other authorities and agencies)
will need to work closely together to ensure the right infrastructure is delivered
to support the growth of the town.

12.

Section 7 of the 1968 Countryside Act subject to the provisions therein
empowers local councils to provide country parks. The land does not need to
be in their ownership, as the provision of the country park can be on such
terms as may be agreed with the owners and any other persons whose
authority is required.

Executive Summary
13.

The new Local Plan sets out a vision for the future of the District and sets out
the objectives and strategic policies necessary to achieve that vision. The plan
also includes allocations for sites to meet the housing and economic needs for
the District for the period up to 2033 and articulates a number of development
management policies which will be used as the basis for determining planning
applications along with the Delivery and Site Allocations Plan, adopted in
2013.

14.

The Plan sets a target of 10,925 for the number of new homes to be built over
the period of the plan and requires 21 ha of new employment land to be
allocated. This level of housing does not meet the Council’s objectively
assessed need for housing due to the constraints of suitable land supply
within the District, but as part of the Duty to Co-operate the Council has
agreed with Aylesbury Vale District Council and the other Bucks Districts and
the Bucks Thames Valley LEP that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will
accommodate the remaining 2,275 “unmet housing need” of the District.
Aylesbury Vale District Council intends to publish its Local Plan shortly.

15.

The Local Plan allocates a wide range of sites to meet the District’s assessed
housing needs. It also proposes a number of changes to the green belt to
release sites to contribute towards meeting these targets. A number of sites
have also been identified in and adjacent to villages in the Chilterns Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. A key part of the Local Plan is the expansion of
Princes Risborough, where 2,650 homes overall are planned for, mainly via a
sustainable urban extension to the town. It is anticipated that only just over
2,000 of those 2,650 homes will be built within the plan period up to 2033.

16.

A substantial amount of work has been undertaken to assess and justify the
levels of infrastructure required to support the Local Plan and the expansion of
Princes Risborough, in particular.

17.

The Local Plan is supported by a large number of technical reports and has
been assessed via a sustainability appraisal as the most appropriate strategy
for meeting development needs up to 2033. It is considered to be a “sound”
plan and that the Duty to Cooperate has been satisfied up to this point.

18.

On this basis it is recommended to Council that the pre-submission version of
the new Wycombe District Local Plan should now be published for statutory
consultation and then submitted for Examination.

19.

The Local Plan will be published for consultation for a period of 6 weeks,
starting in October. Once the consultation is completed the Local Plan, along
with all representations received, a summary of the issues raised by those
representations, and all the supporting evidence, will be submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate for Examination. It is anticipated this will be in March
2018. The Council cannot make changes to the Local Plan between the
consultation and submission stages.

20.

However, there is scope for the Council to address, through a schedule of
minor modifications at the time of submission, issues that arise from the
publication consultation. Through this schedule the Council is indicating to the
Inspector that it would be happy for these changes to be made, were the
Inspector minded to make them. It can shorten the period of the examination
by reducing the issues for discussion at that stage. Minor modifications are
changes that would not fundamentally change the Local Plan, for example,
they could include changes that add clarification on particular points, wording
changes to ensure consistency within the Local Plan or factual
changes/corrections.

21.

The examination is expected to take place in the summer of 2018 – the exact
timing will be for the Planning Inspectorate to decide. Once the Local Plan has
been examined the Inspector may identify modifications that need to be made
to the Local Plan to make it sound, these would be major modifications to the
Local Plan and would be subject to public consultation. Delegated authority is
sought for the Head of Planning and Sustainability to agree any such
modifications in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning and
Sustainability. This decision can be referred to Cabinet if the changes are of a
strategic and significant nature.

Sustainable Community Strategy/Council Priorities - Implications
22.

The new Local Plan shares with the SCS the Vision for the District and is the
spatial expression of the SCS delivering the priorities of the Council as set out
in the strategy.

Background and Issues
23.

Work began in late 2012 on producing a new Local Plan for the District. The
new Local Plan, once adopted, will replace the Core Strategy adopted in 2008
and the old Local Plan adopted in 2004. It will not replace the Delivery and
Site Allocations for Town Centres (DSA) plan adopted in 2013, although some
of the policies in that plan will be superseded. The two documents together –
the DSA and the new Local Plan – will make up the development plan for
Wycombe District (along with county wide minerals and waste plans).

24.

Initial work on housing and economic needs identified that future needs were
likely to be substantially higher than those in the adopted Core Strategy
(8,000 homes). As the District is severely constrained by both the Chilterns
AONB (70%) and the Metropolitan Green Belt (48%) the initial work
considered a range of options of how needs could be met including
consideration of a new settlement in the north of the District, focussing growth
on transport hubs, along with maximising the use of brownfield sites,
developing sites in villages and assessing the Green Belt.

25.

The Council worked closely with neighbouring Buckinghamshire authorities to
prepare a number of technical reports including defining the Housing Market
Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Area (FEMA) as the area for which
needs would be assessed. This work concluded that the districts of Aylesbury
Vale, Chiltern and Wycombe sensibly made a single HMA and FEMA.
However, Chiltern and South Bucks Councils agreed to produce a joint plan
covering both districts. On that basis South Bucks was also subsequently
included in the HMA and FEMA.

26.

A jointly commissioned Housing and Economic Development Needs
Assessment (with the other Buckinghamshire Districts) has identified that the
Council’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for Housing is 13,200 homes and
21 ha of new land for Office and Warehouse and Distribution uses, and a
reduction in the need for Industrial land of 12 ha.

27.

It should be noted the government has announced that in September 2017 it
intends to consult on a new methodology to calculate housing needs and that
this will be applied to all Local Plans that have not been submitted for
examination by 31st March 2018. This new methodology could result in an
increase in the level of identified need that the Local Plan should be providing
for and hence affect the soundness of the Local Plan that has been prepared.
The recently agreed timetable for the Local Plan (the Local Development
Scheme) sets out a timetable that involves the Local Plan being submitted for
examination by March 2018, thereby meeting the Government deadline and
enabling the Local Plan to be based under the current methodology for
assessing housing need.

28.

Government policy makes clear that Local Plans should meet objectively
assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, or where specific policies in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicate development should be
restricted.

29.

A Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) has been
prepared based on an agreed joint methodology with the other
Buckinghamshire districts; this assesses the potential supply of sites for
housing and economic uses. Initial work on the HELAA identified that there
was an insufficient supply of sites to meet the full OAN for housing and
economic needs.

30.

As a result, further work was undertaken to try to identify other sources of
development land and capacity, particularly for housing. This included
a. re-assessing employment land to see if there were further potential
sites that could meet housing needs without undermining the supply of
b.
c.
d.
e.

31.

land for jobs in the District;
jointly commissioning a Green Belt assessment with the other
authorities in Buckinghamshire;
undertaking a review of sites around the main villages in the Chilterns
AONB;
assessing the potential scale of expansion at Princes Risborough; and
considering the density of development across all main sites.

It is essential that in a constrained District such as Wycombe District, all
reasonable options are considered in trying to meet the objectively assessed
need for development. The HELAA process and the Sustainability Appraisal of
the reasonable alternatives for meeting needs has undertaken such an
assessment, and has shown the plan to be sound in this regard.

32.

Following these assessments the final HELAA has identified that the housing
capacity of the District is 10,925 homes for the period 2013-33 and that
provision should be made for 21 ha of employment land. The work on the
development capacity of the District has been shared on an ongoing basis
with the other Bucks authorities and the Bucks Thames Valley LEP as part of
the Duty to Cooperate dialogue. As a result the Bucks districts and the Bucks
Thames Valley LEP have signed a Memorandum of Understanding that

agrees that the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan will accommodate an un-met
housing need figure of 2,275 homes from Wycombe District.
33.

50% of the 10,925 homes are to be on brownfield land and in terms of
distribution across the District, roughly 85% of the 10,925 homes are in the
main towns: the High Wycombe area (including the surrounding villages such
as Hazlemere), Princes Risborough, and Bourne End and Wooburn. Marlow
also has less development than the other towns because it is constrained by
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Thames flood plain.
About 15% of the homes will be in villages to help the rural economy, with
Longwick and Kimble taking about a third of that development. The plan also
encourages ‘rural exception sites’ – where housing is allowed in villages
where development is not usually allowed, so long as it provides affordable
housing for local people.

34.

The Plan includes for the significant expansion of Princes Risborough. Over
2,600 homes are planned for the town and of these, about 2050 are expected
to be built to 2033, including on some sites in the existing town, leaving about
600 homes for later years.

35.

This is shown in figure 6 of the Local Plan, reproduced below.

36.

In relation to employment land the HELAA has identified a significant amount
of land. However there is contradictory intelligence in relation to the amount
of land that is forecast to be required relative to what the commercial property
market is likely to deliver. Across the FEMA there is sufficient land to meet
needs but there is a mismatch between the sectors forecast to grow and the
uses likely to be developed in the future. In order to deal with this it is
suggested that a degree of flexibility in terms of the types of employment use
that are allowed on new and existing employment areas is applied and we
closely monitor the demand and supply of employment land.

37.

In terms of locations, the plan proposes to take an area of land out of the
Green Belt at the Airpark, to allow for more business development. The
Airpark would remain, with some changes to how it operates. Some small
areas for business are also identified at Stokenchurch and at Princes
Risborough.

38.

The Council has engaged with a number of neighbouring authorities, including
those beyond Buckinghamshire, and other statutory bodies, to ensure that it
has met its responsibilities under the Duty to Co-operate. This has included
through the production of joint assessments, agreeing joint methodologies for
technical studies, sharing briefs for technical work and sharing draft reports
where appropriate, as well as seeking wherever possible to agree consensus
on Local Plan proposals and policy approaches.

39.

The Council has met its obligations to date under the Duty to Co-operate and.
this is an ongoing process. This is demonstrated by progressing a number of
Memorandums of Understanding (MoU’s), Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) and confirmation from a number of authorities and bodies that there
are no strategic issues that need to be considered by the Local Plan. A report
setting out how the Council has undertaken the Duty to Cooperate and the
outcomes of that process forms part of the evidence base accompanying the
Local Plan.

40.

41.

The Council has also produced a substantial number of other technical reports
including:


Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA)



Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA)



Wycombe District Council Economy Study and Employment Land
Review



Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment



Wycombe District Council Green Belt Assessment (Part Two)



Wycombe District Council Site Assessment Report – Sites in the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty



Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 and Level 2



Countywide Local Plan Modelling - Phase 3 Technical Note



Wycombe Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling



Infrastructure Development Plan



Wycombe District Council Viability Assessment



Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire



Wycombe District Local Plan Settlement Hierarchy Study



Wycombe District Council Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening
Report



Sustainability Appraisal

This and other evidence base material is a sound and proportionate basis for
the allocations and policies included in the pre-submission publication version
of the Local Plan that is included as Appendix 2 to this report. On the basis of
this evidence, the pre-submission version of the plan is regarded as sound.

42.

43.

Members should note that the preparation of the Local Plan is itself a process
of considering options and making decisions on the best options for the Local
Plan. The content of the Local Plan is set out at Appendix B. In recommending
the decision to proceed, publishing and submitting the Local Plan are
important decisions on key options on the main issues including:


To not seek to meet all the objectively assessed housing need in the
District but for some need to be accommodated through the Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan;



To release limited amounts of Green Belt land for housing and
employment purposes;



To propose a major expansion of Princes Risborough including a new
relief road through the development (option 11b) with a southern route
running close to Culverton Farm (not along Shootacre Lane or to
directly connect with Woodway;



To allocate some sites for housing and employment development in the
AONB, but to avoid “major development” in the AONB;



To seek to protect the vast majority of our current employment land for
employment purposes and not propose major releases for housing, in
order to sustain a balance between the supply of homes and jobs.

On 29 August the Council received a decision on a planning appeal at Ivy
Farm, at the junction of the B4009 and Longwick Road, on land identified in
the plan as the rural buffer to the expanded Princes Risborough. The appeal
was allowed. There are a range of options available to the Council to respond
to this decision and these options would ensure that we retain a buffer
between the expanded Princes Risborough and the village of Longwick. It is
not necessary to delay the publication of the plan for further consideration of
these options at this stage: the plan remains sound. It may be necessary to
propose a modification to the plan to the Inspector when the plan is submitted,
and the delegations in this report allow for this.

Little Marlow Lakes Country Park
44.

The 1968 Countryside Act provided power for local councils to provide country
parks. The land does not need to be in their ownership, and providing for a
park does not incur any financial or other obligations upon a Council. It does,
however, require a clear resolution, beyond the designation of a site in a Local
Plan. The area proposed to be a country park is shown on the policies map of
the new Local Plan and covered by policy RUR4 – see plan below.

45.

The range of recreational uses currently made by the public of the open
spaces and access network within the area identified country park
development already meet the principal purpose of a country park as defined
by the Act i.e. to provide or improve opportunities for the enjoyment of the
countryside by the public.

46.

The land that it is proposed to be provided as the Country Park is entirely
within the Green Belt. It therefore has very limited development potential.
Much of it is also in the flood plain, and is previous gravel workings, now lakes
used for recreation and wildlife. Virtually all of the land is in private ownership.
Some working arrangement between the owners will be required, probably
through a Memorandum of Agreement. It is proposed that Cabinet delegates
to the Head of Community, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for
Community, the process of facilitating the delivery the country park, working
with landowners and other partners as necessary.

47.

In making this decision the Council is paying due regard, under the provisions
of the Countryside Act 1968, to the location of the area of the park in the
countryside in relation to any urban or built-up area and to the availability and
adequacy of existing facilities for the enjoyment of the countryside by the
public.

48.

The proposal for the area to be a country park was first made over a decade
ago. Work on the Local Plan and Natural England has identified that Burnham
Beeches – a Site of Special Scientific Interest, a National Nature Reserve and
a Special Area of Conservation – is subject to increasing levels of visitor
pressure.

49.

In light of this the Council has secured agreement from Natural England that a
satisfactory solution to this is that the Council seeks contributions to increase
the accessibility to the country park to off-set impacts on Burnham Beeches.

50.

Providing facilities in the park would be able to be funded through CIL, should
the Council give priority to the country park in future funding cycles. Some
s.106 funds may also be collected, once the Local Plan is adopted, subject to
alterations the Inspector may require at examination. Some funding from
s.106 contributions for improvements to access have already been secured.

51.

Management arrangements need to be put in place for the Park. It is
proposed this is delegated to the Head of Community Services in consultation
with the Community Services Cabinet Member.

52.

Once management arrangements have been put in place, bids may be able to
be made to other funding organisations for improvements to the Park.

Community Infrastructure Levy
53.

In September 2015 Cabinet agreed to allocate 25% of Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) receipts arising from the proposed expansion area
identified in the new Local Plan to Princes Risborough Town Council for the
duration of the Local Plan – ie up to 2033. This decision was made to ensure
that there is appropriate local discretion in the spending of the Community
Infrastructure Levy and further support the delivery of infrastructure in the
town required to support the proposed growth.

54.

For reasons of conformity to the existing adopted Plans, the Town Council
was not able to progress a Neighbourhood Plan. Had it been in a position to
do so, it would automatically have received 25% of all CIL throughout the
Parish, not just within the expansion area. As there will be development
outside of the expansion area it is necessary to modify the resolution to refer
to all development in the Parish of Princes Risborough.

55.

Longwick-cum-Ilmer Parish Council began the production of a Neighbourhood
Plan for the Parish in 2014. The Parish Council produced a plan but the
examination required changes that undermined the purpose of the plan. As a
result the Parish did not proceed with plan. The Parish has now prepared a
revised plan and the District Council has published it for a 6 week
consultation. In the meantime many development proposals have come
forward for the Parish. It would seem to undermine trust in the planning
system if, simply because of the failure of the initial plan, the Parish were to
lose the additional CIL payments that are payable to a Parish with a
Neighbourhood Plan in place, because developments have proceeded the
plan making process. For this reason the Council will automatically transfer to
the Parish the full 25% of CIL receipts, until such time as the Neighbourhood
Plan is in place - when the Parish would automatically receive 25% by rights.

Consultation
Local Plan
56.

Planning officers have undertaken a number of consultations since work on
the new Local Plan started in late 2012. In winter 2012 we invited the
community and stakeholders to advise us on what district wide and local
issues needed to be considered in the new Local Plan as well as what sites
had potential to be allocated for new development. This resulted in a range of
issues and sites being identified.

57.

In the summer of 2013 we organised a range of “Community Conversations”
meetings across the District where we presented the general issues being
raised by the new Local Plan, as well as providing a forum for the local
community to raise specific issues/areas of concern for their area. Through
the workshops, we discussed these issues and also looked at potential
solutions in the local area. Key issues raised were the levels of housing, use
of brownfield sites, infrastructure and the loss of jobs.

58.

At this time we began work on assessing what the overall level of housing and
economic needs for the Local Plan would be as well as considering the
infrastructure requirements to accompany the levels of growth. We also
continued working on compiling a list of sites that could provide housing. In
early 2014 we produced an options document which was the basis for a
formal consultation on the different options for the Local Plan in terms of how
and where we could meet our housing needs in the new Local Plan. There
was a high level of response to this consultation. The responses continued to
raise similar issues to the previous consultations but also included concerns
about transport impacts of new development and wider infrastructure
provision, reviewing the Green Belt, the possibility of a new motorway junction
on the M40 and the release of the former reserve sites for development.

59.

In response we continued to work on assessing sites that could be allocated,
which included a joint review of the Green Belt, assessing the sustainability
and capacity of villages to accommodate development, as well as continued
engagement with infrastructure providers. There was also ongoing work on
the assessment of housing needs as new population information was
released.

60.

Because of the scale of housing need and the difficulty in meeting that need
across the District, it became increasingly apparent that the Local Plan would
have to consider large scale growth on the western side of Princes
Risborough – an area that is not in either the Green Belt or the AONB.
Detailed work and a series of local engagement activities were undertaken in
Princes Risborough to determine the scale and nature of the proposals for the
expansion of the town and critically the right infrastructure solution to
accompany that growth. A local steering group was established, Chaired by
the Town Council, to oversee the production of the Local Plan. The proposals
for Princes Risborough were initially produced as a stand-alone draft Plan, in
advance of the main Local Plan. The draft Local Plan was published for
consultation in February 2016 which attracted significant local response.

61.

In the summer of 2016 we produced a draft District-wide Local Plan setting
out the development strategy and proposed allocations for new development
for the remainder of the District. The response to this consultation was the
highest since the old Local Plan was produced. There was a high level of
objection in relation to the release of sites in the Green Belt and sites in the
AONB, as well as ongoing concerns in relation to infrastructure and the impact
of new development on road infrastructure.

62.

The proposals for Princes Risborough have now been integrated into the
District-wide Local Plan. This ensures that the proposals for the whole District
can be assessed alongside one another, and the potential to accommodate
the District’s OAN therefore considered as a whole.

63.

We have continued to ensure that the evidence supporting the allocation of
sites in the Green Belt and AONB is robust, that we have optimised the
housing potential of sites and that we have identified the transport impacts of
the Local Plan and identified mitigation measures to help deal with them. We
have also sought further confirmation in terms of the infrastructure
requirements of the Local Plan.

64.

In general as a result of each consultation stage we have either
commissioned or undertaken more work on evidence reports as well as
refined or changed policies where appropriate. One of the reports
accompanying the Plan is a consultation statement that sets out the main
stages of consultation, what the key issues were raised at each stage and
how the Council has responded to those issues.

Little Marlow Lakes Country Park
65.

The Little Marlow Lakes Country Park has been the subject of longstanding
planning policy in the current Local Plan. Planning guidance was produced in
2002 to encourage facilitative development. A policy for the country park was
included in the draft Local Plan consultation in 2016 and received support and
is included in the new Local Plan.

CIL
66.

In relation to the CIL proposals no formal consultation has been undertaken
on this proposal but soundings with local members indicate strong support for
this proposal.

Options:
Local Plan
67.

There are two options available to Cabinet in relation to the Local Plan:

i.

Proceed and agree the Local Plan as recommended by this report.

68.

Proceeding and agreeing to the Local Plan as recommended by this report will
ensure that the Council has a new up to date Local Plan in place as soon as
possible to help guide development across the District.

69.

Members attention is drawn to paragraph 37 where the options contained in
the plan in relation to key issues are set out.

ii.
70.

Make changes to the proposed Plan, which will delay the Plan.
Making changes to the proposed Local Plan, which will delay the production of
the Local Plan, will have serious implications. Changes will delay the plan
because of the interlinked nature of the evidence base: changes would need
to be brought back to a future meeting.

71.

There are a number strategic decisions in the pipeline that will potentially
affect the District including – Heathrow Airport expansion/3rd runway, the East
West Expressway in northern Buckinghamshire, proposed changes to the
NPPF in response to the Housing White Paper and the upcoming consultation
on the calculation of Objectively Assessed Housing Need. In delaying the
Local Plan there is a high risk that a significant amount of new work would be
required to account for these forthcoming decisions that it could result in the
Local Plan being delayed for a number of years.

72.

This would leave the Council with no Local Plan in place and much less ability
to control the location of development and leave the District at greater risk of
speculative planning applications. Furthermore the Government has
maintained its ability to intervene in plan production and the longer the delay
the greater the risk they will intervene. Government is monitoring the progress
of all Local Plans across the country.

73.

In the shorter term the key risk of delay is the introduction of the new method
for calculating objectively assessed housing need. If the Council does not
submit the Local Plan for examination by 31st March 2018 the new
methodology will apply and not only could this result in higher housing need
but it could undermine the important outcomes achieved through the Duty to
Cooperate process with the other Bucks authorities.

Country Park
74.

75.

There are three options available to members
i.

To provide for the Park as recommended by this report

ii.

To modify the boundary of the Park

iii.

To not provide for the Park.

Option (i) is recommended. Option (ii) would lead to a delay in the Plan,
because of the consequential changes required. Option (iii) would retain the
policy proposals for the area shown on the plan above, but not ‘provide’ for
the Park. This may lead to an objection from Natural England, and reduce
future funding opportunities.

CIL
76.

The options on CIL in relation to Princes Risborough are:
i.

To make 25% of CIL available from all development in the Parish,
as recommended in this report

ii.

To keep the resolution made in September 2016, that 25% of CIL
will be paid from the expansion area.

77.

Option (i) is recommended because had the Town Council been able to
prepare a neighbourhood plan, it would have been eligible for the CIL payable
in option (i).

78.

The options on CIL in relation to Longwick are:

79.

i

To make 25% of CIL available from all development in the Parish,
until such time as the Neighbourhood Plan is in place

ii.

To not pass on more than the 15% CIL required by the regulations
until such time as the Neighbourhood Plan is in place

Option (i) is recommended: the Parish has been unfortunate that the first
Neighbourhood Plan was not made – had it been so the Parish would be
automatically receiving 25% of CIL.

Conclusions
80.

The production of the new Local Plan is underpinned by a substantial
evidence base and this represents a sound basis for the strategy, objectives
and proposals included in it – ie that the Local Plan set out at Appendix B is a
sound Local Plan. The Council has worked extensively with neighbouring
authorities and other organisations and has met its duty to co-operate
obligations.

81.

The Country Park has been a long held aspiration. The provision of the Park
at this stage sits well with the Local Plan, and is included in the Plan.

82.

CIL is a tariff raised on all developments. 15% of that raised in any parish is
payable to the parish, and where a parish has a neighbourhood plan, that
rises to 25%. The recommendations regularise the situation in relation to
Princes Risborough and Longwick.

Next Steps
83.

Should Council resolve to publish and submit the Local Plan for examination it
will be published for a 6 week consultation period in October and early
November. The key issues raised by the consultation will then need to be
summarised. We will identify if there any minor modifications which could be
proposed to the Local Plan in light of the consultation and other issues e.g.
any changes made to the NPPF this would take the form of a schedule of
proposed changes. Members should be aware that the Council cannot amend
the published Local Plan, only suggest changes to the Inspector.

84.

The Local Plan, along with all the responses and the evidence base and any
proposed changes will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate by March
2018 for examination. At this point onwards the Planning Inspectorate
determine the timing, but we would expect an examination hearing into the
Local Plan around June or July 2018. There may be “Main Modifications” that
the Inspector proposes to the Local Plan and the Inspector will ask the
Council to consult on these, on the Inspector’s behalf, possibly in the autumn
2018 before issuing his/her final report, perhaps around the end of 2018. The
Local Plan could be adopted in early 2019.

Background Papers
There are a wide range of technical and other reports that support the proposals in
the Local Plan. These are available on the Council’s website.
Wycombe Local Development Scheme (August 2017).

Appendix 1 Main proposals contained within the Local Plan
Appendix 2 New Wycombe District Local Plan

APPENDIX 2
Copy of Burnham Beeches SAC Natura Standard
Data Form

NATURA 2000 – STANDARD DATA FORM
Special Areas of Conservation under the EC Habitats Directive
(includes candidate SACs, Sites of Community Importance and
designated SACs).
Each Natura 2000 site in the United Kingdom has its own Standard Data Form containing
site-specific information. The data form for this site has been generated from the Natura
2000 Database submitted to the European Commission on the following date:
22/12/2015
The information provided here, follows the officially agreed site information format for Natura
2000 sites, as set out in the Official Journal of the European Union recording the
Commission Implementing Decision of 11 July 2011 (2011/484/EU).
The Standard Data Forms are generated automatically for all of the UK’s Natura 2000 sites
using the European Environment Agency’s Natura 2000 software. The structure and format
of these forms is exactly as produced by the EEA’s Natura 2000 software (except for the
addition of this coversheet and the end notes). The content matches exactly the data
submitted to the European Commission.
Please note that these forms contain a number of codes, all of which are explained either
within the data forms themselves or in the end notes.
Further technical documentation may be found here
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal
As part of the December 2015 submission, several sections of the UK’s previously published
Standard Data Forms have been updated. For details of the approach taken by the UK in
this submission please refer to the following document:
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf
More general information on Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) in the United Kingdom is
available from the SAC home page on the JNCC website. This webpage also provides links
to Standard Data Forms for all SACs in the UK.
Date form generated by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee
25 January 2016.

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/

NATURA 2000 - STANDARD DATA FORM
For Special Protection Areas (SPA),
Proposed Sites for Community Importance (pSCI),
Sites of Community Importance (SCI) and
for Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

SITE

UK0030034

SITENAME

Burnham Beeches

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1. SITE IDENTIFICATION
2. SITE LOCATION
3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION
4. SITE DESCRIPTION
5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS AND RELATION WITH CORINE BIOTOPES
6. SITE MANAGEMENT

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION
1.1 Type

1.2 Site code

B

UK0030034

Back to top

1.3 Site name
Burnham Beeches

1.4 First Compilation date

1.5 Update date

1998-06

2015-12

1.6 Respondent:
Name/Organisation: Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Address:

Joint Nature Conservation Committee Monkstone House City Road Peterborough
PE1 1JY

Email:
Date site proposed as SCI:

1998-06

Date site confirmed as SCI:

2004-12

Date site designated as SAC:

2005-04

National legal reference of SAC
designation:

Regulations 11 and 13-15 of the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2010
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2010/490/contents/made).

2. SITE LOCATION
Back to top

2.1 Site-centre location [decimal degrees]:
Longitude
-0.630833333

Latitude
51.56

2.2 Area [ha]:

2.3 Marine area [%]

383.71

0.0

2.4 Sitelength [km]:
0.0

2.5 Administrative region code and name
NUTS level 2 code

Region Name

UKJ1

Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire

2.6 Biogeographical Region(s)
Atlantic

(100.0
%)

3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION
Back to top

3.1 Habitat types present on the site and assessment for them
Annex I Habitat types
Code

PF

9120

NP

Cover
[ha]

345.34

Site assessment
Cave
[number]

Data
quality

M

A|B|C|D

A|B|C

Representativity

Relative
Surface

Conservation

Global

A

B

A

A

PF: for the habitat types that can have a non-priority as well as a priority form (6210, 7130, 9430) enter
"X" in the column PF to indicate the priority form.
NP: in case that a habitat type no longer exists in the site enter: x (optional)
Cover: decimal values can be entered
Caves: for habitat types 8310, 8330 (caves) enter the number of caves if estimated surface is not
available.
Data quality: G = 'Good' (e.g. based on surveys); M = 'Moderate' (e.g. based on partial data with
some extrapolation); P = 'Poor' (e.g. rough estimation)

4. SITE DESCRIPTION
4.1 General site character

Back to top

Habitat class

% Cover

N08

5.0

N17

5.0

N16

90.0

Total Habitat Cover

100

Other Site Characteristics
1 Terrestrial: Soil & Geology:acidic,nutrient-poor,alluvium2 Terrestrial: Geomorphology and
landscape:lowland

4.2 Quality and importance
Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion
robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion)for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United
Kingdom.
4.3 Threats, pressures and activities with impacts on the site
The most important impacts and activities with high effect on the site
Negative Impacts
Positive Impacts
Threats
Activities,
Pollution
Pollution
and
inside/outside
Rank
management (optional)
Rank
(optional)
pressures
[i|o|b]
[code]
[code]
[code]
[code]
H
A04
H
I02
B
H
A02
H
J03
B
H
B02
H
M02
B
H
G01
I
H
H04
B
Rank: H = high, M = medium, L = low
Pollution: N = Nitrogen input, P = Phosphor/Phosphate input, A = Acid input/acidification,
T = toxic inorganic chemicals, O = toxic organic chemicals, X = Mixed pollutions
i = inside, o = outside, b = both

inside/outside
[i|o|b]
I
I
I

4.5 Documentation
Conservation Objectives - the Natural England links below provide access to the Conservation Objectives
(and other site-related information) for its terrestrial and inshore Natura 2000 sites, including conservation
advice packages and supporting documents for European Marine Sites within English waters and for
cross-border sites. See also the 'UK Approach' document for more information (link via the JNCC website).
Link(s): http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/category/6490068894089216
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/category/3212324

5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS (optional)
Back to top

5.1 Designation types at national and regional level:
Code

Cover [%]

Code

Cover [%]

UK04

100.0

UK01

52.8

Code

Cover [%]

6. SITE MANAGEMENT
6.1 Body(ies) responsible for the site management:

Back to top

Organisation:

Natural England

Address:
Email:

6.2 Management Plan(s):
An actual management plan does exist:
Yes
No, but in preparation
X

No

6.3 Conservation measures (optional)
For available information, including on Conservation Objectives, see Section 4.5.

EXPLANATION OF CODES USED IN THE NATURA 2000 STANDARD DATA FORMS
The codes in the table below are also explained in the official European Union guidelines for the
Standard Data Form. The relevant page is shown in the table below.
1.1 Site type
CODE
A
B
C

DESCRIPTION
Designated Special Protection Area
SAC (includes candidates Special Areas of Conservation, Sites of Community Importance and
designated SAC)
SAC area the same as SPA. Note in the UK Natura 2000 submission this is only used for Gibraltar

PAGE NO
53
53
53

3.1 Habitat representativity
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Excellent

57

B

Good

57

C

Significant

57

D

Non-significant presence

57

3.1 Habitat code
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

1110

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time

57

1130

Estuaries

57

1140

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

57

1150

Coastal lagoons

57

1160

Large shallow inlets and bays

57

1170

Reefs

57

1180

Submarine structures made by leaking gases

57

1210

Annual vegetation of drift lines

57

1220

Perennial vegetation of stony banks

57

1230

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts

57

1310

Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand

57

1320

Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae)

57

1330

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)

57

1340

Inland salt meadows

57

1420

Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea fruticosi)

57

2110

Embryonic shifting dunes

57

2120

Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria ("white dunes")

57

2130

Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation ("grey dunes")

57

2140

Decalcified fixed dunes with Empetrum nigrum

57

2150

Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea)

57

2160

Dunes with Hippopha• rhamnoides

57

2170

Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion arenariae)

57

2190

Humid dune slacks

57

21A0

Machairs (* in Ireland)

57

2250

Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp.

57

2330

Inland dunes with open Corynephorus and Agrostis grasslands

57

3110

57

3140

Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia uniflorae)
Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of
the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea
Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp.

3150

Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type vegetation

57

3130

57
57

CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

3160

Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds

57

3170

Mediterranean temporary ponds

57

3180

57

4010

Turloughs
Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion
vegetation
Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix

4020

Temperate Atlantic wet heaths with Erica ciliaris and Erica tetralix

57

4030

European dry heaths

57

4040

Dry Atlantic coastal heaths with Erica vagans

57

4060

Alpine and Boreal heaths

57

4080

Sub-Arctic Salix spp. scrub

57

5110

Stable xerothermophilous formations with Buxus sempervirens on rock slopes (Berberidion p.p.)

57

5130

Juniperus communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands

57

6130

Calaminarian grasslands of the Violetalia calaminariae

57

6150

Siliceous alpine and boreal grasslands

57

6170

57

6410

Alpine and subalpine calcareous grasslands
Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (*
important orchid sites)
Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on silicious substrates in mountain areas (and submountain areas in
Continental Europe)
Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae)

6430

Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels

57

6510

Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba officinalis)

57

6520

Mountain hay meadows

57

7110

Active raised bogs

57

7120

Degraded raised bogs still capable of natural regeneration

57

7130

Blanket bogs (* if active bog)

57

7140

Transition mires and quaking bogs

57

7150

Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion

57

7210

Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae

57

7220

Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)

57

7230

Alkaline fens

57

7240

Alpine pioneer formations of the Caricion bicoloris-atrofuscae

57

8110

Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels (Androsacetalia alpinae and Galeopsietalia ladani)

57

8120

Calcareous and calcshist screes of the montane to alpine levels (Thlaspietea rotundifolii)

57

8210

Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation

57

8220

Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation

57

8240

Limestone pavements

57

8310

Caves not open to the public

57

8330

57

9130

Submerged or partially submerged sea caves
Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion
robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion)
Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests

9160

Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or oak-hornbeam forests of the Carpinion betuli

57

9180

Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines

57

3260

6210
6230

9120

57
57

57
57
57

57
57

9190

Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains

57

91A0

Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles

57

91C0

Caledonian forest

57

91D0

Bog woodland
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion
albae)
Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles

57

91E0
91J0

57
57

3.1 Relative surface
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

15%-100%

58

B

2%-15%

58

C

< 2%

58

3.1 Conservation status habitat
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Excellent conservation

59

B

Good conservation

59

C

Average or reduced conservation

59

3.1 Global grade habitat
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Excellent value

59

B

Good value

59

C

Significant value

59

3.2 Population (abbreviated to ‘Pop.’ in data form)
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

15%-100%

62

B

2%-15%

62

C

< 2%

62

D

Non-significant population

62

3.2 Conservation status species (abbreviated to ‘Con.’ in data form)
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Excellent conservation

63

B

Good conservation

63

C

Average or reduced conservation

63

3.2 Isolation (abbreviated to ‘Iso.’ in data form)
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Population (almost) Isolated

63

B

Population not-isolated, but on margins of area of distribution

63

C

Population not-isolated within extended distribution range

63

3.2 Global Grade (abbreviated to ‘Glo.’ Or ‘G.’ in data form)
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A

Excellent value

63

B

Good value

63

C

Significant value

63

3.3 Assemblages types
CODE
WATR

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

Non breeding waterfowl assemblage

UK specific code

SBA

Breeding seabird assemblage

UK specific code

BBA

Breeding bird assemblage (applies only to sites classified pre 2000)

UK specific code

4.1 Habitat class code
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

N01

Marine areas, Sea inlets

65

N02

Tidal rivers, Estuaries, Mud flats, Sand flats, Lagoons (including saltwork basins)

65

N03

Salt marshes, Salt pastures, Salt steppes

65

N04

Coastal sand dunes, Sand beaches, Machair

65

N05

Shingle, Sea cliffs, Islets

65

N06

Inland water bodies (Standing water, Running water)

65

N07

Bogs, Marshes, Water fringed vegetation, Fens

65

N08

Heath, Scrub, Maquis and Garrigue, Phygrana

65

N09

Dry grassland, Steppes

65

N10

Humid grassland, Mesophile grassland

65

N11

Alpine and sub-Alpine grassland

65

N14

Improved grassland

65

N15

Other arable land

65

N16

Broad-leaved deciduous woodland

65

N17

Coniferous woodland

65

N19

Mixed woodland

65

N21

Non-forest areas cultivated with woody plants (including Orchards, groves, Vineyards, Dehesas)

65

N22

Inland rocks, Screes, Sands, Permanent Snow and ice

65

N23

Other land (including Towns, Villages, Roads, Waste places, Mines, Industrial sites)

65

N25

Grassland and scrub habitats (general)

65

N26

Woodland habitats (general)

65

4.3 Threats code
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

A01

Cultivation

65

A02

Modification of cultivation practices

65

A03

Mowing / cutting of grassland

65

A04

Grazing

65

A05

Livestock farming and animal breeding (without grazing)

65

A06

Annual and perennial non-timber crops

65

A07

Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals

65

A08

Fertilisation

65

A10

Restructuring agricultural land holding

65

A11

Agriculture activities not referred to above

65

B01

Forest planting on open ground

65

B02

Forest and Plantation management & use

65

B03

Forest exploitation without replanting or natural regrowth

65

B04

Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals (forestry)

65

B06

Grazing in forests/ woodland

65

B07

Forestry activities not referred to above

65

C01

Mining and quarrying

65

C02

Exploration and extraction of oil or gas

65

C03

Renewable abiotic energy use

65

D01

Roads, paths and railroads

65

D02

Utility and service lines

65

D03

Shipping lanes, ports, marine constructions

65

D04

Airports, flightpaths

65

D05

Improved access to site

65

E01

Urbanised areas, human habitation

65

E02

Industrial or commercial areas

65

CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

E03

Discharges

65

E04

Structures, buildings in the landscape

65

E06

Other urbanisation, industrial and similar activities

65

F01

Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture

65

F02

65

F04

Fishing and harvesting aquatic ressources
Hunting and collection of wild animals (terrestrial), including damage caused by game (excessive
density), and taking/removal of terrestrial animals (including collection of insects, reptiles,
amphibians, birds of prey, etc., trapping, poisoning, poaching, predator control, accidental capture
(e.g. due to fishing gear), etc.)
Taking / Removal of terrestrial plants, general

F05

Illegal taking/ removal of marine fauna

65

F06

Hunting, fishing or collecting activities not referred to above

65

G01

Outdoor sports and leisure activities, recreational activities

65

G02

Sport and leisure structures

65

G03

Interpretative centres

65

G04

Military use and civil unrest

65

G05

Other human intrusions and disturbances

65

H01

Pollution to surface waters (limnic & terrestrial, marine & brackish)

65

H02

Pollution to groundwater (point sources and diffuse sources)

65

H03

Marine water pollution

65

H04

Air pollution, air-borne pollutants

65

H05

Soil pollution and solid waste (excluding discharges)

65

H06

Excess energy

65

H07

Other forms of pollution

65

I01

Invasive non-native species

65

I02

Problematic native species

65

F03

65
65

I03

Introduced genetic material, GMO

65

J01

Fire and fire suppression

65

J02

Human induced changes in hydraulic conditions

65

J03

Other ecosystem modifications

65

K01

Abiotic (slow) natural processes

65

K02

Biocenotic evolution, succession

65

K03

Interspecific faunal relations

65

K04

Interspecific floral relations

65

K05

Reduced fecundity/ genetic depression

65

L05

Collapse of terrain, landslide

65

L07

Storm, cyclone

65

L08

Inundation (natural processes)

65

L10

Other natural catastrophes

65

M01

Changes in abiotic conditions

65

M02

Changes in biotic conditions

65

U

Unknown threat or pressure

65

XO

Threats and pressures from outside the Member State

65

5.1 Designation type codes
CODE

DESCRIPTION

PAGE NO

UK00

No Protection Status

67

UK01

National Nature Reserve

67

UK02

Marine Nature Reserve

67

UK04

Site of Special Scientific Interest (UK)

67

APPENDIX 3
Copy of Burnham Beeches SAC Conservation
Objectives

European Site Conservation Objectives for
Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation
Site Code: UK0030034
With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been designated
(the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change;
Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the
site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by
maintaining or restoring;
 The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats
 The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats, and
 The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats rely
This document should be read in conjunction with the accompanying Supplementary Advice document,
which provides more detailed advice and information to enable the application and achievement of the
Objectives set out above.
Qualifying Features:
H9120. Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer
(Quercion robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion); Beech forests on acid soils

Explanatory Notes: European Site Conservation Objectives
These Conservation Objectives are those referred to in the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010 (the “Habitats Regulations”) and Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive. They must be
considered when a competent authority is required to make a ‘Habitats Regulations Assessment’,
including an Appropriate Assessment, under the relevant parts of this legislation.
These Conservation Objectives and the accompanying Supplementary Advice (where available) will also
provide a framework to inform the measures needed to conserve or restore the European Site and the
prevention of deterioration or significant disturbance of its qualifying features as required by the
provisions of Article 6(1) and 6(2) of the Directive.
These Conservation Objectives are set for each habitat or species of a Special Area of Conservation
(SAC). Where the objectives are met, the site will be considered to exhibit a high degree of integrity and
to be contributing to achieving Favourable Conservation Status for that species or habitat type at a UK
level. The term ‘favourable conservation status’ is defined in Article 1 of the Habitats Directive.

Publication date: 30 June 2014 – version 2. This document updates and replaces an earlier version
dated 29 May 2012 to reflect Natural England’s Strategic Standard on European Site Conservation
Objectives 2014.

APPENDIX 4
Copy of Burnham Beeches SSSI citation

COUNTY:

BUCKINGHAMSHIRE

SITE NAME: BURNHAM BEECHES

Status:

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981

Local Planning Authorities:

South Bucks District Council

National Grid Reference:

SU950857

Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000:

175

1:10,000: SU98 NW, NE, SW, SE

Date Notified (Under 1949 Act):

1951

Date of Last Revision: 1983

Date Notified (Under 1981 Act):

1985

Date of Last Revision:

Area: 374.6 ha 925.7 ac
Other information: Formerly included Littleworth Common, now a separate SSSI. The southern half of the area is
owned by the Corporation of the City of London and has been open to the public since 1880.

Description and Reasons for Notification
An extensive area of the Burnham Plateau where Thames gravels and underlying Reading Beds give rise to acid soils
supporting mature and developing woodland, old coppice, scrub and heath. There are ancient oak and beech pollards of
which the latter are a celebrated feature of international renown. Fragments of wet heath and bog, as well as an alder
wood and a number of ponds coincide with springs and wet flushes, and with a small stream which in places cuts down
to the Chalk producing swallowholes. This complex of habitats, of which none are widely represented in Buckinghamshire
and one (the ancient pollards) is virtually unique, harbours numerous plants, birds and invertebrates of regional importance,
as well as several nationally rare species.
Mature woodland dominated by beech, with or without oak, includes the ancient pollards as well as high forest, and
represents a particular type of beechwood originally described (as Fagetum ericetosum) by A G Tansley in his British
Islands and Their Vegetation of 1939. Beech is regenerating well in several areas. Oak also occurs elsewhere both
with hazel, where the latter was previously coppiced, and with birch and pine where developing woodland is invading
former heathland. Alder grows in one of the small wet valleys and an interesting rarity is the wild service tree Sorbus
torminalis. Plantations of pine, spruce and larch have been established in the northern part of the site.
Holly, honeysuckle and the alien Rhododendron ponticum are the main components of the shrub layer of the woodlands,
and bracken and brambles frequently dominate the ground flora, but in places these are lacking and the woodland floor
may bear no more than scattered patches of wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa and cushions of the distinctive moss
Leucobryum glaucum. Other woodland plants include broad buckler fern Dryopteris dilatata, the sedges Carex
sylvatica and C. remota, bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta, woodruff Galium odoratum, enchanter's nightshade
Circaea lutetiana, wood anemone Anemone nemorosa, wood sorrel Oxalis acetosella, wood sage Teucrium
scorodonia, wood avens Geum urbanum, the semi-parasitic cow-wheat Melampyrum pratense and the exceptionally
rare bladderseed Physospermum cornubiense, long known here but otherwise found only in Devon and Cornwall. The
wetter parts of the woods contain such species as bugle Ajuga reptans, water mint Mentha aquatica, marsh violet Viola
palustris, wood club-rush Scirpus sylvaticus and wood horsetail Equisetum sylvaticum, of which the last three are
particularly notable.
The heathland is diminishing in extent through invasion either by bracken or by scrub and woodland, but fragments remain
and there are particularly good tracts in the rides of Egypt Woods. Typical of the drier areas are heather Calluna
vulgaris, bell heather Erica cinerea, early hair-grass Aira praecox, heath bedstraw Galium saxatile, heath milkwort
Polygala serpyllifolia, betony Betonica officinalis and the hawkweed Hieracium sabaudum, as well as gorse Ulex
europaeus, broom Cytisus scoparius and a few old junipers Juniperus communis, these last of special interest because

of the drastic decline in this species in southern England and its virtual confinement now to the Chalk. Wet heath also
supports heather, but associated species here are purple moor-grass Molinia caerulea, cross-leaved heath Erica tetralix
and dwarf gorse Ulex minor.
OVER/

The wetter grounds, margins of ponds and swallowholes and the areas of open water provide a further selection of plant
species of which many are now scarce. Examples are water horsetail Equisetum fluviatile, great reedmace Typha
latifolia, sharp-flowered rush Juncus acutiflorus, yellow flag Iris pseudacorus, bog bean Menyanthes trifoliata, lesser
spearwort Hypericum elodes, greater bladderwort Utricularia vulgaris, white and yellow water-lilies Nymphaea alba
and Nuphar lutea, and some six species of bog moss Sphagnum spp.
Invertebrate life is well represented at Burnham Beeches. The area has long been known for its wood ants Formica rufa
and hornets Vespa crabro and it is a top international site for rare woodland slugs such as Limax tenellus and L.
cinereoniger. Records of butterflies and moths have been somewhat neglected here, but the dead wood of the beech
and oak pollards provides habitat for several very rare beetles, including Ischnomera sanguinicollis which is classified
as Grade 3 in the Red Data Book of threatened species. Other notable insects are the black darter dragonfly Sympetrum
danae and the bog bush cricket Metrioptera brachyptera.
Among the mammals, the dormouse still occurs. Some 56 species of birds breed regularly including sparrowhawk and
hawfinch among the all-year-round residents and redstart, nightjar and nightingale among the summer visitors.

APPENDIX 5
SSSI Unit Condition Information

Report generated on: 23 Nov 2017

Main Habitat

Responsible
Officer

Unit
Number

Unit Id

Area NNR Overlap Latest
(ha)
Area (ha) Assessment
Date

Assessment
Description

Comment

Burnham Beeches SSSI - BUCKINGHAMSHIRE (SOUTH BUCKS)
BROADLEAVED, MIXED DOUG WALLACE
AND YEW WOODLAND
- Lowland

001

1002533

39.7317

0.02 06/10/2008

Favourable

is part of the site is essentially managed by minimal
intervention and has a 'natural' structure with a wide
age range of trees including large, open grown trees.
Adequate levels of tree regeneration are evident to
maintain canopy cover. The ground flora is typical of
the woodland type and is relatively species-poor, but
Physospermum cornubiense is present over quite a large
area. There are no indications of any aspects which
might be a threat to the special interest of the unit.

BROADLEAVED, MIXED DOUG WALLACE
AND YEW WOODLAND
- Lowland

002

1002530 143.2689

1.94 10/11/2006

Unfavourable Recovering

Unit 2 visited with Doug Wallace. There were a mix of
stand types including blocks of conifer, secondary birch
woodland, alder carr and oak/beech woodland. Within
the later there was local variation in ground flora. In
parts of the beech woodland there were just 2 main age
classes, with no ancient trees, a lack of regeneration
and no real understorey. Other areas had a more open
canopy with more regen and more ground flora.
Bracken dominated the ground flora in some areas,
others were dominated by Deschampsia caespitosa,
woodland bryophytes were rich in some areas including
the acid indicator Leucobryum glaucum. Some deer and
squirrel damage was present in places but not to a
critical level. Levels of deadwood were acceptable over
the unit as a whole. See file note for further info.

BROADLEAVED, MIXED DOUG WALLACE
AND YEW WOODLAND
- Lowland

003

1002532 142.4784

142.48 26/08/2010

Favourable

Good quality management is in place and key targets for
habitat condition are met. The extent of woodland is
being maintained and a great deal of effort is put in
place to protect and maintain the health of veteran
trees. An active programme of re-pollarding veteran
trees is in place, and `new? pollards are being
promoted. There is a great deal of standing and lying
dead wood, and there is high diversity of habitat
structure, including warm, sunny glades, woodland edge
with high structural diversity, shady wetland areas, and
lots of transitions between habitats, all of which provide
suitable conditions for a wide range of invertebrates.
The area being grazed extensively to promote
restoration of the wood pasture element of the site has
been extended in recent years and this is producing
good habitat structure appropriate to the site. A small
number of exotic trees are present scattered through
the woodland but their presence does not appear to be
having detrimental impacts and cover is well within
target. A programme to eradicate Rhododendron is in
place and bracken is managed to prevent it becoming
dominant. The ground flora is typical of the woodland
type and there are no indications of undesirable
changes. Natural tree regeneration is taking place
throughout the area at sufficient level to maintain
canopy cover. Measures are in place to manage public
access and to control potentially damaging impacts due
to trampling and dog walking. This part of the site
includes a significant population of the nationally rare
moss Zygodon forsteri. Monitoring indicates that the
population is healthy and that current management is

BROADLEAVED, MIXED DOUG WALLACE
AND YEW WOODLAND
- Lowland

004

1002531

57.9228

57.92 26/08/2010

Favourable

Good quality management is in place and key targets for
habitat condition are met. The extent of woodland is
being maintained and a great deal of effort is put in
place to protect and maintain the health of veteran
trees. An active programme of re-pollarding veteran
trees is in place. There is a great deal of standing and
lying dead wood, and there is high diversity of habitat
structure, including warm, sunny glades, woodland edge
with high structural diversity, shady wetland areas, and
lots of transitions between habitats, all of which provide
suitable conditions for a wide range of invertebrates.
The area being grazed extensively to promote
restoration of the wood pasture element of the site has
been extended in recent years and this is producing
good habitat structure appropriate to the site. A small
number of exotic trees are present scattered through
the woodland but their presence does not appear to be
having detrimental impacts and cover is well within
target. A programme to eradicate Rhododendron is in
place. The ground flora is typical of the woodland type
and there are no indications of undesirable changes.
Natural tree regeneration is taking place throughout the
area at sufficient level to maintain canopy cover.
Measures are in place to manage public access and to
control potentially damaging impacts due to trampling
and dog walking. This part of the site includes an area
of dry, heathy grassland which supports a large number
of juniper bushes. Natural juniper reproduction is taking
place here, an unusual feature in southern England. The
area also includes an extensive mire system which has
been gradually restored in recent years. The mire

APPENDIX 6
Copy of Burnham Beeches Site Improvement Plan

Improvement Programme for England's Natura 2000 Sites (IPENS)
Planning for the Future

Site Improvement Plan
Burnham Beeches
Site Improvement Plans (SIPs) have been developed for each Natura 2000 site in England as part of the Improvement Programme for England's Natura 2000 sites
(IPENS). Natura 2000 sites is the combined term for sites designated as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protected Areas (SPA). This work has been
financially supported by LIFE, a financial instrument of the European Community.
The plan provides a high level overview of the issues (both current and predicted) affecting the condition of the Natura 2000 features on the site(s) and outlines the priority
measures required to improve the condition of the features. It does not cover issues where remedial actions are already in place or ongoing management activities which are
required for maintenance.
The SIP consists of three parts: a Summary table, which sets out the priority Issues and Measures; a detailed Actions table, which sets out who needs to do what, when
and how much it is estimated to cost; and a set of tables containing contextual information and links.
Once this current programme ends, it is anticipated that Natural England and others, working with landowners and managers, will all play a role in delivering the priority
measures to improve the condition of the features on these sites.
The SIPs are based on Natural England's current evidence and knowledge. The SIPs are not legal documents, they are live documents that will be updated to reflect
changes in our evidence/knowledge and as actions get underway. The information in the SIPs will be used to update England's contribution to the UK's Prioritised Action
Framework (PAF).
The SIPs are not formal consultation documents, but if you have any comments about the SIP or would like more information please email us at
IPENSLIFEProject@naturalengland.org.uk, or contact Natural England's Responsible Officer for the site via our enquiry service 0300 060 3900, or
enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk

This Site Improvement Plan covers the following Natura 2000 site(s)
UK0030034
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Burnham Beeches SAC

Site description
Burnham Beeches is an example of Atlantic acidophilous beech forests in central southern England. It is an extensive area of former beech wood-pasture
with many old pollards and associated beech Fagus sylvatica and oak Quercus spp. high forest. Surveys have shown that it is one of the richest sites for
saproxylic invertebrates in the UK. It also retains nationally important epiphytic communities, including the moss Zygodon forsteri.

Plan Summary
This table shows the prioritised issues for the site(s), the features they affect, the proposed measures to address the issues and the delivery bodies whose involvement
is required to deliver the measures. The list of delivery bodies will include those who have agreed to the actions as well as those where discussions over their role in
delivering the actions is on-going.
Priority & Issue

Pressure
or Threat

Feature(s) affected

Measure

Delivery Bodies

1 Air Pollution: risk of
atmospheric nitrogen
deposition

Threat

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Implementation of nutrient
management strategy

Not yet determined

2 Public
Access/Disturbance

Pressure/
Threat

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Continuation of the access
management strategy in the
National Nature Reserve
(NNR)

City of London Corporation,
Natural England, South Bucks
District Council

3 Habitat fragmentation

Pressure

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Provision of clear advice to
local planning authorities

City of London Corporation,
Forestry Commission, Natural
England, South Bucks District
Council

4 Deer

Pressure/
Threat

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Provision of advice to
landowner on deer
management

Forestry Commission, Natural
England, Landowner(s)

5 Species decline

Pressure/
Threat

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Implementation of specific
management to promote
future veteran trees

City of London Corporation,
Forestry Commission, Natural
England

6 Invasive species

Threat

H9120 Beech forests on acid soils

Develop a survey and
monitoring strategy, and
implement control measures
as necessary

City of London Corporation,
Forestry Commission, South
Bucks District Council,
Landowner(s), National Trust/
Dorneywood Trust
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Issues and Actions
This table outlines the prioritised issues that are currently impacting or threatening the condition of the features, and the outstanding actions required to address them. It
also shows, where possible, the estimated cost of the action and the delivery bodies whose involvement will be required to implement the action. Lead delivery bodies
will be responsible for coordinating the implementation of the action, but not necessarily funding it. Delivery partners will need to support the lead delivery body in
implementing the action. In the process of developing the SIPs Natural England has approached the delivery bodies to seek agreement on the actions and their roles in
delivering them, although in some cases these discussions have not yet been concluded. Other interested parties, including landowners and managers, will be involved
as the detailed actions are agreed and delivered. Funding options are indicated as potential (but not necessarily agreed or secured) sources to fund the actions.

1 Air Pollution: risk of atmospheric nitrogen deposition
Epiphytic lichen communities are sensitive to nutrient deposition, promoting the growth of nutrient-tolerant species and reducing overall lichen diversity. Improvements have
been achieved in terms of SO2 and particulate deposition in the area but NO2 and ammonia deposition levels remain high. Nitrogen deposition may also be affecting tree
health, resulting in changes in tree canopy structure and other effects.
Action Action description
1A

Control, reduce and ameliorate
atmospheric nitrogen impacts

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

Not yet
determined

2014-20

Site Nitrogen Action
Plan

Not yet
determined

Not yet determined

Not yet determined

2 Public Access/Disturbance
Veteran trees are vulnerable to damage as a result of soil compaction due to trampling or vehicle movements in their root zone.
Action Action description
2A

Implement the access management
strategy

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

Not yet
determined

2015-25

National Nature
Reserve (NNR)
management plan

National
Nature
Reserve
(NNR) running
costs

City of London
Corporation

Natural England, South
Bucks District Council

3 Habitat fragmentation
There is high pressure for new housing development in the vicinity of Burnham Beeches which risks isloating the site from the surrounding countryside.

Action Action description
3A
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Input to forward development
planning.

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

Staff time

2015-25

Advice

Staff time

Natural England

City of London
Corporation, South
Bucks District Council

Action Action description
3B

Cost estimate

Support woodland habitat
Not yet
management and woodland creation determined
in surrounding area.

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

2015-25

Rural Development
Programme for
England (RDPE):
Common
Agricultural Policy
2014-20 (New
Environmental Land
Management
Scheme)

New
Environmental
Land
Management
Scheme
(NELMS)

Forestry Commission

Natural England

4 Deer
Deer are numerous in the northern parts of the site and causing adverse impacts on tree regeneration and ground flora composition.
Action Action description
4A

Implementation of deer management Staff time
strategy.

Action Action description
4B
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Cost estimate

Cost estimate

Implementation of deer management £20,000
strategy.

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

2015-25

Advice

Not yet
determined

Natural England

Forestry Commission,
Landowner(s)

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

2015-25

Non-Natural
England funded site
management plan

LEADER
(RDPE)

Forestry Commission

Natural England,
Landowner(s)

5 Species decline
The number of veteran trees at the site is declining and there is a a significant age gap between these and the next generation of future veterans. This could have
significant impacts on habitat availability for specialised saproxylic invertebrates.

Action Action description
5A

Implementation of veteran tree
management strategy.

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

£50,000

2015-25

Rural Development
Programme for
England (RDPE):
Common
Agricultural Policy
2014-20 (New
Environmental Land
Management
Scheme)

Rural
Development
Programme
(RDPE)

City of London
Corporation

Forestry Commission,
Natural England

6 Invasive species
Oak processionary moth is now well-established in sites close to Burnham Beeches. If it reaches Burnham Beeches control measures could pose a threat to native
invertebrate populations. And as current control methods are very expensive it could result in reduced funding for habitat management.
Work has been undertaken to reduce the presence of Rhododendron across the site but it is abundant in many adjacent properties and work will be required to prevent recolonisation. It is of particular concern as it acts as host for the pathogen causing sudden oak death (which also affects beech).
Action Action description
6A

Implementation of invasive species
monitoring

Action Action description
6B
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Implementation of invasive species
control plan

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

Not yet
determined

2015-20

Bio-security plan

Not yet
determined

City of London
Corporation

Forestry Commission,
South Bucks District
Council, Landowner(s),
National Trust/
Dorneywood Trust

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

£15,000

2016-25

Invasive Control
Plan: Invasive
Species Control
Programme

Natural
England (NNR
running
costs),
Volunteering

City of London
Corporation

Forestry Commission,
South Bucks District
Council, Landowner(s),
National Trust/
Dorneywood Trust

Action Action description
6C
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Continue the policy of eradication of
Rhododendron ponticum.

Cost estimate

Timescale

Mechanism

Funding option

Delivery lead body

Delivery partner(s)

Not yet
determined

2015-25

Invasive Control
Plan: Invasive
Species Control
Programme

New
Environmental
Land
Management
Scheme
(NELMS),
England
Woodland
Grant Scheme
(EWGS)

City of London
Corporation

Forestry Commission,
Landowner(s), National
Trust/ Dorneywood
Trust

Site details
The tables in this section contain site-relevant contextual information and links

Qualifying features
#UK Special responsibility
H9120 Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion roboripetraeae or Ilici-Fagenion)

Burnham Beeches SAC

Site location and links
Burnham Beeches SAC
Area (ha) 382.76
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Grid reference

SU949855

Map link

Local Authorities

Buckinghamshire

Site Conservation Objectives

European Site Conservation Objectives for Burnham Beeches SAC

European Marine Site conservation advice

n/a

Regulation 33/35 Package

n/a

Marine Management Organisation site plan

n/a

Water Framework Directive (WFD)
The Water Framework Directive (WFD) provides the main framework for managing the water environment throughout Europe. Under the WFD a management plan must
be developed for each river basin district. The River Basin Management Plans (RMBP) include a summary of the measures needed for water dependent Natura 2000
sites to meet their conservation objectives. For the second round of RBMPs, SIPs are being used to capture the priorities and new measures required for water
dependent habitats on Natura 2000 sites. SIP actions for non-water dependent sites/habitats do not form part of the RBMPs and associated consultation.

Burnham Beeches SAC
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River basin

Thames RBMP

WFD Management catchment

Colne

WFD Waterbody ID (Cycle 2 draft)

n/a

Overlapping or adjacent protected sites
Site(s) of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
Burnham Beeches SAC

Burnham Beeches SSSI

National Nature Reserve (NNR)
Burnham Beeches SAC

Burnham Beeches NNR

Ramsar
Burnham Beeches SAC

n/a

Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA)
Burnham Beeches SAC

n/a

Other relevant documents and links
Burnham Beeches NNR & SAC Local Management Plan
2010-2020
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Version Date
1.0

Comment

15/12/2014

www.naturalengland.org.uk/ipens2000
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IN THE MATTER OF:

THE WYCOMBE LOCAL PLAN

___________________
NOTE
___________________

Introduction

1. I am instructed in this matter by Turely on behalf of SEGRO Plc in respect of land at
Westthorpe Park, Marlow (“the site”). SEGRO has submitted representations to the
emerging Wycombe Local Plan (“the Plan”) to the effect that the site should be
allocated for employment development alongside a new country park. This Note
should be read alongside those representations, which comprise submissions made
at the Regulation 18 and 19 consultation stages of the Plan and various Hearing
Statements submitted by Turley to the Inspector in response to her Schedule of
Matters, Issues and Questions.

2. The Plan has now been submitted for examination, and I have been asked to provide
a Note on whether the Plan meets the various legal compliance tests. In light of all of
the matters set out in the Turley representations referenced above, it is my opinion
that (i) the Plan fails the Duty to Co-operate; (ii) the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is
inadequate in terms of its assessment of the likely effects of the Plan’s policies and its
consideration of reasonable alternatives and (iii) on the basis of the totality of the
evidence as it currently stands it is very difficult to see how the Plan can omit the
site and pass the tests of being positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent
with national policy.
3. I consider briefly each of these three matters below, in reverse order.

1

Positively Prepared, Justified, Effective and Consistent with National
Policy

4. The purpose of planning is to achieve sustainable development (NPPF Foreward).
The presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the first part of
NPPF14 (plan-making) is engaged. This requires the plan-maker to ensure that the
plan meets objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
or specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.

5. The first step therefore is to objectively identify the correct level of need for
employment land. NPP17(3) provides that “every effort should be made to
objectively identify and then meet the … business … needs of an area, and respond
positively to wider opportunites for growth.”

6. The Plan falls at the first hurdle because it fails to objectively identify the true level of
need for employment land. The HEDNA is openly based on a cautious, or
pessimistic, approach to the need for B1c/B2 and B8 floorspace, preferring as it does
the Oxford Economics forecast to the Experian forecasts. Further, and more
importantly, the HEDNA fails to act on the commercial insights contained within it,
not least of all the finding that B8 warehouse space has been constrained by a lack of
supply and this is a sector that will continue to show strong growth. This is not
evidence of an approach that is seeking to “respond positively to wider
opportunities for growth.” Even leaving aside the marked contrast between the
positivity found in the NPPF and the negativity of the HEDNA, but the Plan does not
respond accurately to even that level of demand found within the HEDNA. The
latter was updated with an addendum that at least recognised a changing market and
higher growth, but the Plan continues to base itself on the original HEDNA figures.

7. The second step in plan-making (once the correct level of need has been identified)
is to meet that need, unless there is evidence that meeting it would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The importance of meeting needs, and in
particular meeting needs to support economic growth, is re-iterated time and again
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throughout the Framework:

a. NPPF17(3) states that sufficient suitable land should be allocated having
regard to the needs of business communities, and that local authorities
should be using the Plan to “proactively drive and support sustainable
economic development to deliver the … business and industrial units …the
country needs.”

b. NPPF 19 states that the “Government is committed to ensuring the planning
system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth.
Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to
sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed on the need
to support economic growth through the planning system.”

c. NPPF 20 adds “local planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the
development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st
century.”

d. NPPF 21 emphasises the need for a positive and proactive approach at the
plan-making stage: “In drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities
should: … set out a clear economic vision and strategy for their area which
positively and proactively encourages sustainable economic growth; support
existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or
contracting …. Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not
anticipated in the plan to allow a rapid response to changes in economic
circumstances”.

8. Despite all of this very clear guidance in the NPPF, the Plan is designed to meet only
56% of the identified employment needs of the area. There is nothing in the evidence
base to support the proposition that meeting the remainder of the identified need
would cause significant and demonstrable harm, let alone such significant and
demonstrable harm that it would outweigh the benefits of providing sufficient
employment land to meet the Government’s commitment to secure economic
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growth to create jobs and prosperity (NPPF18), or outweigh the “significant weight”
the Government attaches to using the planning system to support economic growth
(NPPF19). There is no assessment anywhere in the evidence base of what the harm
would be if the Westthrope Park site were to be allocated for employment, no
assessment of what the consequences would be of failing to provide sufficient
employment land, and no assessment to support any assertion to the effect that the
harms would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benfits.

9. Whilst I accept that the instruction to meet needs is subject to the qualification in
the second indent (i.e specific policies may indicate that development should be
restricted), and that the site lies in the Green Belt (“GB”), the fact remains that the
LPA has accepted that exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the GB
to meet employment needs. This is the justification that it puts forward for releasing
Air Park from the GB to meet employment needs. Westthorpe Park must of
necessity also meet the exceptional circumstances test given that it scores better in
the Council’s own assessment.

10. There is a whole host of evidence set out in the Turley representations which
demonstrates that the Westthorpe Park site is extremely well suited to meeting the
identified needs for additional employment land required over the plan period, and
that it can do so whilst at the same time furthering many of the overarching
objectives of the plan (including the objectives of providing for a country park,
enhancing the Westthorpe junction inter-change and fostering the economic
strength of the M40/A404 location and that of the rural economy).

11. The situation can therefore be summarised as follows: there is an acknowledged
need for employment land considerably in excess of that which the council is
proposing to allocate; there is a suitable, available and deliverable employment site
with developer commitment that can help meet that need; release of this site will
not cause any harm, let alone significant and demonstrable harm; allocation of the
site will help deliver other important objectives of the plan; the location of the site in
the GB is not a bar to its release given (a) the acceptance by the LPA that GB
releases are unavoidable to meet the identified need and (b) that the site performs
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better as a GB release than sites favoured by the council for release from the GB.
Against this background it is difficult to understand how the submitted plan, which
fails to meet the objectively identified need for employment land, can be described as
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy.

12. The Council’s only answer to the above appears to be that the need can be met in
an adjoining district. But this is in truth no answer at all, for two reasons.

13. Firstly, the NPPF permits objectively identified needs to met outside of the LPA’s
area only if these needs cannot be met within their own area. NPPF 179 provides
that “Joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to
meet development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas
– for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would cause
significant harm to the principles and policies for this Framework.” In the present
case there is no evidence that the need for employment land cannot be met within
the area of Wycombe District Council, or that to meet those needs would fail to
pass the tilted balance set out in NPPF14. Indeed all of the evidence demonstrates
that the need can be met within its area (or at the very least, more of the need can
be met than it proposes to meet, given the availability, suitability and deliverability of
the SEGRO site).

14. Secondly, the requirement in the NPPF is to meet the need that has been identified,
not some other unidentified and unquantified need. As the Framework expresses it
at para. 7, the requirement is to ensure that the right type of employment floorspace
is delivered in the right locations at the right time to support growth. The need
here is the need for a particular operational market, and the Aylsebury Vale area sits
in a different Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) to Wycombe. The evidence
clearly demonstrates that Aylebury Vale cannot effectively provide for sites and
premises to meet the needs of occupiers who, for commercial and logistical reasons,
have to base themselves within Wycombe district. Pointing to the existence of B8
floorspace in a district (AVD) where there is no demand for such space is not an
answer to not providing employment floor space in a district where there is growing
demand and a lack of supply.
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Sustainability Appraisal

15. The SEA/SA Regulations Schedule 2(8) requires an “assessment of reasonable
alternatives” and the identification of the “reasons for selecting the alternatives
tested in the light of the others available.” In Ashdown Forest Economic Development
LLP v SSCLG and Wealden DC [2014] EWHC 406 (Admin), Mr Justice Sales held (at
paragraph 97) that the plan-maker should be aware “The court will be alert to scrutinise
its choices regarding reasonable alternatives to ensure that it is not seeking to avoid that
obligation by saying that there are no reasonable alternatives or by improperly limiting the
range of such alternatives which is identified.”.
16. I have considered Section 8 of Turley’s Regulation 19 Representations and am
satisfied that the SA in this case is legally inadequate because, in short, it eliminates
reasonable alternatives on a basis that is flawed as a matter of law.

17. The starting point is a recognition that GB is a policy designation and should not be
used to assess the sustainability of a proposed allocation. The SA is the correct tool
to assess the sustainability performance of reasonable alternatives. Contrary to this
approach, the SA supporting this Plan was used only once the sites had been through
the GB and HELAA process. This flaw is exacerbated by the fact that no clear and
transparent explanation has been provided as to why some GB sites were
considered to meet the exceptional circumstances test (such as Air Park), but
Westthopre Park was not, despite it scoring better in the council’s own evidence
base. The correct approach would have been one that put all sites that were subject
to the GB assessment through the SA approach, so that a full and transparent
assessment of the sustainability of each site could emerge. That should then have
informed the council’s decisions on GB boundaries, as required by NPPF84 and 85.
Instead, what has happened is that prior policy choices have driven the SA, as
opposed to the SA informing policy choices in a clear and transparent manner that
could then be subject to scrunity by others.

18. In addition, the SA fails to assess the sustainability implications of not providing for
sufficient employment land within Wycombe District with the reasonable alternative
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of doing so.

Duty to Co-operate

19. As set out above, the duty to co-operate is triggered in respect of unmet needs if
there is evidence that development requirements cannot be met within the area of
the plan-making authority. In the present case an MOU has been signed between the
Buckinghamshire authorities that proposes a broad and generic apportionment of
unmet needs without (a) evidence that needs cannot be met within the area of each
relevant authority and (b) contrary to evidence that there are two specific FEMAs
and that the employment needs of one cannot be met by providing more
employment floorspace in the other. This represents a perversion of the function
and purpose of the Duty to Co-operate: rather than using it as a mechanism to
ensure identified needs are met, it is being used as a mechanism to avoid meeting
those identified needs by pointing to the availability of land outside of the district
which is unsuitable to meet the needs identified through the objective evidence.

Conclusion

20. I have addressed the matters raised in my Instructions. If additional matters arise I
would be pleased to assist further.
MARTIN KINGSTON QC
Number 5 Chambers
28 JUNE 2018
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