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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, SEGRO Plc, in relation to
Matter 2 of the Wycombe District Council Local Plan Examination.

1.2

Our Client has 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.

1.3

Our Client has 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 arising from the robustness of WDC evidence base alongside
the lack of justification for the quantum of unmet employment need identified by WDC
being accommodated by AVDC. 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 2 of the
Hearing Timetable which relate to the Inspector’s questions associated with the Plan’s
Strategy.
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2. Matters to be examined
Issue 1 ‐ Is the Vision sufficiently aspirational and locally specific to form the basis for
planning in Wycombe over the Plan Period?
2.1

The vision is aspirational but not locally specific given that it does not recognise its
strong functional economic relationships with the Thames Valley (particularly the
southern areas), nor the role that Marlow plays as a key settlement within the south of
Buckinghamshire. We would note that a focus on the District being ‘economically
strong’ needs to be underpinned by appropriate objectives and spatial strategy.
Issue 2 ‐ Are the Plan’s objectives appropriate, positively prepared and justified and
are they capable of delivering the vision for Wycombe District set out in the Plan?

2.2

2.3

No. We question how the spatial strategy and allocations proposed reflect these
objectives or indeed the overarching vision. Our comments are below:


Cherish the Chilterns ‐ we support this objective with WDC stating ‘conserving
and enhancing the natural beauty of the landscape of the AONB is, therefore,
central to the strategy of the Local Plan’. This is not delivered through the
employment allocations within the AONB for ‘major development’ where
there is a continued objection by the Chiltern Conservation Board. As such,
this objective is not being achieved by the spatial strategy.



Strengthen the Sense of Place ‐ The reference to ‘maintaining place identity by
using Green Belt to keep main settlements separate’ does not align with the
purposes of the Green Belt within paragraph 80 and should be re‐considered.



Foster economic growth‐ The objective states this will be achieved through
‘fostering the economic strength of the M40/A404 location and that of the
rural economy’. This is not achieved given WDC, without justification, has
omitted a site which would deliver this objective through the spatial strategy.
Instead, employment sites are located at lower tier settlements
(Stokenchurch) or in locations that are isolated from defined settlements with
poor connectivity to the strategic road network (Wycombe Air Park). In
addition, decanting its needs to AVDC as defined within the MoU further fails
to ensure that WDC fosters its own economic growth. Are the Council able to
clarify paragraph 3.9 which states that there are ‘difficult market conditions in
some sector’s as this is contrary to our Client’s own evidence of current
market conditions to the south of Buckinghamshire ( see Appendix 11 of
Regulation 19 Representations).



Mitigation Climate Change ‐ The identification of employment sites with poor
relationships to existing higher tier settlements, will only serve to increase the
reliance on the private car for employees, given the less sustainable nature of
these locations.

We have set out at para. 5.31 of our Regulation 19 Representations how our Client’s
site which is supported for allocation by the Council’s own evidence (see response to
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Matter 4) would assist in meetings the Council’s objectives as part of the spatial
strategy.
Issue 3 ‐ Is the Plan’s Spatial Strategy (Policy CP2) consistent with the requirement of
the NPPF to promote sustainable development
2.1

No. We do not consider that the spatial strategy is consistent on account of the
following:


We do not agree that the employment allocation at Stokenchuch within the
AONB are not ‘major development’ and do not consider this aligns with the
policy objective of ‘attaching great weight to conserving the landscape and
scenic beauty of the AONB’ under paragraph 116 of the Framework when
considering allocations in the AONB. In addition, the revised Framework seeks
to define Major Development as ‘additional floorspace of 1,000m2 or more, or
a site of 1 hectare or more’ of which the proposed employment allocations
within the AONB will exceed. In addition, the conclusions of the Inspector’s
findings on the proposed AONB allocations at the recent West Oxfordshire EiP
which resulted in a number of sites being removed from the Plan on the
Inspector’s request (see Appendix 1). We would invite the Inspector to
interrogate this point, as we note that no explicit questions have when raised
regarding major AONB development.



Protect the Green Belt ‐ we support the release of land where there are
exceptional circumstances to do so although this needs to ‘promote
sustainable patterns of development’ and be based on proportionate evidence
in line with paragraph 84 of the Framework. WDC has failed to provide robust
evidence to justify the sites proposed employment sites for Green Belt release
with some being ‘illogical holes’ in the Green Belt failing to meet para. 85 of
the Framework. See Response to Matter 6.



We do not agree that the Council is ‘meeting as much of the District’s
employment need as it is sustainable to do so’, given there are clear
opportunities for employment sites to come forward aligning with the Local
Plan vision and objectives which have been discounted, contrary to the
Council’s own evidence. There is no reason to not allocate our clients site at
Marlow (see response to Matter 4 and 6);



We do not agree that the Council has directed most new employment land to
the four larger settlements of the District (Tier 1 and 2). The Stokenchurch
allocation is a Tier 3 settlement, and Wycombe Air Park falls outside of any
defined settlement. It cannot constitute sustainable development as required
under the Framework (especially with regard to Green Belt release: see
response to Matter 6). New employment allocations at Marlow ‐ a Tier 2
settlement, strategically position along the A404 and M40 network has been
discounted without sound justification. The proposed employment allocations
will not promote sustainable development.
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2.2

We have also provided detailed comments on the Employment Topic Paper that
support the spatial strategy and the Submission Local Plan within our Regulation 19
representations. We have included this at Appendix 2.
Issue 4 ‐ Does the plan reflect the strategies and proposals of infrastructure
providers?

2.3

No. It is clear the spatial objective of fostering economic growth at the A404/M40
interchange is not reflected within the spatial strategy. The Council has further
overlooked the commitment to enhance the Westhorpe Junction interchange,
including recently secured government funding. This will significantly improve
opportunities for further growth at this location to meet the employment needs of the
District, which WDC consider they cannot accommodate. There are no deliverable or
logical access arrangements proposed for the Air Park – the evidence base is silent on
this important matter.

2.4

In this regard policy CP7 is relevant as we consider that specific reference to the
proposed improvements at Westhorpe Interchange should be cited given its reference
with the supporting Topic Paper’s and given it is an integral part of the regeneration
agenda for The Globe Business Park, which is subject to significant BID funded
improvements.

2.5

In the event that the Council continue with allocating the Air Park as its key strategic
employment site within the local plan, then specific infrastructure commitments need
to be made explicit within the policy, and phased accordingly, in order to demonstrate
that the accessibility of the site will be enhanced.
Issue 5 ‐ Has the Plan’s Spatial Strategy been positively prepared, is it justified and
will it be an effective mechanism for delivering growth over the Plan Period?
(a) Does the Plan’s Spatial Strategy represent an effective approach to
delivering sustainable development (Policy Cp1) over the Plan Period?

2.6

No. This policy should reference paragraph 14 in the first instance.

2.7

In addition, we disagree that ‘the plan delivers the vision and objectives, and principles
for the main places in the District and thereby delivers sustainable development’ on
account of the following:


There are significant concerns over the methodology and content of the SA,
with a failure for all reasonable alternatives to be robustly considered with
clear conclusions to support the Council’s proposed allocations. We do not
consider that the Plan represents the most appropriate strategy and conflicts
with the Local Plan Vision and Objectives;



Proposed employment sites are within unsustainable locations with poor
accessibility to local facilities, are unattractive to the market, have no end
users, and limited (at best) supporting technical work to demonstrate the
suitability, viability and deliverability of these sites;
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2.8



The plan fails to deliver economic development in the most appropriate
locations (based on the evidence base that supports the Local Plan) and where
it reflects market interest to meet B use demand thus not ‘ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right
time to support growth and innovation’ (para. 7 of the Framework);



The plan fails to respond to market signals and does not set out a clear strategy
for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in their area. It
has also failed to take account of needs of the business community (para.17 of
the Framework);



There is no robust evidence to demonstrate that Aylesbury Vale can and will
assist in meeting the unmet employments needs and the Buckinghamshire
authorities have failed to ‘positively seek opportunities to meet the
development needs of their area’ (para. 14 of the Framework);



There is a lack of evidence to demonstrate that the proposed allocations will
deliver the quantum and type of employment land being suggested. Nor do
these sites draw on the geographic locations that would strengthen the
economic offer (see response to Matter 4). This fails to make ‘it easier for jobs
to be created in cities, towns and villages’ (para. 9 of the Framework);



There is no ‘clear economic vision and strategy’ for Buckinghamshire with both
WDC and AVDC failing to ‘positively and proactively encourage sustainable
economic growth’ as required under para. 21 of the Framework;



There is no flexibility (or indeed provision to meet economic needs at all over
the Plan) to ‘allow a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances’
(para 21. of the Framework);



The plan has failed to demonstrate how the proposed Marlow Lakes Country
Park will meet community need’s and nor how it will be delivered (on account
of the failed allocation since 2002). No consideration has been given to
opportunities that have been promoted through the Local Plan to assist in
ensuring its partial delivery and building upon such aspirations by the Council.
This position would ‘achieve sustainable development, economic, social and
environmental gains’ (para. 8 of the Framework) unlike the position currently
proposed by the Council; and



The vision and objectives are entirely at odds with the spatial strategy
contained within the Local Plan, with no justification for WDC’s employment
site selection and the Council have thus failed to plan ‘proactively to meet the
development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st
century’ (para.20 of the Framework.

We do not consider that the spatial strategy is effective in delivering sustainable
economic development and has failed to ‘play an active role in guiding development to
sustainable solutions’ (para. 8 of the Framework).
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2.9

In addition, the AVDC Inspector has raised a number of questions in relation to the
distribution of employment needs on the basis of the Buckinghamshire MoU
(Addendum 2017) enclosed at Appendix 3, and we include our response to those
specific questions for information at Appendix 4.
(c) Does the Plan’s spatial strategy effectively link transportation,
employment and housing growth?

2.10

No. The Local Plan identifies its main employment sites in isolated locations detached
from existing settlements with poor accessibility to the strategic road network (i.e
Wycombe Air Park) and with the requirement for significant highways works to support
the delivery of these sites. This is neither an effective or justified approach given our
responses to Matter 4. Neither site relates to any workforce or housing development.
The Princes Risborough allocation would represent a local employment allocation
which we understand is intended to serve future residents. It is not connected to the
strategic road or rail networks.

2.11

This position is contrary to para 4.29 of the Local Plan which states that the M40/ A404
corridor is ‘considered to be crucial to the area’s economic development’, yet fails to
propose a spatial strategy that will reflect this statement, with proposed allocations in
locations where there is poor connectivity to the strategic road network.

2.12

The A404 benefits from secured funding from the Government for £1.13 million in
order to deliver the Westhorpe Interchange Junction improvements. The spatial
strategy does not consider growth opportunities at this location, despite the Council’s
evidence considering it an appropriate location for employment development that
would reinforce the Local Plan objectives and vision.
Issue 6 ‐ Has the Settlement Strategy (Policy CP3) been positively prepared, justified
and will it be effective in delivering sustainable growth?
(a) Has the settlement hierarchy been defined and what level of growth is
proposed for each tier?

2.13

We support Marlow as a Tier 2 settlement, given it is currently one of the most
sustainable settlements within the District outside High Wycombe itself. Page 12 of the
Settlement Hierarchy Study (2017) recognises the presence of two significant existing
employment areas to the east of Marlow at The Globe and Thames International,
whilst also recognising ‘the strategic A404 route’ and the ‘rail links to Bourne End and
Maidenhead’. We consider that opportunities for further growth around the
settlement should have been considered at this location rather than at lower tier
settlements or in areas which are poorly related to existing settlements.

2.14

In comparison, whilst numerous misleading references are provided to the proposed
Air Park allocations being within either Tier 1 or 2 settlements throughout the latest
evidence base documents (they are in neither but are in a remote unconnected
location), this position is not identified within the Settlement Hierarchy Study. We
have shown below the area identified as ‘High Wycombe Urban Area’, to which the
boundary runs along the M40 and includes the existing settlement to the north. We
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would further highlight that the proposed employment allocations do not fall within
any recognised settlement area for the purposes of the Council’s evidence base.

Extract: Settlement Hierarchy Study (2017)
2.15

In addition, no quantum of employment growth or type is identified for each tier and
we consider Policy CP3 is unsound on this basis at present.
Issue 8 ‐ Is the Spatial Strategy sufficiently flexible and can it respond effectively to
changing circumstances?

2.16

No. We have already highlighted concerns over the specific quantum of employment
that WDC is proposing to deliver (see response to Matter 1 and 4) which is not clearly
set out within the Local Plan. It is also unclear within the Buckinghamshire MoU the
specific quantum of employment that will be accommodated within AVDC especially
when defined by B class uses, all of which have varying locational and operational
requirements ‐ and ‘one size does not fit all’. This is more relevant given the presence
of two distinct FEMA’s and the need for flexibility within each area to response to rapid
change.

2.17

We do not see how either plan can demonstrate flexibility when Buckinghamshire is
not meeting the known identified employment needs in the first instance. The lack of
economic vision for the authorities, alongside the clear conflict with the
Buckinghamshire LEP ‐ Buckinghamshire Growth Strategy 2017‐2050, raises serious
concerns with regard to the following:


No evidence that demonstrates ‘every effort’ (para 17. of the Framework) has
be made to achieve sustainable economic growth ‐ when the employment
need will not be satisfied and will be located at inappropriate locations to
meet market demand;



No attempt by either authority to acknowledge clear market signals nor
engage with key developers within the business community ‐ even WDC’s own
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evidence base identifies a ‘supply constrained market’ within the Wycombe
Commercial Assessment (2016) ‐ see para. 5.30 of the Regulation 19
representations;


AVDC and WDC are proceeding with Local Plans that do not meet the
development needs of business and will not create jobs in sustainable
locations where there is greater market certainty that they will be delivered
over the plan period; and



On the basis of the MoU which fails to respond to the identified anticipated
needs over the plan period, there is no flexibility to respond to rapid changes
especially in light of the Buckinghamshire Growth Strategy 2017‐2050.
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Appendix 1:

WODC Local Plan Inspector’s Report
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IN 029

West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2031
Examination
Inspector: Malcolm Rivett BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI
Programme Officer: Rosemary Morton
c/o Planning Policy Team, West Oxfordshire District Council, Elmfield, New Yatt Road, Witney,
OX28 1PB. Email: programme.officer@westoxon.gov.uk. Telephone: 01628 672181

16 January 2018
Dear Mr Hughes,
Examination of the West Oxfordshire Local Plan
Introduction
Following the Stage 2 and Stage 3 hearing sessions, and the completion of
consultation on the additional technical evidence which the Council
commissioned, I write to set out my thoughts on the plan at this stage and on
the way forward with the Examination. My comments are based on all that I
have read, heard and seen to date, although I emphasise that the Examination
is not yet concluded, consultation on further main modifications is yet to take
place and, consequently, these comments are without prejudice to my final
conclusions on the plan.
In the light of the discussions at the Stage 2 and 3 hearing sessions the Council
published on the Examination website a Schedule of Suggested Further Main
Modifications (September 2017) and has subsequently proposed some additional
Further Main Modifications in Appendix 1 of its response to the consultation on
the additional technical evidence.
Other than in respect of the strategy/site allocations for the Burford – Charlbury
sub-area, my concerns about which I detail below, I conclude that, subject to
further modifications to the effect of those now proposed by the Council, the
plan as previously proposed to be modified (doc CD5) is likely to be capable of
being found legally-compliant and sound. I will set out my reasoning for this
conclusion in my final report on the Examination. In the meantime I intend to
liaise with the Council in respect of the precise wording of some of the suggested
further modifications with a view to them then being subject to Sustainability
Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment (insofar as is necessary) followed
by full public consultation.
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Burford – Charlbury Sub-Area
The majority of the Burford – Charlbury sub-area forms part of the Cotswolds
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) makes clear that great weight is to be given to conserving
landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs and the designation is specifically
identified by the NPPF as a constraint which, in effect, may mean that identified
housing needs cannot be appropriately met.
However, equally there is not a national policy embargo on new housing in
AONBs, the AONB in West Oxfordshire already has a significant population and it
is generally common ground that some new housing in the AONB is appropriate
to ensure the area’s communities thrive and remain sustainable in the long term.
There is also evidence that there are specific affordable housing needs in the
AONB and I recognise that the most feasible way of delivering this may, in some
circumstances, be as part of market housing schemes of moderate size.
In response to discussion at the Stage 2 and 3 hearings the Council
commissioned evidence (the Peter Brett report) on housing and demography in
the Burford – Charlbury sub-area. This identifies a “broadly indicative minimum
housing need” for the area of 834 dwellings for the 2015-31 period and states
that if 1,060 new homes were built and occupied in this period the area’s
population would grow by around 1,800 people and its labour force by around
8%.
Whilst this is useful evidence as a starting point, it merely indicates the likely
implications of various levels of housing growth for the sub-area’s population
and resident labour force. Neither it nor any other substantive evidence before
the Examination identifies a housing requirement figure for the Burford –
Charlbury sub-area which appropriately reflect needs, constraints, relevant
national policy and the key issues for Development and Transport detailed in the
Cotswolds AONB Management Plan (2013-2018).
Completions and current commitments in the Burford – Charlbury sub-area
amount to 774 dwellings1. Taken together with completions and anticipated
future supply in the rest of the district2, the total supply is 15,869 – 99.5% of
the plan period district-wide housing requirement figure. Consequently, there is
little case for the plan to provide for more than the already
completed/committed 774 dwellings in the Burford – Charlbury sub-area simply
to ensure that the district-wide housing needs are met.
In addition to the 774 dwelling commitments, the plan (doc CD5), as proposed
by the Council through the previously-consulted on main modifications, provides
for 175 dwellings across three allocated sites in this sub-area and a fourth
allocation for 44 dwellings is already a commitment. Additionally, it assumes
1
2

Table 9.5 of the plan, as updated to September 2017.
Policy H1 of the plan, as updated to September 2017.
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that 264 dwellings will come forward on ‘windfall’ sites in the remainder of the
plan period in the Burford – Charlbury area. As indicated above, these dwellings
(439 in total) are unlikely to be necessary to ensure that district-wide housing
needs are met. Moreover, in the absence of a specific housing need figure for
the sub-area, it is not possible to identify that they are, as a matter of principle,
necessary specifically in the context of the AONB or the Burford – Charlbury
area.
This does not mean that development of some or, indeed, all of these 439
dwellings would necessarily be inappropriate. Specific proposals (whether or not
they are major development in the context of paragraph 116 of the NPPF) may
well demonstrate overall benefits to the AONB and its communities and
consistency with national and local policy for development in this designated
area. Moreover, whilst it relates to matters which are substantially ones of
planning judgement, I note that the Chris Blandford Associates Landscape and
Heritage Advice concludes that, in terms of landscape and heritage a least, the
four AONB allocations are potentially suitable for development.
I recognise that to provide a degree of planning certainty it is desirable for a
Local Plan to allocate sites for housing wherever possible. However, in the
absence of a housing need figure for the Burford – Charlbury sub-area and in the
particular housing land supply circumstances of West Oxfordshire as a whole at
the present time, I conclude that soundly-based decisions on the balance of the
benefits and harms of further housing development in this area can only
reasonably be reached based on the detailed evidence submitted as part of
specific planning applications. A further factor has added weight to my
conclusion in this respect:


As discussed at the Stage 3 hearing sessions, Oxfordshire County Council
has raised significant concerns, in terms of education or accessibility by
public transport, about three of the proposed allocations in this sub–area.
It is clearly not ideal for children living in a new housing development in a
settlement with a primary school to have to travel some distance outside
of the settlement to attend a school with sufficient space for them; nor is
it ideal for new housing to be located in a village where public transport
services are very limited. This does not mean that permission for housing
on these sites should definitively not be permitted. However, in
determining whether or not such development is acceptable in principle, it
is clearly important for the harm likely to result from these matters,
bearing in mind any mitigation proposed, to be weighed against the
benefits of the specific proposal.

Consequently, for the plan to be sound in the light of the available evidence, I
conclude that the four Burford – Charlbury sub-area housing allocations should
not be included in the plan and nor should the plan place any reliance on
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additional ‘windfall’ housing sites in this sub-area.3 However, policy H1 should be
reworded to make clear that the 774 completions/commitments figure for the
Burford – Charlbury sub-area is not a ‘cap’ and that permission for additional
housing in this sub-area may be granted where it is shown to accord with
national and local policy in respect of AONBs. The Council will need to consider
the requirement for other consequential modifications to the plan, most notably
to the Burford – Charlbury sub-area section. However, I am satisfied that the
approach to further housing development in this sub-area which I am
recommending would not be fundamentally inconsistent with the following
policies (as already proposed to be modified):






Policy OS2’s statement that Burford and Charlbury are suitable for a
modest level of development to help reinforce their existing roles and its
requirement that, in the AONB, great weight is given to conserving
landscape and scenic beauty and that major development should comply
with national policy.
Policy H2’s provision for new housing development on non-allocated sites
including on undeveloped land adjoining the built-up area where, amongst
other criteria, it is necessary to meet identified housing needs. However,
it may be appropriate to modify the policy’s supporting text to make clear
that identified housing needs may be district-wide ones or those relating
to a sub-area or a specific settlement.
Policy EH1a’s requirements in respect of all development in the AONB.

It will be a matter for the Council to determine in due course whether or not a
specific, evidence-based, housing requirement figure for the AONB area is
included in a future review of the plan. However, I do not consider that a
decision on this now is essential to the soundness of the plan.
Conclusion and Way Forward
Assuming that the Council would be content to adopt the plan subject to these
modifications I should be grateful if you and your colleagues would prepare their
precise wording for my consideration. In order to expedite the Examination I am
very hopeful that these, along with the other already suggested Further
Modifications, can be the subject of SA/HRA (insofar is as necessary) and then
full public consultation as soon as possible.
Should this not be the case I would be grateful if you would advise me of the
Council’s position as a matter of urgency. I should also be grateful if you would
arrange for this letter to be posted on the Examination website as soon as
3

My recommendation to exclude from the plan the site allocation at Shipton under
Wychwood does not in any way mean that I consider that the existing Council resolution
to grant permission for housing development on this site, subject to a s106 agreement,
is inappropriate. However, should this particular proposal not be implemented, the
principle of any other housing development on the site would be appropriately
considered through a further planning application.
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possible. However, I am not inviting or proposing to accept comments on it from
any other Examination participants.
Yours sincerely

Malcolm Rivett
INSPECTOR

Appendix 2:

Turley Response to WDC’s Topic
Papers
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Topic Paper 3 - Economic Development
5.18

The Submission Version of the Local Plan is supported by an Economic Topic Paper
prepared by the Council, albeit there are numerous contradictions within this Paper
which continue to undermine the position on employment land that WDC have pursued
at all stages of the Local Plan process.

5.19

We have set out the main points raised within the Paper, and provided our response in
the table below in order to exemplify the clear failings of the preferred approach (this list
is not exhaustive):
Reference and WDC Position

Turley Comment

Paragraph 2.6 of the Paper states that
one of the eight objectives is to ‘foster
economic growth’ especially with
regard to fostering ‘the economic
strength of the M40/A404 location and
31
that of the rural economy’

The Local Plan currently fails to deliver on its
OAN for employment land and is heavily
reliant on AVDC meeting any unmet need.
There is no flexibility within the plan and the
proposed allocations have failed to be robustly
assessed to understand whether they are
capable of delivering within the plan period,
alongside whether the quantum and type of
employment development is appropriate.
Westhorpe Park is the only site that can foster
the M40/A404 location and foster the regional
economic strength for the District and it has
been discounted by WDC despite the Local
Plan evidence based supporting it for
consideration. We would further highlight that
Highways England has recently confirmed
further funding for enhancements to the
Westhorpe Interchange Junction of £1.18
million which further re-iterates that Westhorpe
Park is an appropriate site given the strategic
location which will be further enhanced over
the plan period.

Figure 1 - identifies the FEMA and the The FEMA identifies two clear areas, as
Sub- FEMA
follows:
•

Aylesbury Town FEMA

•

Wycombe, Chiltern & Beaconsfield
FEMA

Whilst WDC recognise the Sub-areas, no
acknowledgement is made to the very different
characteristics of these economic areas.
Paragraph 4.2 - ‘ the scope for
identifying new sites for employment
land in Wycombe is limited by a
31

Westhorpe Park is a site which can deliver a
significant quantum of employment floorspace
in a sustainable strategic location. Whilst

Page 21 of the Submission Local Plan

35

number of factors including the
significant planning constraints that
exist in the District such as the Green
Belt and the Chiltern AONB
designations as well as other
environmental constraints and
topographical constraints in terms of
the availability of flat sites’

currently located within the Green Belt, it is
considered that WDC are pursuing more
sensitive sites for allocation within the AONB
alongside releasing Green Belt sites in less
sustainable locations, contrary to the
Framework. This position is misleading in light
of the promotion of Westhorpe Park through
the Local Plan process, where it has been
demonstrated that there is no constraints that
would undermine the delivery of what the
Council’s evidence has identified as the most
appropriate employment site.
There is no reason why it cannot contribute to
the employment needs of the District.

Paragraph 4.3 - ‘also commercial
market constraints, whereby there are
a limited number of locations that are
attractive to the commercial property
market. Commercially attractive
locations are characterised as being
close to existing main centres of
economic activity with an educated
labour supply, well related and
connected to the strategic road
network and with accessibility to a
range of supporting services’

Whilst we agree that there are locations within
WDC are limited in terms of attractiveness to
the commercial market (Princes Risborough is
one such location), a key factor for B2 and B8
operators in particular is accessibility to
strategic transport routes. WDC are pursuing
sites poorly located to existing settlements and
a considerable distance from the strategic
road network (e.g Wycombe Air Park).

Paragraph 4.6 - ‘the consideration of
various options for where new
employment land might be provided
was also informed by some
commercial property advice taken by
Boyer Planning. This provided advice
on the attractiveness of different sites
and locations, and the potential
quantum of development’

We do not consider that WDC has taken into
account the conclusions of the Boyer Report.
It is considered that the approach being taken
is directly contrary to the advice provided
which highlighted the Westhorpe Park would
be the most suitable location for employment
growth in the District (subject to Green Belt
considerations). The Commercial Report
raised concerns over the suitability of the Air

Westhorpe Park directly abuts the settlement
of Marlow (a Tier 2 settlement), provides
pedestrian access to Marlow Station via a
footbridge over the A404 and provides easy
access to the A404 via the Westhorpe
Junction and onwards to the M40 appropriate
for light industrial/ warehouse uses. These are
significant advantages over other employment
sites being proposed by WDC at present, and
our clients, who are proven market leaders in
this field, will deliver this site. It is also located
in an area where it is accessible to potential
employees in Maidenhead and wider RBWM
settlements, and not just those in WDC.
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Park although this has been pursued by WDC
as its primary employment allocation to 2033,
without any clear and robust redress to the
issues that were raised.
Paragraph 4.13 - ‘A site adjacent to
the A404 at Westhorpe, Marlow was
also promoted for employment
development. (This site was also
previously included as a potential
location for employment development
in the 2014 Local Plan Consultation).
On the whole the consultation showed
a low demand for new employment
land.’

We do not agree that there is a low demand
for employment land within Wycombe District.
This is a completely erroneous statement at
odds with the evidence base. Historically given
the landscape and policy constraints of the
District there have been limited opportunities
to consider employment growth beyond High
Wycombe or on existing employment sites.
Westhorpe Park is being promoted by Segro
who are committed to delivering high quality
industrial and warehousing developments,
emphasising the demand within the area in
such locations for employment floorspace.
These representations confirm that there is not
a ‘low demand for new employment land’.

Paragraph 4.21- ‘A number of Green
Belt employment sites associated with
the proposal to create a ‘junction 3a’
on the M40 (BL0002 Land south of
Heath End Road between High
Wycombe and Flackwell Heath) were
also considered. However these sites
were rejected on the basis that there is
no certainty over whether this is the
most appropriate solution to improving
access to High Wycombe, and further
work is being undertaken with
Highways England to assess this.
Without this junction these potential
sites would not be commercial
attractive to the market a access would
require going over junction 4 of the
M40 through High Wycombe Town
Centre, or along non-strategic routes,
as such the sites would not have
sufficient commercial profile.’

This site was discounted on account of it being
inaccessible to the strategic road network.
Despite accessibility issues cited for this site,
WDC has continued to allocate Wycombe Air
Park for significant development when there is
also similarly poor access to the strategic road
network and the M40, with no commitment to
new strategic infrastructure in this location
over the plan period. Access to the Air Park
would similarly be reliant upon non-strategic
roads through High Wycombe which would
equally affect its commercial profile (a point
raised within the Boyer Commercial Report).
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Paragraph 4.25: ‘The AONB sites
report then assessed a potential
expansion of the Business Park
(RUR10 - Stokenchurch) including
consideration of whether it constituted
major development in the AONB. It
concluded that it did not.’

We provide further comment on this at Section
6 of this Report. We consider that the
proposals would justify major development
within the AONB account of the quantum of
development being proposed.

Paragraph 5.5 - ‘There is an argument
for Buckinghamshire authorities taking
a cautious approach to defining and
allocating employment land to meet B
class employment needs. It is
important that the authorities are not
planning for demand that ultimately
does not manifest itself. Given the
market uncertainties at present, and
the historic picture in Buckinghamshire
perhaps a prudent approach would be
to avoid allocation or releasing
significant amount of employment
land with authorities continuing to
monitor the market and development
of B class employment floorspace, an
the manging and reviewing the Local
Plan as early as possible’

We do not consider that the ‘prudent
approach’ will provide the flexibility within the
Local Plan that the Framework requires.
Whilst WDC consider that there are ‘market
uncertainties’, albeit we challenge this
position, this does prevent WDC identifying
sites for allocation with the market deciding
the most appropriate time for these to come
forward. In fact, WDC are proposing allocation
such as the Air Park which from the outset the
evidence base considers there is uncertainty
given constraints and the location as to
whether there will be commercial interest in
the site if it were to come forward. On the
contrary, Westhorpe Park has been omitted
where there is a clear immediate need for the
site to come forward. A supporting Market
report (Appendix 11) prepared by Haslams
and JLL clearly challenge the position taken
by WDC with a clear immediate demand for
mid-range logistics development at Westhorpe
Park.

Paragraph 5.18 - ‘Practically
speaking this flexible approach means
that the Council will be allowing, where
the land is suitable, a range of B use
class uses on its employment sites
and not restricting sites to particular
use classes. The recognises the
overall approach across the FEMA
broadly delivers sufficient land for
economic growth, taking into account a
range of factors including an element
of redistribution of growth from the
three southern districts into Aylesbury
Vale, to take account of the shortfalls
due to the constrained nature’.

This approach will not deliver the identified
employment requirements that the District
needs (as shown in the evidence base) and
most likely in practice focus on solely
delivering on local needs (such as at Princes
Risborough) rather than regional requirements
(which could be accommodated at Westhorpe
Park). In addition, as raised previously, we
consider that a more cautious approach is
required to the assumption that employment
needs for the southern districts can be met
within Aylesbury Vale, given that the markets
for employment are very different, with limited
accessibility in the south of Aylesbury District
to the strategic road network, limiting its
strategic attraction, as seen by the limited take
up of existing allocated employment sites in
AVDC.
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Paragraph 5.23 explicitly sites that the
proposed employment sites ‘are
considered to be in good locations
offering access to the motorway or
trunk road network or otherwise
accessible, and to offer a better range
of options to improve the quality of
employment sites in the District than in
previous plans’.

We do not agree with this statement. Whilst
the employment allocation at Stokenchurch is
located adjacent to the M40, Wycombe Air
Park is physically separated from High
Wycombe and relies on non-strategic roads to
provide access to the site with the M40
approximately 2 miles from the site, via the
busy Handy Cross roundabout. The
Commercial Report raised concerns over the
attractiveness of the Air Park to future
occupiers which undermines the Council’s
objective of offering a ‘better range of options
to improve the quality of employment sites’.

Settlement Hierarchy
5.20

The Settlement Hierarchy Study identifies Marlow as a Tier 2 Settlement, and it
therefore the second largest settlement within the District after High Wycombe itself (i.e.
it is a higher-tier settlement). Our clients’ site directly abuts Marlow, and it should be
noted that the Marlow settlement boundary does extend across the A404, further tor
south of the site.

5.21

Page 12 of the Council’s Settlement Hierarchy Study further recognises the presence of
two significant employment areas to the east of Marlow at The Globe and Thames
International, whilst also recognising ‘the strategic A404 route’ and the ‘rail links to
Bourne End and Maidenhead’.

5.22

In comparison, whilst numerous misleading references are provided to the proposed Air
Park allocations being within either Tier 1 or 2 settlements throughout the evidence
base (they are in neither), this position is not identified within the Study. We have shown
below the area identified as ‘High Wycombe Urban Area’, to which the boundary runs
along the M40 and includes the existing settlement to the north. As such, this position
by the Council is misleading as neither it is within or adjoining a higher tier settlement.

5.23

We would further highlight that the proposed employment allocations do not fall within
any recognised settlement area for the purposes of the Council’s evidence base.
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Appendix 3:

AVDC Local Plan EiP‐ Inspector’s
Initial Questions
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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 4:

Turley Response to AVDC Local Plan
Inspector’s Questions
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Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 2013-2033
Examination
Agenda Session 1 10 July 2018 Employment
Land

Response on behalf of 32255 SEGRO plc
submitted by Turley

June 2018

Introduction
1.1

This short paper has been prepared in response to the ‘matters for discussion’ in which
the Inspector identifies six questions for which further information is required to
inform the position at the Hearing to be held in Session 1, 10th July 2018: Employment
Land. We refer to our previous Regulation 19 Submissions which are to be read
alongside these submissions.

1.2

The intention is to provide additional information to the Inspector specifically with
regards to questions 2 and 3a) and c)1:
Question 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?)
Question 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?
c) Are the different requirements of manufacturing, offices and warehousing
determinative of the issue?

1.3

These are taken in turn in the following sections. In answering the questions we have
focused on additional data sourced from CoStar 2 on property vacancy, availability and
asking price which may be useful to the Inspector beyond the Regulation 19
submissions already made on behalf of SEGRO plc.

1.4

At the end of this response we also provide comments on the AVDC’s recent response
to Q53 and Q84.

1.5

CoStar data is provided in Appendix 1. This is provided for warehouse premises (as the
focus of this note) and also for industrial and office premises for comparison.

1

We are not seeking to respond to questions 3b), 4, 5 or 6 in this note as these appear to be directed towards
others respondents.
2
See Appendix 1 for further details of Co-Star. The most recently available data and time series information is
presented. Local authority boundaries are used to provide the geography for the data in the absence of data
specifically available for the defined sub-FEMAs. For Aylesbury Town sub-FEMA data for Aylesbury Vale district has
been used. For the Wycombe, Chiltern and Beaconsfield sub-FEMA data for Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks
authorities has been used.

1

Question 1: Have I correctly understood the thrust of the representations?
1.6

Yes. We consider that that is the case. We would however ask the Inspector to
interrogate the Memorandum of Understanding signed in July 2017 and how this deals
with employment matters, given it is very housing focussed. That MoU does not
consider the various B class requirements within the FEMA, hence leading to the VALP
not providing sufficient B8 floorspace in order to meet the southern District’s
requirements.

1.7

Paragraph 3.13 of the Local Plan states that “the Council currently has an oversupply of
over 100ha of employment land, but this surplus will play a crucial role in helping make
up the shortfall elsewhere in the economic market areas as well as providing for
flexibility in the longer term”. More specifically, it 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” (paragraph 4.172
of the Submission Version of the AVDC Local Plan, p46).

2

Question 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?)
1.8

There has been a shortage of suitable warehouse premises particularly in Wycombe
over the last 10 years (the furthest back CoStar data is available) and the issue has
become heightened in the last 5 years. The imbalance between supply of sites and
market demand has been further exacerbated in the last 1-2 years.

1.9

Trend data from CoStar for the last 10 years indicates that:
Vacancy Rates
•
A degree of vacant space is required to allow for market choice, flexibility and
churn. For example, employment land review methodologies would usually allow
for around 10% vacancy to allow for these factors.
•

Over the medium-longer term, Wycombe vacancy rates demonstrate a
constrained market compared to the other three authorities3. Between 2009 and
2012 quarterly data shows vacancy rates fluctuating between 3% and 9%,
reaching a one-off peak of 12% in quarter 4 of 2012 before declining
substantially to 5% in 2013.
Figure 1.1:

Wycombe Warehouse 10 Year Vacancy Rate

CoStar, 2018
•

3

In comparison, Aylesbury Vale experienced vacancy rates consistently above 8%
between 2009 and 2014, and reaching 14% at the end of 2013.

Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern and South Bucks

3

Figure 1.2:

Aylesbury Vale Warehouse 10 Year Vacancy Rate

CoStar, 2018
•

The vacancy rate of warehouse space in Wycombe has been consistency low at
between 3%-7% since 2013. This is in comparison to vacancy rates for
warehouse space in Aylesbury Vale decreasing steadily from 14% in 2013.

•

The 5 year average warehouse vacancy rate in Wycombe is 4.8% compared to
8.0% in Aylesbury Vale.

•

Chiltern and South Bucks have very small warehouse markets and as such are
also constrained with current vacancy rates of 1.0% and 1.9% respectively. This is
a more recent trend, with vacancy rates much higher between 2009-2013.
Figure 1.3:

South Bucks Warehouse 10 Year Vacancy Rate

4

CoStar, 2018
Figure 1.4:

Chiltern Warehouse 10 Year Vacancy Rate

CoStar, 2018

•

4

Availability Rates
Despite having broadly similar warehouse floorspace in quantum terms there
has been a larger volume available on the market in Aylesbury Vale than in
Wycombe. Availability rates4 show that over the medium-longer term Aylesbury
Vale has had a greater proportion of its total warehouse space on the market
between 2009 (c.14%) and 2013 (c.18%) as compared to Wycombe at c.10% and
c.8% respectively.

Availability rates refer to space which is being marketed, regardless of whether it is currently vacant or occupied.
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Figure 1.5:

Aylesbury Vale Warehouse 10 Year Availability Rate

CoStar, 2018
Figure 1.6:

Wycombe Warehouse 10 Year Availability Rate

CoStar, 2018
•

Over the last 5 years, 11.1% of total warehouse stock in Aylesbury Vale was
being marketed on average, compared to 7.5% for Wycombe. This indicates that
there is less movement in the Wycombe warehouse market which can be an
indication of a constrained market and lack of move on space.

•

This is further evidenced by a longer average time on market of available
premises. Aylesbury Vale has a 17.8 month average over the last 5 years,
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compared to 9.7 months in Wycombe. Presently, Aylesbury Vale has 6.7 months
average compared to 4.8 months in Wycombe.
Price per sqft
•
The asking price per sqft for warehouses in Wycombe has risen most
dramatically in the recent period (2015-2018). Asking prices of around £160 per
sqft were reached in 2015 and these levels continue to be sustained. Asking
prices were much lower at around £60-£80 per sqft in the preceding half of the
decade.
Figure 1.7:

Wycombe Warehouse 10 Year Asking Price per Sqft

CoStar, 2018
•

Asking price has similarly risen in Aylesbury Vale. However, this has been much
more recent (2017). Until this time asking prices were around £40-£60 per sqft.
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Figure 1.8:

Aylesbury Vale Warehouse 10 Year Asking Price per Sqft

CoStar, 2018
1.10

The recent and sustained increase in asking prices in Wycombe indicates that the
pressure on land supply has increased substantially and now represents a clear issue to
be addressed through the planning system.

1.11

The data available is not conclusive about the degree to which demand has been
supressed or displaced. It is possible that both will have happened and should be
considered that where displacement has occurred this may be outside of the FEMA to
other areas depending on the locational requirements of the businesses in question.

1.12

Premises in all authorities have become more constrained in terms of the supplydemand balance. It is unclear as to whether this is a knock on effect from businesses
not finding premises in Wycombe and then looking elsewhere, or a general sign of
growing confidence in the market amongst warehouse related businesses.

1.13

Data is provided in Appendix 1.
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Question 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?
1.14

Additional land should be allocated in those locations which are best placed to serve
the market and respond to occupier business needs. The four authorities (Aylesbury
Vale, Wycombe, South Bucks and Chiltern) are required to work collectively under the
Duty to Co-operate to ensure that the right land is allocated in the right locations.

1.15

There are sites remaining which can be appropriately allocated. In this instance this
includes allocating our clients site at Westhorpe Farm, Marlow, as an employment site
for B8 in the Wycombe Local Plan. This is supported by WDC’s own evidence base
which names it as the best performing site. Rather, WDC are seeking to allocate a site
which they own and displace other needs to AVDC. It is therefore not that there is a
lack of available land in the southern districts, but rather those Councils have sought to
displace them to Aylesbury Vale without justification.

a) Is displacement unfeasible because the two sub-FEMAs are so different?
1.16

The information presented under question 2 should be read in relation to question 3a).
Data is provided in Appendix 1.

1.17

In particular the data demonstrates that Wycombe has greater demand for warehouse
premises with lower vacancy, lower availability, less time available on the market, and
higher asking prices than Aylesbury Vale. The differences in typical asking prices
between the two authorities illustrate the balance of supply and demand. With supply
more constrained in comparison to demand in Wycombe than Aylesbury, as evidenced
through the availability and vacancy data.

1.18

AVDC in its response to Q84 corroborates this point, highlighting that even within the
district there are different markets and land requirements:
‘Different areas of the district have different demands on different types of
employment’
(Page 2, Fourth Response)

1.19

The property market data presented at part of the HEDNA and the additional
information provided in response to question 2 above, demonstrates that the two
areas of the FEMA are distinct and therefore operate as separate sub-FEMAs.

1.20

This in itself means that displacement between the two areas is unlikely or if it does
take place will not necessarily be the most efficient option for a business. The
differences in the data illustrates that sites in one sub-FEMA will not meet the needs of
businesses seeking sites and premises in the other. Planning on this basis is not sound.

1.21

This relates to the location requirements of warehouse operations. These are
becoming more specific as the type of operations become more sophisticated in their
consumer response. Further information on location requirements is presented in
relation to question 3c below.
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c) Are the different requirements of manufacturing, offices and warehousing
determinative of the issue?
1.22

Locational requirements are a pre-determinant of uptake of allocated or available sites
and premises. If these sites are not provided in the right locations this uptake will not
occur and business activities will be constrained. Evidence presented under question 2
and 3a illustrate the differences in the market between Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale
for warehouse activities.

1.23

Further evidence is presented below, drawing on research publications.

1.24

Location Requirements
Keep London Working research5 undertaken by Turley for SEGRO with regards to
industrial land in the capital, illustrates that warehouse operators, and particularly
those involved in e-commerce and last mile delivery, have different location
requirements to other sectors. As well as being influenced by land and premises costs
and availability of a suitable workforce, they are strongly influenced by proximity to the
road network and distance and time to market.

1.25

Pages 29-34 of Keep London Working present information on the operational models
of logistics providers as well as location requirements identified through case studies. It
found that proximity to market is crucial for business such as those with fast
turnarounds, narrow delivery slots and perishable or time critical goods. Sites with
good road network and junction access and in proximity to urban concentrations are
particularly sought after. Therefore a site which might be ideal for manufacturing will
not necessarily work for warehousing.

1.26

The research informed a number of policies in the draft London Plan (March, 2018) and
led to the setting up of an Industrial and Logistics Sounding Board to represent the
sectors within the Greater London Authority and emerging London policy.

1.27

Translating into Policy
Location requirements vary by use and cannot be treated homogenously. Turley’s
published research, Industrial Revolution6, highlights the following (page 3):
‘The planning system is failing to meet the needs of businesses effectively due to flaws
and inconsistencies in the way that land is planned for.
The system lags behind industry in its understanding of key issues of supply and
demand for sites and this can lead to the market being undersupplied with land in the
right locations’.
‘There are also limitations in the way that the planning system provides for the needs of
specific sectors, with very general land use categories which do not reflect the diversity
of land and premises needs that different business sectors have’.

5

SEGRO, Keep London Working, 2017 http://www.segro.com/media/keeplondonworking?sc_lang=en
Industrial Revolution, 2017, https://static.turley.co.uk/media/pdf/2018-06/industrial_revolution_report__better_planning_guidance_for_business_0.pdf

6
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1.28

The differences in requirements are such that one of the report’s recommendations
directly reflects this:
Recommendation 10: ‘Require local planning authorities choosing to plan for B2/B8
land needs jointly to fully justify their position’ (page 4)

1.29

This recommendation is based on the fact that of the authorities reviewed, many were
treating industrial and warehouse as one, without the evidence to support this
conflation of requirements. Office is less commonly seen grouped with industrial and
warehousing due to the considerable disparities in location and site requirements.
Land allocations are not interchangeable. In instances where policy is intending to
change an allocation to an alternative use this should be supported by evidence of
market demand in this location.
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Response to AVDC Submission
1.30

1.31

AVDC’s response to Q53 does not directly reflect on the key points being presented in
our Regulation 19 submission on behalf of SEGRO. With regards to employment land,
the key issues are:
(i)

There is not enough land for B8 uses across the FEMA

(ii)

Land is not interchangeable between B8 from B1/B2 due to differing needs

(iii)

Land is not interchangeable across the FEMA due to different locational
needs/markets, as reflected in the identification of sub-FEMAs

With specific reference to points made by AVDC in its response to Q53 and Q84 we
make the following points:
Table 1.1:

Reflections on AVDC Response to Q53

Reference

AVDC Text

Turley Response

Q53 Third
bullet

‘It is considered by the addendum
to the HEDNA that apart from
Aylesbury there is no other likely
marketable location for B8
developments in relation to
competing sites in surrounding
areas’.

This is an incorrect conclusion.
Sites identified in Wycombe will
be more marketable for B8 than
those in Aylesbury, as evidenced
by the supply and demand data
presented in this note. The
Westhorpe Park site has not
been adequately considered as
part of supply.

Q53 Fifth bullet ‘AGT will help to deliver
employment across arrange of
sites to meet a wide range of
employment needs in the most
sustainable locations to support
and complement housing growth
and produce mixed use
development, and the proposed
link roads as set out in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan will
provide north/south and
east/west connectivity
opportunities’.
Q84 Page 2
Fourth
Response

‘Refer to answer above regarding
immediate local market not
district-wide. Different areas of
the district have different
demands on different types of
employment so this proposed
questioning is unjustified’.

Provision of employment land
within the Garden Town would
be orientated to ensuring a
balance between homes and jobs
in this location. No evidence has
been presented to indicate that
this land would be used to meet
the B8 employment land
requirements of Wycombe.

In responding to a different
point, AVDC has itself identified
that supply of employment land
in one location will not meet the
needs of demand from another
location due to differences in
market. This corroborates
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Reference

AVDC Text

Turley Response
Turley’s point with regards to a
mismatch between supply of
land in Aylesbury Vale when the
demand is for sites in Wycombe.
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Appendix 1:

CoStar Data

Warehouse
Warehouse

Aylesbury

Wycombe

Chiltern

South Bucks

Vale

Wycombe,

Buckinghamshire*

Chiltern and
South Bucks

No. available buildings

74

39

2

5

46

120

% available buildings

39.2%

21.8%

6.5%

27.8%

20.2%

28.8%

Available sqft

392,824

227,610

14,078

60,377

302,065

694,889

% available sqft

7.4%

4.3%

1.9%

8.8%

4.5%

5.8%

% vacancy

5.3%

3.2%

1.0%

1.9%

2.9%

3.9%

5-year average % vacancy

8.0%

4.8%

2.6%

8.3%

4.9%

6.3%

Rent per sqft

£11.32

£8.30

£8.46

£6.28

£7.97

£9.67

5-year average rent per sqft

£5.86

£7.42

£7.42

£9.00

£7.71

£6.70

No. months

6.7

4.8

5.4

13.0

5.5

6.6

9.7

8.0

9.7

9.6

13.0

on market
5-year average no. of months 17.8
on market
Sale price per sqft

£91

£120

No data

No data

£120

£100

5-year average sales price

£72

£92

£78

£115

£101

£91

50,916

38,555

0

0

38,555

89,471

50,389

19,389

0

3,158

18,699

65,947

per sqft
Last 12 month Construction
deliveries (sqft)

5-year average of 12 month
construction deliveries (sqft)

Source: CoStar, 2018
* Buckinghamshire data does not include Milton Keynes, which is a Unitary Authority.

Industrial
Industrial

Aylesbury

Wycombe

Chiltern

South Bucks

Vale

Wycombe,

Buckinghamshire*

Chiltern and
South Bucks

No. available buildings

15

15

3

0

18

33

% available buildings

8.9%

5.8%

3.8%

0.0%

4.8%

6.1%

Available sqft

44,697

40,845

101,164

0

142,009

186,706

% available sqft

2.0%

2.1%

13.3%

0.0%

3.8%

3.1%

% vacancy

1.4%

1.0%

12.4%

0.0%

3.0%

2.4%

5-year average % vacancy

2.9%

3.7%

3.9%

3.3%

3.6%

3.4%

Rent per sqft

£8.12

£7.82

£9.57

£12.13

£8.33

£8.27

5-year average rent per sqft

£6.38

£7.33

£7.38

£12.77

£8.09

£7.51

No. months on

7.0

11.6

0.4

No data

6.8

7.0

9.8

10.9

8.4

9.9

11.9

market
5-year average no. of months 16.4
on market
Sale price per sqft

£111

£44

No data

No data

£44

£45

5-year average sales price

£107

£55

£176

£103

£84

£86

2,436

0

1,098

0

1,098

3,534

142,815

7,756

14,198

651

17,785

156,856

per sqft
Last 12 month Construction
deliveries (sqft)

5-year average of 12 month
construction deliveries (sqft)

Source: CoStar, 2018
* Buckinghamshire data does not include Milton Keynes, which is a Unitary Authority.

Office
Office

Aylesbury

Wycombe

Chiltern

South Bucks

Vale

Wycombe,

Buckinghamshire*

Chiltern and
South Bucks

No. available buildings

49

123

57

64

244

293

% available buildings

18.3%

23.1%

23.8%

34.4%

25.4%

23.9%

Available sqft

120,626

350,389

128,655

241,555

720,559

840,405

% available sqft

6.1%

7.3%

9.1%

14.2%

9.2%

8.5%

% vacancy

6.1%

5.7%

4.5%

9.1%

5.8%

6.2%

5-year average % vacancy

6.2%

7.9%

5.4%

8.0%

7.4%

7.2%

Rent per sqft

£14.38

£22.67

£22.05

£30.38

£25.06

£23.20

5-year average rent per

£12.15

£18.04

£17.90

£22.52

£19.15

£17.93

No. months on market

6.5

10

7.4

4.8

7.9

7.6

5-year average no. of

20.5

14.1

16.2

16.1

14.7

15.6

Sale price per sqft

£138

£282

£205

£488

£270

£262

5-year average sales price

£150

£225

£242

£333

£247

£230

0

0

0

12,671

12,671

12,671

0

0

8,588

52,141

33,286

33,286

sqft

months on market

per sqft
Last 12 month
Construction deliveries
(sqft)
5-year average of 12
month construction
deliveries (sqft)

Source: CoStar, 2018
* Buckinghamshire data does not include Milton Keynes, which is a Unitary Authority.

Appendix 2:

Information on Co-Star

CoStar provides commercial real estate data and analytics. It tracks 400,000 UK commercial
property buildings in its database including space availability, and sales and lettings
information. The information is updated with over 8,000 sources. See
http://www.costar.co.uk/
For the purposes of collation of the data presented in this note we have grouped data into the
following three land use categories:

Office
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Industrial Live/Work Unit
Loft/Creative Space
Medical
Office Building
Office Live/Work Unit
Office/Residential
Telecom/Data Hosting

Industrial
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Manufacturing
Light Manufacturing
Food Processing
Light Industrial
Service
Showroom
R&D
Showroom

Warehouse
•
•
•
•
•
•

Warehouse
Light Distribution
Distribution
Refrigeration/Cold Storage
Truck Terminal
Telecom/Data Hosting

Co-Star definitions are provided in Appendix 3.

Appendix 3:

Co-Star Indicator Definitions

The following definitions are as set out in the CoStar, Analytics Definitions document.

Vacancy Rate
A measurement expressed as a percentage of the total amount of physically vacant space
divided by the total amount of existing inventory. Vacant space is defined as space that is not
currently occupied by a tenant, regardless of any lease obligation that may be on the space.
Vacant space could be space that is either available or not available. For example, sublease
space that is currently being paid for by a tenant but not occupied by that tenant, would be
considered vacant space. Likewise, space that has been leased but will not be occupied until
some date in the future would also be considered vacant space. Vacant space is also only
counted in existing or already built buildings. Under construction or proposed space is
excluded from the vacancy calculation.

Availability Rate
A measurement expressed as a percentage of the total amount of available space divided by
the total amount of existing inventory. Available space is defined as the total amount of space
that is currently being marketed as available for lease in a given time period. It includes any
space that is available, regardless of whether the space is vacant, occupied, available for
sublease, or available at a future date, although it excludes space available in proposed
buildings.

Vacant SF
Vacant space is defined as space that is not currently occupied by a tenant, regardless of any
lease obligation that may be on the space. Vacant space could be space that is either available
or not available. For example, sublease space that is currently being paid for by a tenant but
not occupied by that tenant, would be considered vacant space. Likewise, space that has been
leased but will not be occupied until some date in the future would also be considered vacant
space. Vacant space is also only counted in existing or already built buildings. Under
construction or proposed space is excluded from the vacancy calculation.

Available SF
Available space is defined as the total amount of space that is currently being marketed as
available for lease in a given time period. It includes any space that is available, regardless of
whether the space is vacant, occupied, available for sublease, or available at a future date,
although it excludes space available in proposed buildings.

Months on Market
Months on market is defined as the number of months between the date a space for lease
began being marketed as available for lease (date on market) until the date the space is
committed to by a tenant (sign date). Months on market data is based on spaces that are
available for lease at that point in time, which means they could be on the market for a longer
period of time before they are actually leased.

Construction Deliveries
Construction deliveries is defined as the square footage of buildings that completed
construction during a specified period of time. In order for space to be considered delivered, a
completion certificate must have been issued for the property.

Asking Price Per SF
Asking price per SF is measurement of the price of properties that are being marketed as for
sale in the CoStar database divided by the square footage of those properties. These for sale
properties could be an entire building, part of a building (a condominium unit), or part of a
group of properties in a portfolio. Note that these are only properties that are being publically
marketed in CoStar. Some properties are privately marketed to a select group of investors and
would not be counted in this chart.
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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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