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1. Introduction
1.1

This statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, SEGRO Plc, in relation to
Matter 4 of the Wycombe District Council (‘WDC’) 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, as recognised by
the Council’s own evidence.

1.3

Our Client has submitted detailed representations to the AVDC Local Plan Examination
on account of the matters being raised which may have implications on the soundness
of the AVDC Local Plan. In particular, he is raising questions regarding 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 4 of the
Hearing Timetable, which relates to Employment, Retail and Town Centres, and should
be read in conjunction with our submissions to other Matters.
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2. Matters to be examined
Is the objectively‐assessed need for employment soundly based, supported by robust
and credible evidence and is it consistent with national policy? And will it be met
during the Plan Period?
Issue 1 ‐ Have the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessments (HEDNA
2, HEDNA3, and HEDNA 5) been positively prepared and are their conclusions in
respect of economic development soundly based and justified?
2.1

No. The HEDNAs have not been positively prepared and rely on labour demand
forecasts only in identifying the employment land need, at the expense of the
commercial insights gathered. The HEDNA Addendum and sensitivity testing highlights
that a greater level of employment land should be planned for.

2.2

Further to this, the HEDNAs are not correctly translated into policy and employment
land targets within the Draft Local Plan. A number of methodological errors and
oversights are made in their application. The allocation of employment land across the
FEMA will not deliver the quantum of B8 employment land required, nor will it deliver
sites in the locations required by occupiers of such uses.

2.3

We make the following key points with regards to the preparation of the HEDNA
evidence base and translation of this into the employment land allocation in the Draft
Local Plan:

(a)

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. 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 (see subsequent bullet).

(b)

While the HEDNA evidence base includes commercial insights these are not
incorporated within the employment land need figure. The commercial insights
indicate that demand for B8 warehouse space has been constrained by lack of
supply and that this sector will continue to show strong growth. The
employment land figures set out in the Draft Local Plan are based purely on
forecasts from Oxford Economics and do not take these market views into
account. As such the Draft Local Plan does not ‘respond positively for wider
opportunities for growth’ as per the NPPF (para 17, bullet 3). 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.

(c)

Wycombe fails to take account of its own evidence base with regards to the
updated forecast of need set out in the HEDNA Addendum which itself should be
treated as a minimum. A higher level of employment growth needs to be
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planned for. Despite the HEDNA Addendum recognising a changing market
position and higher growth the Draft Local Plan uses the previous analysis as set
out in the HEDNA December 2016. B8 land requirements in particular are under
estimated (see Table 2.4 of Appendix 7 of Reg. 19 Representations).

Table 2.1:

Wycombe Floorspace Comparison with HEDNA Projections (sqm)

Use Class

Change 2013‐33
HEDNA

Difference in total
need (2033)

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

(d)

The employment density used to translate B8 jobs to floorspace is the highest
density for B8 (last mile logistics). It is not realistic that all B8 space required in
the authority will be last mile and lower densities for regional and national
distribution centres should also be used to convert to land requirements. This
would result in a larger quantum of land required to support the same level of
jobs growth. Similarly the plot ratio used (50%) could more realistically be
considered to be 40% which would require more land for the same level of jobs
growth.

(e)

Wycombe’s Local Plan only provides for 56% of its identified employment needs
and instead seeks to rely on Aylesbury Vale to deliver its employment land
needs. However, Aylesbury Vale will not deliver the required quantum of B8
floorspace for the combined FEMA area and there is no guarantee that
Wycombe’s B8 requirements will be met. Further, the two areas are identified as
having different operational markets and sit within discreet sub‐FEMAs reflecting
this fact (see Appendix 1 for additional evidence submitted to the AVDC EiP with
this regard);

(f)

Wycombe openly takes a cautious approach. This is in direct opposition to the
positive planning advocated by the Government through the NPPF and in their
Vision for the District. Wycombe’s industrial base is influenced by external
factors which have not effectively been addressed in terms of future demand.
Growth in logistics activities is being strongly influenced by external factors
including the growth of e‐commerce and specific developments such as
Heathrow expansion, which will double the cargo throughput of the airport. The
Draft Local Plan does not effectively plan for employment land requirements in
the wider context and relies only on historically based employment forecasts. It
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risks an undersupply to meet future need and support economic growth aims
locally, across the LEP and nationally.
2.4

The HEDNA’s do not respond to these market signals by making an upward adjustment
to account for change in the sector.
Issue 2 ‐ Are the requirements of Policy CP5 (Delivering Land for Business) realistic,
justified and deliverable?
Issue 4 ‐ Will the Plan be an effective mechanism for delivering the employment land
requirements contained in Policy CP5?
a) Are the site allocations available and deliverable within the anticipated
timescales?

2.5

No. We respond to these two issues jointly. We object to this policy, which is not
effective or in accordance with national planning policy, nor supported by evidence, as
it fails to appropriately plan for the objectively assessment employment needs of the
District.

2.6

The policy should include specific reference to the delivery of B1c/B2 and B8 uses
alongside the total quantum proposed over the plan period, given that there is a
requirement for these uses to be delivered over the plan period. This should be
explicitly referenced at point 3 of the policy. This position would assist in providing
clarification on the level of unmet employment need intending to be accommodated
within AVDC (which is not defined within the MoU), as well as the types of uses that
can actually be delivered on each of the proposed employment sites. At this stage, the
range is so broad that potentially unacceptable B1(a) uses could be provided in out of
centre locations. A critique of the employment floorspace and job creation associated
with the new emerging allocations is contained within the Turley Employment Review
at Table 3.1 (Appendix 7 of the Regulation 19 representations).

2.7

In addition, we consider that reference within the supporting text at paragraph 4.57
should be reworded. This is in light of our comments at Section 4 with regard to
whether it is appropriate for the spatial strategy to propose that the surplus and deficit
of B1c/B2 and B8 uses balance each other out. The AVDC Inspector’s has set out a
series of questions relating to this position (enclosed at Appendix 2), to which Turley
Economics has provided a further response to support the Examination at Appendix 1,
which is considered to be of relevance to the WDC Examination.

2.8

We continue to object to the proposed allocations referenced within policy CP5 on
account of the following (which is contained within the Council’s own evidence base). A
full review of the Council’s employment evidence is contained within our Regulation 19
representations (paras 5.24 ‐ 5.55).

2.9

We provide a high level summary below of the relevant evidence base documents:
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Document

Air Park (proposed
allocation)

Stokenchurch
Westhorpe Park (not proposed
(proposed allocation) for allocation)

PBA
“Economic
Study and
Employment
Land Review”
(2014)

‐ Small‐scale industrial /
warehousing

‐ Market demand will
remain local

‐ Some 2 miles from Junction 4 of
the M40

‐ Good accessibility to the strategic
road network and the core of the
Thames Valley
‐ Market potential for further
industrial development at Marlow
‐ Key to maximising demand is ready
access to the M4, which would put
development close to the core of the
Thames valley
‐ If a new allocation is to deliver
useful amount of space as the market
recovers, the Council needs to start
considering it now, as part of the new
Local Plan (see para 5.)

Boyer ‐
“Wycombe
Commercial
Assessment
(2016)

‐Owned by WDC
‐ Runs as an existing Air Park ‐
over 90,000 flights a year
‐ The expansion area (policy
W16) likely limitations to have
height restrictions due to
proximity to air strip
‐ not appropriately located to
benefit from national and
regional growth trends
‐ need to upgrade access given
there would be a significant
increase in traffic generation

‐ Good road access but
not no station;
‐ Mainly local occupier
demand
‐ wholly within the
AONB

‐ Greatest role to play in terms of
competing on the regional level to
meet demand for larger flexible grade
A accommodation
‐ Increasing the quantum of
employment will provide
opportunities to attract new
investment to the area
‐ Commercial potential to respond t
regional demand trends
‐ Strength Wycombe’s position as an
employment location within the
Thames Valley

‐ question whether it is an
attractive location for
employment and what the
market can deliver in this
location
‐ whether the cost of providing a
new access route outweighs the
quantum of development the
market may bring forward
A review of the Air Park by our
Client is enclosed at para 5.38 ‐
5.42 of our Reg 19 Representation
at Appendix 14.
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2.10

The Council also propose an allocation of employment land at Princes Risborough. This
is understood to support the localised market given the amount of residential
development proposed there. We question the attractiveness of this location and its
deliverability to the market. It certainly cannot meet the identified employment needs
(particularly B8 uses).

2.11

The Council’s evidence base does not support the proposed allocations, all of which
have constraints and issues. In fact, the site selection process utilised by the Council
clearly ignores this evidence, and in particular our clients site, which outperforms all
other sites.

2.12

Indeed undermines its proposed allocations with a statement contained within Topic
Paper 1 (para 5.13). This states that: ‘Unlike housing, modern B use development has
more specific locational requirements, requiring more accessible location either in and
around town centres, or well‐located to the strategic road network. This restricts the
choice of locations and sites that may be deliverable’. This directly conflicts with what
the Council has proposed within the Local Plan, particularly when those sites are not
being actively promoted by a developer of employment sites.

2.13

Policy CP5 is also supported by Table 9 (page 56 of the Plan) which identifies the
employment land demand, potential supply and balance. It is clear that there will be an
overall deficit in B1a and B8 floorspace based on the current spatial strategy.

2.14

Additional evidence gathering using data collected by Co‐Star and provided by Turley
to the Vale of Aylesbury EiP in response to the agenda for Session 1 on employment
land shows that demand for B8 space in Wycombe is facing constrained supply and
therefore a more positive planning stance is needed:

2.15

(a)

There has been a shortage of suitable warehouse premises particularly in
Wycombe over the last 10 years (the furthest back Co‐Star 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.

(b)

Wycombe warehouse vacancy rates demonstrate a constrained market. Vacancy
of 10% is considered reasonable to allow for choice and churn in the market.
Wycombe’s five year average is 5%.

(c)

The asking price per sqft for warehouses in Wycombe has risen 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.

(d)

Aylesbury Vale has experienced a different picture with regards to warehouse
demand and therefore the distinction of two separate sub‐FEMAs still stands.
Aylesbury Vale cannot be expected to effectively provide for sites and premises
to meet the needs of warehouse occupiers.

When the above is considered alongside our significant reservations relating to the
appropriateness and deliverability of the Council owned Air Park allocation (the main
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new employment allocation within the Local Plan), we do not consider that there is
sufficient evidence to support the stated overall supply position in any case.
2.16

A detailed updated review of the employment supply (based on the HEELA 2017) is
enclosed at Appendix 3 (as was previously submitted at para. 5.6 of our Regulation 19
Representations). We note that none of the proposed supply will deliver strategic
employment opportunities, and are sites which are poorly linked to the strategic road
network and are therefore are likely to be entirely unsuitable and unattractive to
B2/B8 uses. We have further appended the objections from Representors to the
Regulation 19 Consultation to the proposed Air Park allocation which are considered
relevant (Appendix 4).

2.17

Equally, policy DM34 in relation to future canopy cover on employment sites does not
appear to have been applied to identified site capacities. This will effectively result in
such sites having a 25% reduction in developable site area, if adopted.

2.18

In addition, there is a significant amount of evidence both within WDC’s own evidence
base and within the public domain which demonstrates that there is market positivity
for employment growth and demand within the area. A summary of these relevant
reports is contained at Appendix 7 (Chapter 2: paras. 2.31 ‐ 2.39) of the Regulation 19
Representations.

2.19

Overall, it is considered that policy CP5 is unsound as:


The policy does not taken account of its own evidence base with regard to
updated forecasts of need set out in the HEDNA Addendum (which should be
treated as a minimum);



CP5 fails to take regard of commercial insights which indicate demand for B8
warehousing;



It only provides for 56% of the District’s employment needs, with the suitability
and deliverability of these sites questionable and with no development
commitment in place for delivery;



AVDC will not deliver the required unmet need of B8 uses in terms of quantum,
nor have specific site uses been identified in the MoU in terms of those
intended to meet demand from Wycombe. In addition, the AVDC Local Plan
Inspector has raised questions relating to the on‐going allocation on
employment land (contrary to para. 22 of the Framework) and whether this
approach is appropriate;



No delivery is proposed in the first 5 years of the Plan, when there is a clear
immediate market need;



The proposed allocated employment sites will not support the quantum of jobs
identified for Wycombe;



The allocated employment sites will not fulfil strategic employment needs;
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The allocated employment sites will not meet Wycombe District Council’s
objective to foster the economic strength of the M40/A404;



Those sites proposed for allocation have significant constraints that are likely
to inhibit their develop – such as the landscape sensitivities at both (AONB) and
access issues at the Air Park;



The Council has not demonstrated that there is justification for major
development within the AONB at Stokenchurch, particularly when there are
other available and more suitable non‐AONB sites available.



Meeting surplus employment land requirements in Aylesbury Vale does not
account for market differences across the FEMA;



No delivery targets have been set for employment land in terms of monitoring
or measurement;



No new sites are allocated to the south of the District that the Local Plan
evidence indicates provides the right location and connectivity for inward
investment; and



There is no flexibility within the policy to respond to changes in economic
circumstances.

Issue 3 ‐ Are the allocations supported by a robust and comprehensive site
assessment methodology, free from significant development constraints and
demonstrated to be economically viable?
2.20

No. We have provided a detailed review of each proposed employment allocation at
Appendix 3 which was previously included within our Regulation 19 Representations,
and should be read in conjunction with our previous response.
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Appendix 1:

Turley Economic’s Response to
AVDC 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).
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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
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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.

11

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

12

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.

Turley Office
8th Floor
Lacon House
84 Theobald’s Road
London
WC1X 8NL

T 020 7851 4010

Appendix 2:

AVDC Inspector’s Initial Questions ‐
Employment Provision across
Buckinghamshire
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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 3:

Site

Turley Review of Potential
Deliverability of Employment Sites
within WDC Local Plan

Site History

WDC
Position

Deliverability?

Identified Employment Allocations
Abbey Barn
South

Reserve Site

Delivery of ‘Latest update suggested site is in the
7,600 sqm of process of viability assessment on the
B1c/B2 uses. allocated parcel for employment use,
for D class uses and its impact on the
viability of the entire scheme’.
Turley Comment: We question the
delivery of the site at this time.

Gomm Valley
(SHW0004)

Reserve Sites

8,000 sqm
B1a/b

Turley Comment: Employment
element of the site owned by Taylor
Wimpey ‐ unlikely that a housing
developer would deliver the
employment element so uncertainty
on delivery.

Swan Frontage An existing Local
DSA
Plan allocation
(SHW0326)
and cannot
come forward
until the fire
station and
police station
are relocated.
WDC owned and
stated that it is
‘likely’ to come
forward in the
longer term

Site is
capable of
delivering
6,500 sqm of
B1(a)

Turley Comment: WDC owned site.
Reliant on relocation of community
facilities ‐ timescales for delivery
unknown.

Former Gas
Works, Lily’s
Walk, High
Wycombe
(SHW0323)

Site is
capable of
294 sqm

Turley Comment: The consented
application allows for a total of
flexible commercial floorspace up to
1,472 sqm for A1,A2, A3, B1a or D1.
As such, there is no certainty that
any of this floorspace will be taken

up as offices as approved.
Duke Street

Site isn’t
currently
available.
Suggested 6‐10
years.

Site is
capable
6,000 sqm of
B1a/b

Turley Comment: WDC ownership
and flooding on site. Site is not
available. Lack of certainty over
whether it will be available.

Easton Street
Site is currently
DSA (SHW0322 not available.

Site is
capable of
6,000 sqm of
B1a/b

Turley Comment: WDC ownership.
Site is only likely to deliver
employment floorspace towards the
end of the plan period (10‐15 years)
solely for B1(a), and is currently not
available.

Highbury Works/
Hazlemere Coach
Works,
Chestnut Lane,
(SHZ0005)

Site capable
of delivering
640 sqm of
B1a/b
floorsapce

Turley Comment: Building currently
occupied on short term leases.
Allocated for mixed use and only
available in 6‐ 10 years.

8,000 sqm of
employment
(4,000 sqm
of B1c/B2
and 4,000
sqm of B8)
within 6 ‐ 10
years. This
position
contradicts
page 65 of
the HEELA
which states
2000 sqm of
B1c/B2 uses
and 6,000
sqm of B8
uses

Turley Comment: The site is within
the Green Belt, and WDC consider
Exceptional Circumstances exist for it
to be removed from the Green Belt.
The Proforma states it is in a Tier 2
settlement (in contrast to Appendix
12 which states Tier 1) settlement ‐
this is not correct.

(SHW0332)

Air Park
Intensification
Sites
(SHW0648) /
SHW0529
SHW0001

Council owned
site.
Existing major
developed site in
the Green Belt‐
policy restraint
in terms of
limiting business
activity to those
that are aviation
related which
limited the scale
of any
development
proposal1

Air Park South
(SHW0649) ‐
SHW0001

1

Paragraph 165 of the HEELA (2017)

HEELA
identifies:
18,600 sqm ‐
9,300sqm
B1b/B2 ad
9,300 sqm

Emerging Policy identifies 26,000
sqm of undefined B1, B2, B8 and sui
generis across the entire Air Park
site.
The site is constrained by:


Archaeology Notification
Area



CAA Licensing



Property constraints for
aviation use



Access issues

Turley Comment:
The site is within the Green Belt, and
WDC consider Exceptional
Circumstances exist for it to be
removed from the Green Belt.

B8

Proforma identifies the site as within
a Tier 2 settlement ‐ the site is not
within or adjacent to an identified
Topic Paper
settlement therefore this is
3 ‐ 14,200 ‐
incorrect. Access requires significant
18,600 sqm
upgrading for quantum envisaged
of
and is not easily connected with the
employment
strategic highway network.
‐ 7,100 ‐
Questions regarding attractiveness of
9,300 of
B1c/B2 and floorspace given location identified
7,100 ‐9,300 within the Council’s Commercial
Report (2016) (approx. 2 miles from
of B1c/B2
M4 junction). Issues same as site
SHW0649 above.
Evidence base states only suitable for
lower density open storage (limit on
building height and hard surfacing).
No evidence has been provided to
demonstrate how the capacity on
site would be accommodated given
site constraints, nor its market
attractiveness.
Land north of States unavailable Unknown
Cressex Road,
High Wycombe
(SHW0529)

Turley Comment: Site has been
merged with Air Park 1 (SHW0529).
The site is not within a Tier 2
settlement as stated on the proforma.
The evidence states that it is not
available.

Land adjoining
High Heavens,
Booker
(SHW0647)

Delivery within
6‐ 10 years.

3,250 sqm of Turley Comment: Site is located
B8
within the AONB. Evidence states
floorspace
that it is only suitable for a single
storey building and restrictive
covenants across the site.

Westhorpe
Park (BL0001)

No proforma
provided in the
HEELA

Not stated

Turley Comment: The lack of
consideration of our client’s site as a
reasonable alternative is unhelpful
and unsound.

Heath End
No proforma
Road (Junction provided in the
3a) BL0002
HEELA

Not stated

Turley Comment: Not deliverable or
available.

Stokenchurch
Business Park
(SSC0043)

7,500 sqm of
employment
, 1,500 sqm
of B1a/B1b,
3,000sqm of

Turley Comment: The site is
considered to represent major
development within the AONB.
Access would need to be provided
through the existing business park.

Abuts existing
business park

B1c/B2 and Landowner promoted no developer
3,000 sqm of on board. Delivery in 6‐ 10 years.
B8
Staples, High
Wycombe
(SHW0343)

Site has been
3,500 sqm of Turley Comment: No further
promoted for
B1a/B1b
information to provide.
mixed use by the
Promoter

Costco, High
Wycombe
(SHW0328)

Application has 8,809 sqm of
been submitted B8 uses
awaiting
approval. Costco
intend to
redevelop the
floorspace.

Turley Comment: The site received a
‘resolution to grant’ planning
application in June 2017 for 13,553
sqm of sui generis use as a
warehouse club. This cannot be
considered as part of the supply of
B8 uses.

Southern
Verco, Chapel
Lane, High
Wycombe

Previous
application for
79 residential
units and 1176
sqm of
commercial
floorspace
withdrawn in
2015 (15/00618)

Turley Comment: This is an existing
employment site so will only result in
a net uplift in provision. An
application (17/07655/FUL) was
heard at Committee for the delivery
of 10 commercial units (flexible
B1c,B2 and B8) incorporating trade
counter units totalling 8,470 sqm of
floorspace. The maximum sized unit
is 2,805 sqm.

Site is
capable of
delivering
7,700 sqm of
floorspace ‐
3,850 sqm of
B1c/B2 and
3,850 sqm of
B8. Within 6
‐ 10 years

The application form for the
application indicates that the existing
GIA on‐site is 4,520 sqm. As such,
there is a net gain of 3,950 sqm
across the site to contribute towards
meeting WDC’s employment needs.
TURLEY INPUT:
9 ‐16 Oxford
Street, High
Wycombe

Application
18/05038/FUL
for flexible
commercial (Use
Class B1)

Turley Comment: Resolution to grant
for 5,072 sqm of B1(a) floorspace. A
net uplift of 1,799 sqm.

Appendix 4:

Representor Reg 19. Objections to
Air Park Allocation

Comments and Objections to the WDC
New Local Plan (revised 2017) by Booker Gliding Club
21 November 2017

Booker Gliding Club supports the Council's vision of Wycombe as
“economically strong and the place to live, work and visit” and the Council's
intention to foster economic growth by providing land for business
development in the areas marked HW 16 on the plan for Wycombe Air Park.
The Club also welcomes the clarifications in the revised plan which now
includes gliding as an integral part of aviation activities at The Air Park in
Policy HW16 para 3b.
In addition, we welcome the inclusion in Policy HW16 of the requirement for
development to: 'Demonstrate that they do not compromise or limit the
operation of the aviation users, including gliding, at the Air Park,' however we
still believe that the policy is inadequately framed, and our objections are as
follows:
Objection 1 – Policy HW16 – Insufficient clarity in airfield definition
The club believes that the description of the airfield is too simplistic, and that
in order to properly understand the effect of the impact of development
proposals and constraints specified in HW16 the description should be more
accurate. Therefore, the Club suggests that the wording of section 5.1.118 be
amended as follows:
Wycombe Air Park, also known as Booker Airfield, is an operational aviation
aerodrome located to the south west of High Wycombe. It covers an area of
93 hectares of which 4.3 ha accommodates a range of single storey aircraft
hangars supporting commercial premises, a council depot and a squash and
racquetball club. The Air Park has three runways used by powered light
aircraft and helicopters: two runways are orientated north east / south west,
one sealed and one grass, and there is also a north / south grass runway. In
addition, there is a large grass area allowing gliders and glider tug aircraft to
operate in most wind directions. The airfield accommodates over 90,000 flight
movements each year. The flights are private or flight training and there are
no commercial passenger or air freight operations from the Air Park.
The club also notes that the map used in Figure 19 is also insufficiently
detailed and more suitable maps should be substituted as per our
recommendation below.

18.11.17
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Booker Gliding Club

Diagram showing the existing 3 main runways at Wycombe Air Park and the current glider
operating areas. Note: into wind takeoff and landing is a significant safety factor for light
aircraft and gliders.

Diagram showing required realignment of north/south runway and additional operational area
required on the North side for the proposed plan to develop the south side of the airfield to
comply with Policy HW16 3b.
18.11.17
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Booker Gliding Club

Objection 2 – Policy HW16 - The Proposed South side development
boundary is incompatible with existing aviation activities.
The club welcomes the inclusion of Point 5.1.124 which states:
“It is important that any development in the southern part of the Air Park does
not jeopardise the operation of the existing runways and that new employment
is designed and sited safely. Any development proposals will need to be
designed in accordance with Obstacle Limitation Surface criteria (as defined
in CAP 168– ‘Licensing of Aerodromes’) for airparks”
However, the club does not believe that this gives adequate protection to the
whole airfield and all users of it. In particular we note that: The development
area HW16 extends to the north and east of the aerodrome, and therefore
protection of these areas also is needed, not just the southerly areas; CAP168
is a document that references specific runways, and not landing areas in the
wider context, and therefore is not necessarily applicable to the gliding areas
which are not necessarily “runways”.
Therefore, the Club recommends that 5.1.124 is amended to read:
5.1.124 It is important that any development in the vicinity of the Air Park does
not jeopardise the operation of the existing runways and glider operating
areas and that new employment is designed and sited safely. Any
development proposals will need to be designed in accordance with Obstacle
Limitation Surface criteria (as defined in CAP 168 – ‘Licensing of
Aerodromes’) for airparks provided that the guidance principles in CAP 168
are applicable also to the glider operating areas and not just the
delineated runways.
The club notes that any development in the southern part of the airfield is
likely to be in breach of 5.1.124 (amended or not), and that reorientation of the
existing north/south runway may be an appropriate remedy, however the reorientation of those runways is not, as stated in 5.1.122 , a question of
whether the existing cross runway (the north south runways referred to above)
can be satisfactorily relocated within the Air Park, they will have to be
relocated to comply with Policy HW16 3b. The cost of this re-orientation must
be borne by the developer. The map above shows the degree of reorientation
required.
Objection 3 – Policy HW16 - withdrawal of protection for sporting
facilities
The gliding club strongly objects to the withdrawal of protection for sporting
facilities as expressed in the 2016 version of the local plan:
DM 30 page 163
18.11.17
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Booker Gliding Club

1. Development is required to ensure the community’s ability to meet its dayto-day needs for social, recreational or cultural facilities or services. As
such, development involving the loss of a current community facility or
sports facility, or land or buildings last occupied for community or sports
use, will be refused.
In particular, we point out that Wycombe Airpark is designated as a Significant
Area for Sport (SASP) for Gliding by Sport England.
Objection 4 – Policy HW16 - withdrawal of specific proposal for gliding
activity in the area originally designated HW 15
The gliding club objects to the withdrawal of reference to gliding in the plan for
the area originally designated HW 15 in the 2016 version of the Local Plan.

HW15 5.1.64
Part of the proposed site (2) on the plan
also provides the potential for gliding to be relocated to the northern side of
the fixed runway thereby improving air movements within the Airpark

If gliding is to be relocated to the North side, it is certain that all or part of that
land (called ‘proposed new grass area for gliders’ in our diagram above) will
be required to provide facilities for the continuation of gliding at Wycombe Air
Park if the proposed South side development goes ahead. If this area is not
provided then the South side development will be in breach of Policy HW16
3b. If gliding were to remain on the South side the development would also be
in breach of Policy HW16 3b.

Objection 5 – Policy HW10 - Noise and safety assessment to cover both
M40 Motorway and Air Park noise
Policy HW10 – Horns Lane Booker encourages residential development of
land between the M40 motorway and the existing residential development,
and policy requirement 1 specifies noise mitigation measures in respect of
motorway noise. The Gliding club notes that this area is almost directly
below the take-off or landing flight path of aircraft operating out of Wycombe
aerodrome, and therefore it is almost certain that the residents of these
houses will be affected by aircraft noise.
Noise and noise abatement are important aspects of airfield operations, and
the airfield operations take place along flight paths intended to minimise noise
impact on neighbouring inhabited areas, however this proposed development
18.11.17
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is close enough to the airfield that there is little prospect of aircraft safely
avoiding it. Powered aircraft taking off from runway 06 (in an easterly
direction) will directly overfly this proposed residential development.
While the club is broadly supportive of additional housing in the borough, it
believes that in the interests of harmonious future relations with occupants of
the proposed housing site on Horns Lane, policy requirement 1 should be
extended to include mitigation measures for aircraft noise.
The gliding club suggests that Policy HW10 should be amended to read
Development of the site is required to:
1. Provide a noise assessment and mitigation measures to
address the issue of the nearby M40 motorway and Air Park noise;
and that the supporting text in paragraph 5.1.77 should be similarly amended
to read:
Whilst residential development is acceptable in principle the proximity of the
M40 motorway and Wycombe Air Park means that this could be a significant
constraint to development in terms of the living conditions of future residents.
As such a full noise assessment should be undertaken to identify the scope
for development and the need for mitigation measures. The site is well
contained by vegetation and this should be retained.
Conclusion
Booker Gliding Club consider it essential that all 5 of these objections be
taken into account in the proposed re-development to ensure that aviation
activities at Wycombe Air Park are not compromised, and that changes at the
Air Park do not upset harmonious relations between the aviation community
and local residents in the years ahead.
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Wycombe District Local Plan: Publication Version (Regulation 19) Consultation
Response of Carousel Buses

Consultation Response
Wycombe Local Plan
Regulation 19 Consultation
Introduction
Carousel operates bus services in Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire, Hertfordshire, Berkshire & Greater London
with a fleet of 51 vehicles operating on 14 routes. We aim to provide customers with the best experience
possible when they travel with us. In order to achieve this we are constantly investing in our fleet and staying
ahead of competitors with innovative onboard technology from free wifi to USB charging points as well as fully
secure smart and contactless ticketing. We have recently invested in a new contactless payment system on
board our buses to make travelling by bus easier.
As a business we constantly strive to change, innovate and move forward, with perfection as our ultimate aim.
By delivering excellent customer service every day, the better the service we can provide, means customers
will choose our services again and again. We recognise the value of a diverse workforce and the differing
communities in which we operate. Differences in age, race, gender, nationality, sexual orientation, physical
ability, thinking style and background bring richness to our business. We operate in many different estates,
towns and cities, and have an impact on all of them. At Carousel we are proud to say we are always giving back
to the people we serve, as well as the environment. In delivering this we are one team. Working together
makes the delivery of our very complex bus operation easier for all, and mutual trust across the whole
business is key to being a strong team. We try and embed these values in everything we do.
We would make the following comments:The Infrastructure Challenge
Our main desire is to ensure that new developments are serviceable by all transport modes including the bus,
with developments that are suitable for buses to access and which can also sustain viable commercial bus
operation & reduce reliance on public subsidy once “kick-start” funding for new development ceases. This will
make developments overall more sustainable environmentally and economically.
We are keen to focus the quantum of development along existing transport corridors where possible or where
development is concentrated where volumes can justify the provision of a bus service. Having higher
concentrations in a place that already has established public transport links will allow this ‘network’ to grow
for the benefit of all residents.
The National Planning Policy Framework states that transport has an important role to play in facilitating
sustainable development but also in contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives. The transport
system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice about
how they travel. Encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions and reduce congestion.
In addition, over the last 50 years, bus journey times have increased by almost 50% in the more congested
urban areas. If we had protected bus passengers from the growth in congestion there would arguably be
between 48% and 70% more fare paying bus passenger journeys today. Evidence uncovered by Greener
Journeys (“The Impact of Congestion”, 2016) shows that there is a distinct trend across our most congested
urban conurbations in the UK of bus journey times rising by – on average – almost 1% per annum.
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We would point to emerging guidance from CIHT which is currently being developed, and on which Carousel
have been involved. The aim of the guidance is make development more bus friendly and support the
development of commercially viable routes once a development is fully built out. Development should also be
of a good design standard with quality bus provision that is attractive to users with improved access to main
corridors, less deviations off route and reduces potential delays with carriageway widths within new
development a minimum of 6.75 metres. With the general housing allocations proposed, in the main we
would not be inclined to deviate from existing routes, instead we would prefer to call into sites accessing
and exiting the site as quickly as possible so as to minimise impact on route timings, costs and operational
efficiency as well as potentially abstracting passengers who no longer use the service due to any diversion.
Moreover it s essential that if developments are to be made sustainable public transport services are provided
and funded from very early in the development to create transportation habits. We would suggest, when
looking at site design, higher density development on sites occur closer to bus services rather than deep
within sites with little hope of buses passing by.
According to the DfT’s annual bus statistics there were 4.65 billion passenger journeys on buses in England in
2014-15, meaning a fall of 27 million in the number of bus journeys taken in England than the previous year.
Since the Transport Act (1985) came into force, local bus passenger journeys made outside of London have
decreased by 37 per cent. Research by Greener Journeys show bus users create more than £64 billion worth
of goods and services, and that there is a significant relationship between accessibility by bus and
employment. A 10% improvement in access to bus services would mean 50,000 more people in work
nationally – equally reduced access would mean that communities can become cut-off as well as well as
contribute to an increase in unemployment.
Policy CP4 Facilitating Local Infrastructure & Delivering Housing
We NOTE this policy.
Significant improvements in bus journeys will be needed to support the emerging growth strategy. Bus
provision is through privately operated services which have seen improvements however with this success and
modal shift comes the need to improve flow of buses through junctions to improve reliability as well as a
need for a co-ordinated approach to the use of road space at main interchange points.
We would suggest planning guidance encourages developers to liaise with bus operators at early stages of
development as well as the Local Planning Authority including bus operators into the development of site
specific guidance and general SPD’s. It is essential that the list of “asks” are set out at the policy stage to give
developers certainty.
Policy CP7 Delivering the Infrastructure to Support Growth
We SUPPORT this policy.
We note Policy CP7(g) where is proposes a “better sustainable travel to secure modal shift including more
integrated and “smart” public transport provision”. Moreover it is essential that if developments are to be
made sustainable, public transport services are provided and funded from very early in the development to
create transportation habits.
We are keen to ensure a high quality bus stop with superior facilities that might be expected on a high quality
bus corridor. A typical stop should be provided with: 





Good bus stop design including real time passenger information display as set out above, printed
timetable and service information, local map and way finding;
High visibility bus stop flag and pole with appropriate and consistent branding;
Interactive audio help points;
A Wi-Fi hotspot if public transport bus stop departure times can be accessed via mobile phones;
An enhanced maintenance regime to maintain the quality feel of infrastructure investment;
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A higher kerb to reduce the step height between the bus and the footway, minimum 125mm;
Higher quality footway and carriageway paving materials;
A stop cage marking of sufficient length to enable buses access close to the kerb. Minimum of 15m
per bus if unobstructed (to cater for maximum likely vehicle lengths).

It is critical that any new infrastructure introduced to facilitate housing and economic growth is mindful of the
public transport network and any new infrastructure should be designed to enhance rather than impede this.
Engagement with bus operators on each development as planning applications are made is absolutely
essential and we are more than willing to help shape developments and thus what infrastructure is required to
facilitate commercial bus operation in the medium to long term after initial ‘pump priming’ using section 106
funds.
Principles for the High Wycombe Area
We SUPPORT this policy subject to CLARIFICATION.
We note the policy at 5d states the need to “continue to improve public transport including the introduction of
smart bus technology”. We are keen to work with the Local Planning Authority to understand how such
proposals relate to the Local Transport Plan, how such measure will manifest themselves and how bus
operators can be partners in delivery.
Proposals for High Wycombe
HW6 530 Homes at Gomm Valley and Ashwells
We SUPPORT this policy with AMENDMENTS.
The vast majority of the site does not lie within the DfT guidance of being 400m from the site and therefore we
are unconvinced this site can be sustainable in bus operation terms which we would like to discuss with the
site promoters and WDC.
The site lies close to service 336/X336 connects High Wycombe - Beaconsfield - Amersham - Rickmansworth –
Watford hourly Monday to Saturday daytimes although there is no service evenings and weekend. Service 580
operates between High Wycombe - Beaconsfield - Seer Green - Gerrards Cross – Uxbridge 4 times a day
Monday to Friday. In addition service 740/A40 connects High Wycombe – Beaconsfield – Uxbridge and
Heathrow Airport seven days a week.
Service levels are consequently under review and maintaining the existing service level cannot be assured.
We would welcome discussions on options for the service in both the medium and longer term as the site
comes forward. It is somewhat concerning that the Local Planning Authority have stated the need to divert
buses through the site without contacting local operators – this could be either through lack or engagement at
least, or anti-competitive at worst. We have been trying to liaise with WDC on such issues since 2016 to no
avail.
The size of the strategic allocation also makes it unlikely that it will support key local facilities, such as a
substantial district centre. The result is that, to a very great extent, any bus route created to serve this site
would have to rely only on the new demand generated by the development itself. A site of 500 dwellings in
terms of bus service operation is poor for service enhancement – indeed the site would need to be nearly ten
times larger to support an additional bus commercially (bearing in mind the service currently struggles to wash
its face) – this site is by its very nature being on the edge of the settlement where any proposals would need to
ensure good walking distances to bus provision, infrastructure and service level.
It therefore seems appropriate that a site specific S106 Developer Contribution to provide a service
enhancement to the development would be appropriate to connect the residential area to locations
accessible by bus. We would therefore welcome early discussions with the developer and WDC to look at how
and over what timescale this development could come forward.
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We note the plan proposes providing “for bus access through the site”. Currently services run directly along
London Road. To divert through this site would have an impact on end to end running times and journey time
reliability on what is already a marginal service commercially. In the main we would not be inclined to deviate
from existing routes, instead we would prefer to call into sites accessing and exiting the site as quickly as
possible so as to minimise impact on route timings, costs and operational efficiency as well as potentially
abstracting passengers who no longer use the service due any diversion
In particular we would contend that the Policy should be AMENDED to include a reference to the
development should provide a contribution for Carousel 336 and this should be reflected in a Site Specific
Section 106 contribution for the site for diverting the service through the site and possible service
enhancements.
HW10 64 Homes at Horns Lane, Booker, High Wycombe
HW11 30 Homes at Clay Lane, Booker, High Wycombe
We NOTE these policies.
The smaller allocations seem reasonable but should only be permitted where the identified site is within 400
metres of a public transport service or additional provision is provided for.
Policy HW16 Wycombe Air Park, High Wycombe
We SUPPORT this policy with AMENDMENTS.
We support the proposals for employment at this location, although have reservations on how the site can be
served by sustainable transport, including bus routes and walking/cycling from residential areas to the north of
the M40.
Carousel X80 Regatta connects High Wycombe – Henley-on-Thames – Reading and has a major role to play in
the Local Plan of connecting developments. X80 operates half hourly Monday to Saturday daytime. Currently
there is no evening or Sunday service so developments along the route may, through the provision of site
specific developer contributions, support service enhancements to better connect communities.
We note the policy states “Development will be required to demonstrate through a travel plan how sustainable
travel to the site will be improved” although we suggest the policy is amended to specifically include a
reference to improvement that the development would need to support through site specific developer
contributions. This would include improvements to service X80 connecting High Wycombe - Henley-onThames – Reading.
In particular we would contend that the Policy should be AMENDED to include a reference to the
development should provide a contribution for Carousel X80 and this should be reflected in a Site Specific
Section 106 contribution for the site for diverting the service through the site and possible service
enhancements.
Paul Walker
Strategic Development Manager
Oxford Bus Company
November 2017
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Dear Sir / Madam
Thank you for consulting Highways England in relation to the Wycombe District Local Plan (Regulation 19)
publication version.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as a strategic highway company under
the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for
the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure
that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in
providing effective stewardship of its long‐term operation and integrity. In this case Highways England’s interests
relate to the potential impact of development on the M40 and A404.
Overall, in accordance with national policy, we look to WDC to promote strategies, policies and land allocations
which will support alternatives to the car and the operation of a safe and reliable transport network. We would be
concerned if any material increase in traffic were to occur on the SRN as a result of planned growth within Wycombe
without careful consideration of mitigation measures. It is important that the Local Plan provides the planning policy
framework to ensure development cannot progress without the appropriate infrastructure in place.
When considering proposals for growth, any impacts on the SRN will need to be identified and mitigated as far as
reasonably possible. We will support a local authority proposal that considers sustainable measures which manage
down demand and reduce the need to travel. Infrastructure improvements on the SRN should only be considered as
a last resort. Proposed new growth will need to be considered in the context of the cumulative impact from already
proposed development on the M40 and A404.
This correspondence follows on from our correspondence dated 8 August 2016, produced in response to the earlier
2016 New Local Plan: draft consultation for which our comments remain. Only new/amended policy items are
considered below.
We have undertaken a review of the latest information and have the following comments:
POLICY CP2 – SPATIAL STRATEGY
Noting the changes to this policy, the statement relating to the Airpark has been removed.
Paragraph 4.18, previously Paragraph 4.15, refers to possible improvements to the A404 that being explored as part
of Highways England’s M25 South West Quadrant Study. It is noted that this piece of work will not be completed in
time to allow it to inform this plan. Highways England will notify WDC upon completion of this study.
POLICY HW4 – ABBEY BARN NORTH
POLICY HW5 – ABBEY BARN SOUTH AND WYCOMBE SUMMIT
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Highways England notes that Policy HW4 has been updated and the indicative number of dwellings at the Abbey
Barn North site has be increased to 100.
All other Highways England comments on these policies remain unchanged.
POLICY HW6 – GOMM VALLEY AND ASHWELLS
It is noted that Policy HW6 has been updated with indicative residential allocations of about 400 dwellings for
Gomm Valley and about 120 dwellings for Ashwells. The employment allocation has also been slightly increased
from 1.1ha to 1.2ha of B1 employment floor space.
All other Highways England comments on these policies remain unchanged.
POLICY HW16 – WYCOMBE AIRPARK, HIGH WYCOMBE
It is noted that this was named Policy HW15 in the previous Local Plan consultation and the wording of the policy
has been slightly amended.
Policy HW16 proposes that B1, B2 and B8 uses will be permitted at the site along with sui generis employment
generating uses at the southern part of the site. The policy notes that “Development will be required to
demonstrate through a travel plan how sustainable travel to the site will be improved”. Highways England is
supportive of this addition to the policy. However the scale of the site and proximity of the site may still impact the
operation of the SRN at the Handy Cross junction. Proposals must demonstrate that the site will not impact the SRN
and if necessary provide suitable mitigation if in fact it will have an impact.
The proposal for the site, by not including mitigation on the SRN may not be considered Justified, Effective, or
“sound” in line with the NPPF. We therefore recommend the following policy wording additions be applied to Policy
HW16:
Planning permission will not be granted for this site(s) until it has been demonstrated how the adverse impacts to the
safe and efficient operation of the local and strategic road networks will be mitigated.
POLICY HW18 – CRESSEX BUSINESS PARK, HIGH WYCOMBE
It is noted that this was named Policy HW17 in the previous Local Plan consultation and the wording of the policy
has been slightly amended, however all previous Highways England comments on this policy remain unchanged.
POLICY BE1 – SLATE MEADOW, BOURNE END AND WOOBURN
POLICY BE2 – HOLLANDS FARM, BOURNE END AND WOOBURN
It is noted that Policies BE1 and BE2 have been updated with revised indicative dwelling numbers of 150 and 467
dwellings respectively. However, all previous Highways England comments on this policy remain unchanged.
POLICY RUR8 – LAND SOUTH OF MILL ROAD, STOKENCHURCH
POLICY RUR10 – STOKENCHURCH BUSINESS PARK
It is noted that these were named Policies RUR12 and RUR13 respectively in the previous Local Plan consultation.
It is noted that the wording of Policy RUR8 has been updated with the number of indicative dwellings being revised
significantly downwards to 100 dwellings. Based on this update Highways England’s comments on this policy no
longer apply.
Policy RUR10 has not materially altered and therefore all previous Highways England comments on this policy
remain unchanged.
TOPIC PAPER 4: TRANSPORT
2

The topic paper examines how Wycombe District Council (WDC) and Buckinghamshire County Council have
approached transport matters within the Plan. This paper explains how the approach to transport interventions has
developed and sets out what the key transports issues are and how these have been resolved. The paper sets out
the strategic transport priorities underpinning policy CP7, including improved access into High Wycombe from the
M40 and improvements to the A404. The paper emphasises that WDC, Buckinghamshire County Council and the
Buckinghamshire Thames Valley LEP and Highways England are working together to resolve how High Wycombe can
be better accessed from the M40 and that improvements to the A404 are being considered by Highways England.
The paper does not make any assumptions in regards to these works, highlighting that these are long terms issues
that could take place later in the plan period requiring a revision to the plan.
INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY PLAN (IDP)
Within the IDP, the Infrastructure Schedule sets out the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the
Plan depends. The IDP outlines the work that has taken place on developing solutions at the Bisham Roundabout
and M40 junctions but does not make any assumptions regarding infrastructure projects on the SRN. Highways
England will continue working with WDC, Buckinghamshire County Council and the Buckinghamshire Thames Valley
LEP to identify what suitable improvements can be made to the SRN to mitigate the impacts of the WDC Local Plan.
This is of particular importance given the conclusions from the Sustainability Appraisal, commented on below.
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (SA) – FULL TECHNICAL REPORT & NON‐TECHNICAL SUMMARY
The SA considers different spatial options for locating housing, employment and retail development. The SA
concludes that countywide transport modelling shows that “there are still significant travel time increases in other
areas as a result of growth proposed in the HMA. This is particularly an issue in the centre of Wycombe, on the M40
and on the main road corridors.” The SA states that “the Council have also been working with Highways England on
how to improve access into High Wycombe from the M40; however, this is expected to be delivered outside of the
plan period.” Highways England is supportive of this course of action which aims to limit the impacts on the SRN.
In terms of transport effects overall the SA expects “that there will be a residual minor negative effect at this stage,
based on the evidence available.” Highways England would like to work with WDC to help develop solutions to
reduce the impact of planned development in the area.
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE COUNTYWIDE LOCAL PLAN, WYCOMBE LOCAL PLAN SITES AND PRINCES RISBOROUGH
EXPANSION TRAFFIC MODELLING REPORTS
Please see the attached Technical Note (Annex A) setting out comments from Highways England’s consultants
WSP about the Buckinghamshire Countywide Local Plan Modelling Report: Phase 3 Technical Note (August 2017),
Wycombe Local plan Sites Traffic Modelling Report (June 2017) and Princes Risborough Expansion Traffic
Modelling Report (July 2017) documents.
The issues around the deficiencies with the countywide transport modelling identified in the previous Local Plan
review are still present. Highways England concerns regarding the transport evidence base not sufficiently
considering the impacts of the WDC Local Plan on the SRN therefore still remain.
For background, you may be interested to read “The Strategic Road Network Planning for the Future” which is a
guide to working with Highways England on planning matters. Please see

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/461023/N150227 ‐
Highways England Planning Document FINAL‐lo.pdf.
I hope this is helpful and I look forward to continued involvement with the development of the Wycombe Local Plan.
Regards
Patrick Blake, Area 3 Spatial Planning Manager
Highways England | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey | GU1 4LZ
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WYCOMBE DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN: MODELLING REVIEW TECHNICAL NOTE 02
PROJECT: 60 17/18 ATK DATE: 20 NOVEMBER 2017
PREPARED BY: RAJAT BOSE
REVIEWED BY: RICHARD SMITH

1 INTRODUCTION
WSP has been commissioned by Highways England, under the Spatial Planning Framework,
to review Wycombe District Council’s modelling evidence base underpinning the development
of Wycombe District Local Plan proposals for 2033.
This review follows the earlier review undertaken in August 2016, focussing on the updates
made to the analysis following the previous comments. The review will look at the responses
to the previous comments and identify if there are any new issues.

2 TRANSPORT EVIDENCE BASE
The Wycombe Local Plan evidence base is underpinned by the following three models:




Buckinghamshire Countywide model
Wycombe town model and
Princes Risborough model.

The review has considered the modelling work undertaken to support this submission, as set
out in the following four reports:





The Buckinghamshire County Council Countywide Local Plan Modelling: Phase 3
Technical Note, August 2017;
The Buckinghamshire County Council Countywide Local Plan Modelling: Phase 2
Forecast Modelling Report, March 2017;
Wycombe Local Plan Site Traffic Modelling, June 2017; and
New Local Plan: Princes Risborough Expansion Traffic Modelling, July 2017.

These comments follow, where possible, the order of the modelling reports.

3 THE BUCKINGHAMSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL
COUNTYWIDE LOCAL PLAN MODELLING
3.1 OVERVIEW
The model review takes its inputs from 2 stages of assessment. In Phase 2, some network
updates were made to Base Model (including updates to A404 Bisham Roundabout and
Marlow Interchange) and the Do Minimum Network in Phase 2. Phase 3 assessment uses the
Phase 2 model for the current option testing.
The key conclusions from the review of the Base Year and Do Minimum models in 2016 were:

a. The Countywide Model does not meet the WebTAG criteria for model validation. There
is a concern that the model may be under-representing congestion.
b. Detailed validation statistics specifically on the SRN are not provided and so it is not
possible to determine the level of validation along the SRN.
c. Further clarification is needed on the forecast matrix building process regarding trip
generation, trip distribution, mode split and the growth assumptions for external trips.
The interim Base Year update in Phase 2 included some network updates, with the key ones
just outside the Wycombe District. The impact of these changes on the issues identified in the
previous stage are not shown, and hence no revised review has been undertaken.
The Do Minimum network in Phase 2 is the same as that was reviewed in 2016 (except the
network updates).

3.2 MODELLED SCENARIOS
The modelling in Phase 3 considers the following:





Do Minimum (DM) – includes committed growth in Wycombe and planned growth in
surrounding districts
Do Something (DS) – DM plus revised Local Plan development scenario. The
proposed new settlements at Haddenham and Winslow from the previous
assessments are no longer included in the proposal.
Mitigation Scenarios Runs (DS1 and DS2) – They retain the DS developments, but
test different combination of highway mitigation schemes.

3.3 RESULTS
Within this section only the impacts on roads forming part of the SRN and in areas that are
likely to impact the SRN are considered.
A404 Bisham Roundabout and Westhorpe Interchange
The congestion ratio plots presented for the Bisham Roundabout shows a little deterioration
on A308 approach in the AM peak, but an improvement on the A404 southbound approach in
the PM peak in the DS and DS 2 scenarios relative to the Do Minimum scenario. The
Westhorpe Interchange sees an improvement in congestion on the northbound A404
approach in DS1 and DS2 AM.
Since the report highlights that the A404 congestion is expected to be high in the forecast
years, it would be helpful if details of the flow validation, if available, along the A404 and all
other SRN links is provided.
Marlow
The report only briefly covers the impact around Marlow, and attributes the observed issues
to the congestion on A404 rather than the constraints on the local roads. The Figure 5-Q
highlights an improvement in performance for the A404 northbound off-slip at Westhorpe
Interchange with the mitigation runs, however the report does not discuss the impacts without
the mitigation.
Burnham
The report highlights a decrease in travel time on the A4 in the Burnham area in the Do
Something scenario in the AM peak, while there is an increase in the PM peak. The report

indicates various reasons for this delay, but primarily the sensitivity of A4 Bath
Road/Huntercombe Lane signalised junction. Given the close proximity of the parallel M4
route, any significant increase in delays on the A4 in this area is likely to impact on the M4 and
potentially the A404 as traffic diverts.
Denham
The Land North of Denham Roundabout has a significant impact, with the DS scenario
generating queues extending via A40 to M4J8 and M25J16. DS1 and DS2 scenarios mitigate
this impact by relocating the access to the site from Denham Roundabout to Denham Court
Road.
M40
Overall M40 experiences a slight increase (up to 10%) in travel time due to the local plan
developments.
M40 Junction 2
There is a travel time increase at the junction in the DS scenario relative to the DM scenario.
In case of the former, the additional developments are increasing the traffic flow to an already
congested Burnham Road/A355 junction, resulting in increases in delay. These delays remain
in the mitigation scenarios.
M40 Junction 4 (Handy Cross)
Due to the very high level of congestion between M40 J3 and J4, even a minor change in flow
is reported to have a large impact on travel times and delays. The DS, as well as the DS1 and
DS2 scenarios witness an increase on delay for the westbound traffic at Handy Cross.
Currently there is no mitigation measure proposed for this junction. This junction may require
an operational assessment of this junction to assess whether this issue is due to link or junction
capacity issues.
M4
The report notes the M4 corridor is expected to have a slight increase in travel time with the
local plan developments in place, with or without the mitigation plans. The main impact is
expected to be on the eastbound approach to Junction 7, which is reported to have moderate
increases in journey time (up to 40%) across all scenarios. Any development, which places
added pressure on a congested corridor would benefit from mitigation measures. The report
contains little detail about the proposed measures, and the analysis would benefit from at least
a high level feasibility drawings or a better description of mitigation measures.

4 WYCOMBE LOCAL PLAN SITES TRAFFIC MODELLING
4.1 BACKGROUND
The traffic modelling for this was done using the High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model
(HWHAM). The Local Model Validation Report and the Traffic Forecasting and Assumptions
Reports reviewed in 2016 have not been updated for this study.
The issues identified with the Base Model in our previous review, which are still relevant are
summarised below:



The High Wycombe Model has been built using VISUM 12.52.13 with a base model year
of 2013 which is consistent with the Buckinghamshire Countywide and Princes
Risborough transport models.



The detailed model study area includes only the urban area of High Wycombe and
therefore the model is unsuitable for assessing impacts of developments in the wider
Wycombe District area and the SRN.



Data was obtained from several sources over the four years between 2010 and 2013.
Tests were undertaken that showed that traffic volume changes in High Wycombe since
2006 were less than 10% and so these were deemed insignificant and therefore none of
the data from pre 2013 was adjusted to 2013 levels. It is suggested that this requires
amendment and/or further explanation.



Based on the test results outlined above, the 2006 Wycombe Transport Study Model
Roadside Interview (RSI) Survey matrices were deemed fit for purpose despite being
more than six years old (the limit recommended in the Guidance). In contrast to the 2010
to 2013 data above, some of the 2006 RSI matrix data was adjusted to 2013 levels.
However, further clarity would be useful on why only the RSI car matrices were adjusted
and not the LGV and HGV matrices. This is of particular note as this was highlighted as
one of the main reasons for the matrix estimation benchmark criteria being missed.



It would also be useful if it could be explained why, having done a test and established a
way forward to improve the matrix estimation process, it was chosen not to adopt it and
continue with the existing process that failed the matrix estimation benchmarking criteria.



The turning count data for M40 J4 (Handy Cross) highlights an issue at this junction with
the model not correctly representing the route choice of the trips joining the M40
westbound during both time periods and also the trips leaving the M40 eastbound during
the PM peak.

This review focuses on the impacts on the SRN as reported in the updated Transport Study.

4.2 LOCAL PLAN IMPACT ASSESSMENT
The modelling considers four Do Something scenarios (S1, S2, S3 and S4) to assess the
impact of different combination of developments. S1 includes all proposed development sites.
The developments are shown to increase the congestion on M40 J4 in the AM. In the PM
peak, the congestion on the northbound left turn slip appears to decrease. Some key junctions
in the vicinity of this M40 J4, namely Rutland Avenue/ A4010, Clay Lane/ B482, and Cressex
Road/ A4010 junctions, witness an increase in delay due to the Local Plan schemes.

4.3 MITIGATION PLAN ASSESSMENT
Based on the above analysis (which included impacts on other local roads), a number of
highway mitigation plans were developed. These were grouped together into two sets of
mitigation scenarios, and were tested with S1 and S4 development options.
With these highway mitigations in place, the assessment shows an overall improvement in the
congestion level around M40 J4 compared to Do Minimum. Lane End Road/Horns Lane
however witnesses an increase in traffic flow with the mitigation schemes.
With the A4010/ Crest Road (traffic signals) scheme, one of the issues is and would be
blocking back into Handy Cross, and as such some more information to identify these issues
would be useful.

5 PRINCES RISBOROUGH EXPANSION TRAFFIC
MODELLING
5.1 MODEL BACKGROUND
The model reviewed in 2016 was a spreadsheet based model. Since then this assessment
has been undertaken using Buckinghamshire Countywide Model, but with local updates in
Princes Risborough. The report states that the local network coding was updated, calibrated
and validated.
Section 2.2 of the report presents the flow and journey time calibration/validation, and they all
meet the WebTAG criteria. It however does not present the flow validation table, and therefore
it is not known which sections of the model do not meet the WebTAG criteria.

5.2 MODELLED SCENARIOS
The modelling is considered for the following:





Do Minimum (DM)
Do Something 1 (DS1) – DM plus Princes Risborough area development, new
western road infrastructure, and town centre/A4010 package.
Do Something 2 (DS2) – DS1 + traffic management package for Askett and Mill Lane
Do Something 3 (DS3) – DS1 + new site on B4009 for relocation of town businesses.

5.3 RESULTS
The results discussed in the report are focussed on local impacts, and do not extend to the
SRN.

6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The 2016 review had concluded that the Countywide Model did not meet the standard criteria
for model validation and there is a concern that the model may be under-representing
congestion. Detailed validation statistics specifically on the SRN were not provided and so it
was not possible to determine the level of validation along the SRN. No new evidence has
been presented to address these issues in the revised report.
Overall the M40 experiences a slight increase in travel time due to the local plan
developments.
The Local Plan developments are increasing the traffic flow at the already congested Burnham
Road/A355 junction, resulting in increases in delay at M40 J2. These delays remain in the
mitigation scenarios.
Due to the very high level of congestion between M40 J3 and J4, even a minor change in flow
is reported to have a large impact on travel times and delays. The Do Something (including
mitigation scenarios) witness an increase on delay for the westbound traffic at Handy Cross.
Currently there is no mitigation measure proposed for this junction.
The High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model (HWHAM) focuses on the urban area of High
Wycombe, extended to include M40 east of J5 to J3 and a small section of A404 south of

M40 only. The issues with the base year model which were identified in the 2016 review are
still relevant.
The assessment of developments using this model shows an increase in congestion on M40
J4 in the AM peak. In the PM peak, the congestion on the northbound left turn slip appears to
decrease. Some key junctions in the vicinity of this M40 J4, namely Rutland Avenue/ A4010,
Clay Lane/ B482, and Cressex Road/ A4010 junctions, witness an increase in delay due to
the Local Plan schemes.
The assessment of mitigation proposals show an overall improvement in the congestion level
around M40 J4 compared to Do Minimum. Lane End Road/Horns Lane however witnesses an
increase in traffic flow with the mitigation schemes.
The results from the Princes Risborough model are focussed on local impacts, and do not
extend to the SRN.
Based on the review of the models, it is concluded:
a. The issues around the robustness of the models need to be addressed to get more
confidence in the results.
b. Based on the results produced, there is expected to be some level of impact on the
SRN, especially at Handy Cross, which is already operating over capacity.
c. Some local road effects of the proposed developments have the potential to impact
parallel SRN routes, and need to be considered carefully.

/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/c
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Blake, Patrick
12 August 2016 14:41
NewLocalPlan
Johnson, Zoe; 'simon.lymn@mouchel.com'; Planning SE
Wycombe District Council New Local Plan: draft consultation
160808 New Wycombe District Local Plan Modelling Review Issued.docx

Dear Mr Manktelow
Thank you for consulting the Highways England in relation to the Wycombe District Council’s (WDC) New Local Plan:
draft consultation.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as a strategic highway company under
the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for
the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure
that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in
providing effective stewardship of its long‐term operation and integrity. In this case Highways England’s interests
relate to the potential impact of development on the M40 and A404.
Overall, in accordance with national policy, we look to WDC to promote strategies, policies and land allocations
which will support alternatives to the car and the operation of a safe and reliable transport network. We would be
concerned if any material increase in traffic were to occur on the SRN as a result of planned growth within Wycombe
without careful consideration of mitigation measures. It is important that the Local Plan provides the planning policy
framework to ensure development cannot progress without the appropriate infrastructure in place.
We have undertaken a review of the latest information and have the following comments:
DRAFT LOCAL PLAN
POLICY CP2 – SPATIAL STRATEGY
POLICY CP7 – DELIVERING THE INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT GROWTH
When considering proposals for growth, any impacts on the SRN will need to be identified and mitigated as far as
reasonably possible. We will support a local authority proposal that considers sustainable measures which manage
down demand and reduce the need to travel. Infrastructure improvements on the SRN should only be considered as
a last resort. Proposed new growth will need to be considered in the context of the cumulative impact from already
proposed development on the M40 and A404.
Highways England strongly supports Wycombe District Council’s commitment to work with partners to address
infrastructure constraints to ensure new development can be accommodated. We look forward to continuing the
ongoing work with all parties which include Wycombe District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council to
identify and produce a robust transport strategy which would inform the size and scale of development deliverable
within the Wycombe District area. This will form a key piece of evidence to demonstrate the Local Plan is sound,
therefore it is important that any identified mitigation has a reasonable prospect of delivery within the timescales of
when the growth is planned.
POLICY MR8 – GLOBE PARK, MARLOW
POLICY HW4 – ABBEY BARN NORTH
POLICY HW5 – ABBEY BARN SOUTH AND WYCOMBE SUMMIT
POLICY HW6 – GOMM VALLEY AND ASHWELLS
POLICY HW15 – WYCOMBE AIRPARK, HIGH WYCOMBE
POLICY HW17 – CRESSEX BUSINESS PARK, HIGH WYCOMBE
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POLICY BE1 – SLATE MEADOW, BOURNE END AND WOOBURN
POLICY BE2 – HOLLANDS FARM, BOURNE END AND WOOBURN
POLICY RUR12 – LAND SOUTH OF MILL ROAD, STOKENCHURCH
POLICY RUR13 – STOKENCHURCH BUSINESS PARK
As the Local Plan is developed, we would expect to see an assessment of the potential impacts from the above sites
on the SRN. Although the sites individually may not have a significant impact on the SRN, collectively there could be
a significant impact without a targeted package of mitigation measures. This will likely be informed as further work
is done to develop the Local Plan’s (and specific site policies) supporting evidence base.
It is vital that as Wycombe’s Local Plan is developed, the deliverability of any required infrastructure that proposed
growth is reliant upon is fully assessed. Prior to submission of the Local Plan, it would need to be demonstrated that
there was a reasonable prospect of delivery of the required infrastructure to enable planned growth, to ensure the
document is sound. Growth proposals such as those at Princes Risborough and High Wycombe should be considered
within the context of the cumulative impact of development, particularly on M40 Junction 4.
PRINCES RISBOROUGH AREA ACTION PLAN
There is unlikely to be a significant impact on the SRN from these proposals, however consideration will need to be
given to the cumulative impact from the Local Plan proposals as a whole on the M40 particularly at junctions 4 and
5. This will likely be informed as the Local Plan and its transport evidence base develops.
INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY PLAN (IDP)
Within the IDP, the Infrastructure Schedule sets out the key infrastructure requirements on which the delivery of the
Plan depends. The Schedule does not include any assumptions regarding infrastructure projects on the SRN. Once
the transport impacts of the Local Plan sites are understood, the IDP should set out any SRN mitigation required to
deliver the Local Plan development.
To support a sound Local Plan, the IDP will need to set out what infrastructure is critical for development to be
deliverable in transport terms, this will include the proposed funding mechanisms together with who is funding and
when it is required.
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (SA)
The SA considers different spatial options for locating housing, employment and retail development. Whilst
transport is considered, the SA does not draw conclusions about possible SRN impacts of each option and/or the
levels of mitigation required.
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE COUNTYWIDE LOCAL PLAN MODELLING REPORT, HIGH WYCOMBE TRANSPORT STUDY
AND PRINCES RISBOROUGH AREA TRANSPORT STUDY
Please see the attached Technical Note setting out our initial comments from Highways England’s consultants
Mouchel about the Buckinghamshire Countywide Local Plan Modelling Report (July 2016), High Wycombe
Transport Study (January 2014) and Princes Risborough Area Transport Study (January 2014) documents. It
should be noted that Highways England had not previously reviewed these documents prior to this Local Plan
consultation.

For background, you may be interested to read “The Strategic Road Network Planning for the Future” which is a
guide to working with Highways England on planning matters. Please see
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/461023/N150227 ‐
Highways England Planning Document FINAL‐lo.pdf.
We would welcome the opportunity to meet with Wycombe District Council and Buckinghamshire County Council to
discuss the next steps in the development of the Local Plan.
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I hope this is helpful.
Yours sincerely

Patrick Blake, Area 3 Spatial Planning Manager
Highways England | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey | GU1 4LZ
Tel:
| Mobile:
Web: http://www.highways.gov.uk
GTN:
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The model follows WebTAG principles but is not fully WebTAG compliant. Whilst full
WebTAG compliance is not a requirement of a Local Plan evidence base, accordance
with the guidance should be sought where possible. This will help to produce a robust
model, which is capable of assessing the impacts of the New Local Plan.
Model Validation
No independent link flow validation has been carried out. Table 2-C presents the link
flow calibration results and shows that, when confined to the area within the county,
only the inter peak model meets the typical WebTAG standard of 85% of links
satisfying link flow criteria. Both AM and PM peak models, at 66% and 67%
respectively, fall significantly below this 85% calibration standard and as such the
model may not be representing the Buckinghamshire County Council area very well.
The calibration levels require amendment and/or further explanation.
Table 2-D presents the screenline validation and whilst for inter-peak and PM models
the calibration criteria is met on 90% of the links, in the AM model only 30% of the
screenlines satisfy this criteria. It should be noted that in both AM and PM peak
periods, modelled flows across nearly all of the screenlines are lower than the
observed flows, indicating that there may not be enough traffic in the matrices and as a
result the model may be under-reporting congestion both in the base year and in the
future forecast year. It would be helpful if a more detailed breakdown of screenline flow
comparisons is provided to ascertain the significance of this observation in the context
of the Local Plan.
Table 2-E presents the journey time validation and shows that the model does not meet
the 85% calibration standard in any of the three time periods modelled, with the interpeak being the highest with 62% of the routes satisfying calibration criteria. It is not
clear from the table if the model is running too fast or too slow and therefore further
detail to establish this would be of assistance.
No details are provided to show model’s performance at the individual link level and
journey time route therefore establishing the extent of flow and journey time calibration
and validation specifically on the SRN is not possible. It would be helpful if a more
detailed breakdown could be provided.
1.3

Development Scenarios

Do Minimum
It is noted that across the whole Buckinghamshire County the growth is assumed to be
14,171 houses and 31,895 jobs. Wycombe District is assumed to accommodate 2,180
houses and 6,011 jobs.
Do Something 1
Table 3-C provides details of the growth assumptions used in the model and shows
Wycombe District accommodating an additional 11,168 houses and 1,613 jobs on top
of the DM commitment.
Paragraphs 2.8 and 4.25 of the New Wycombe District Local Plan Draft Consultation
Document (June 2016) detail that a growth of just over 10,000 jobs is forecast in
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Wycombe District in the period 2013 – 2033, accompanied by a housing growth target
providing for a growth of 10,000 homes. This growth in housing is significantly lower
than the Do Something 1 model scenario of 13,348 homes (2,180 +11,168), but the
growth in jobs is significantly higher than the Do Something 1 model scenario which
assumes 7,624 jobs. It is requested that an explanation is provided about how these
numbers were determined.
Do Something 2
The development assumptions for model scenario Do Something 2 in Wycombe
District are the same as those are made for model scenario Do Something 1 and so the
concerns highlighted above also apply here.
Growth Comparison with NTEM
Table 3-E highlights that total Do Minimum growth in households is only one third of
that forecast in NTEM despite the total Do Minimum growth in jobs being comparable
to NTEM. However, it is also noted that the breakdown in job growth across the four
districts in the Do Minimum is very different to NTEM. Although it is accepted that the
use of NTEM growth would not be appropriate, it is requested that the difference from
the NTEM forecasts is justified and/or explained.
1.4

Forecast Year Modelling Methodology

Forecast Network Updates
It is noted that the M4 Smart Motorway scheme is included on the section between
Junction 3 and Junction 8/9. Could clarification be provided on why the M4 Smart
Motorway scheme was not included on the section between Junction 8/9 and Junction
12?
It would be helpful if there could be one definitive table, similar to Table 4-A, detailing
which schemes are included in each Do Minimum and Do Something scenario for each
of the three models: Countywide model, Wycombe town model and Princes
Risborough model.
Forecast Demand Matrix Creation
Insufficient explanation is provided on trip generation, trip distribution and mode split
used in the creation of forecast matrices. There are concerns, given the issues
identified earlier with the poor validation of the base year matrices, that the use of base
year trip distributions in the forecast matrix building process may give rise to similar
issues in the forecast matrices.
Forecast Trip Growth
It would be helpful if clarification could be provided about how the growth in ‘External –
Buckinghamshire’, and vice versa O-D movements, was derived and controlled.
For all districts, except South Bucks, the percentage growth in total car trip origins
(shown in Table 4-B) is approximately one third lower than the percentage growth in
households (shown in Table 3-F). However, for South Bucks the percentage growth in
total car trip origins is approximately double the percentage growth in households. It
would be helpful if further information was provided to verify this assumption.
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1.5

Results

Within this section only the impacts on roads forming part of the SRN and in areas that
are likely to impact the SRN are considered.
A404 Bisham Roundabout and Westhorpe Interchange
The congestion ratio plots presented for these two junctions show no noticeable
increase in travel times in the Do Something scenarios relative to the Do Minimum
scenario. However, the report notes that due to the strategic nature of the model and
validation constraints further detailed modelling would be required to assess the impact
of development at these locations.
This highlights the concerns over the validation of the model and its suitability for
assessment of development impacts in this area and along the SRN. It would be
helpful if details of the validation constraints that affect the A404 in these locations be
provided. In addition it is requested that flow validation, if available, along the A404 and
all other SRN links is provided.
Marlow
The report states that the results around Marlow do not seem to reflect the severity of
the congestion issues in that area and that further work is necessary. Given that
congestion levels in Marlow will have a direct impact on flows and delays on the A404
the suitability and validity of the model along the A404 is unclear.
Beaconsfield
The report highlights increased congestion in the Do Something scenarios on the
westbound A40 west of Beaconsfield and states that this is due to impacts at the
A40/M40 junction to the east of High Wycombe. It is requested that further details of
the impacts at the A40 / M40 junction be provided.
Burnham
The report highlights increased travel times in both Do Something scenarios on the A4
in the Burnham area. However it notes that there are differences in terms of where
these increases occur, suggesting potential model instability. Given the close proximity
of the parallel M4 route, any significant increase in delays on the A4 in this area is likely
to impact on the M4 and potentially the A404 as traffic diverts.
M40
The difference plots in Appendix B show that demand flows increase along the M40 in
the Do Something, with Do Something 2 showing the greatest increase of circa 500
vehicles near Beaconsfield in all time periods.
M40 Junction 1
During the PM peak there are travel time increases in both directions on the main
carriageway and on the roundabout at the junction.
M40 Junction 2
The plots in Appendix A highlight flow increases in the Do Something scenarios on the
slip roads and at roundabout at this junction.
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M40 Junction 4 (Handy Cross)
Whilst this junction already experiences significant congestion in the Do Minimum, the
congestion is further exacerbated by the additional demand flow in both Do Something
scenarios resulting in significant increases in travel time at this location. The approach
to Handy Cross from the east experiences a 34% increase in travel time during the AM
peak in Do Something 2 and a 26% increase in Do Something 1.
M25 and M4
The report notes that the model shows no significant changes in travel time along the
M25 and M4 between the Do Minimum and Do Something, however it is suggested
that this warrants further investigation as the flow difference plots in Appendix B show
that both roads show demand flow increases during the AM and inter peak periods and
demand flow decreases in the PM peak.
2

THE HIGH WYCOMBE AREA TRANSPORT STUDY

Our review of the Local Model Validation Report and the Traffic Forecasting and
Assumptions Reports are presented below, followed by the review of the Transport
Study itself.
2.1

High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model Local Model Validation Report

The High Wycombe Model has been built using VISUM 12.52.13 with a base model
year of 2013 and, as noted earlier, its base year is consistent with the Buckinghamshire
Countywide and Princes Risborough transport models.
The detailed model study area includes only the urban area of High Wycombe and
therefore the model is unsuitable for assessing impacts of developments in the wider
Wycombe District area and the SRN.
Data was obtained from several sources over the four years between 2010 and 2013.
Tests were undertaken that showed that traffic volume changes in High Wycombe
since 2006 were less than 10% and so these were deemed insignificant and therefore
none of the data from pre 2013 was adjusted to 2013 levels. It is suggested that this
requires amendment and/or further explanation.
Additionally, based on the test results outlined above, the 2006 Wycombe Transport
Study Model Roadside Interview (RSI) Survey matrices were deemed fit for purpose
despite being more than six years old (the limit recommended in the Guidance). In
contrast to the 2010 to 2013 data above, some of the 2006 RSI matrix data was
adjusted to 2013 levels. However, further clarity would be useful on why only the RSI
car matrices were adjusted and not the LGV and HGV matrices. This is of particular
note as this was highlighted as one of the main reasons for the matrix estimation
benchmark criteria being missed.
It would also be useful if it could be explained why, having done a test and established
a way forward to improve the matrix estimation process, it was chosen not to adopt it
and continue with the existing process that failed the matrix estimation benchmarking
criteria.
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poor journey time representation along this corridor may impact on the traffic
assignment and the resulting forecast operation of the M40 in the future year
scenarios.
In the Do Minimum scenario for 2031, the operation of M40 Handy Cross junction is a
concern. The junction is forecast to experience significant delays (>150s in the AM
peak and >180s in the PM peak) as shown on Figures 4-E and 4-F.
The Do Something scenario assumes an additional 1,887 dwellings and 49,700 square
metres of employment land delivered by 2031. In terms of housing growth, this is still
lower (approximately 7%) than the local plan allocation for High Wycombe and further
explanation of this is requested.
The impact of the developments was assessed both with and without mitigation. All of
the three mitigation scenarios include measures to implement a modal shift towards
more sustainable modes. One of the mitigation packages (package C) includes
additional highway network capacity improvements enabled through provision of new
highway infrastructure.
The unmitigated Do Something scenario shows a small increase in flows going through
the M40 Handy Cross junction in the AM peak and more notable increases in flows
along the M40 and A404 corridors in the PM peak. In both peak periods, link speeds on
the northbound A404 approaching Handy Cross are forecast to drop below 12 mph.
Detailed junction modelling of the M40 Handy Cross junction presented in Table 6-B
shows it as being over-capacity on some of its approaches in both time periods and
both Do Minimum and Do Something scenarios in 2031, but the report presents a set
of results that indicate that the forecast queues could be held back away from the SRN.
It should be noted that these results are based on a quantum of development that is
lower than that presented in the WDLP and it would be useful to know if the queues
could still be kept away from the SRN with the right level of development proposed in
the WDLP.
Figures 6-G and 6-H show the impact of the mitigation measures on travel times along
the ten journey time routes. These imply that mitigation packages B and C could
reduce travel times around Handy Cross, relative to the unmitigated Do Something
scenario in both AM and PM peaks, however detailed information on travel times
through the M40 Handy Cross junction have not been provided.
The highway infrastructure improvements forming part of Do Something mitigation
package C include an upgrade to Winchbottom Lane and a new Ragmans Lane link
connecting Clay Lane with M40 Handy Cross. Whilst the Winchbottom Lane upgrade is
reported to have a very limited effect on the local highway network, the new Ragmans
Lane link is forecasted to attract a considerable volume of traffic in both peak periods
as it provides an alternative route to the M40 Handy Cross junction. As a result, a
notable reduction of around 190 pcus is forecasted on the northbound A404
approaching M40 Handy Cross in the PM peak, but a very small decrease is forecasted
in the AM peak. The status of these schemes should be confirmed.
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A further scenario had been assessed which includes an employment area of 15,000
square metres and a further 100 dwellings on top of the development assumptions
tested in the Do Something scenarios. As part of this scenario, a new junction on the
M40 (Junction 3a) was assumed within the model networks for 2031 along with three
alternative options for connecting Junction 3a to the local network. It is considered that
there is not sufficient evidence available to support a new M40 junction and should not
be relied upon within the evidence base documentation. This study should be updated
accordingly.
The overall results for the three alternative options assessed are reported to be similar.
No assessment of the potential for induced traffic nor redistributed traffic was
undertaken with this option – the forecast demands were based simply on the land use
proposals reported above.
The report notes that the most significant impacts are on the M40 and this is supported
by Figures 7-C and 7-D which show a substantial increase in flows on the M40 in both
peak periods. The figures also show a small decrease in flows on the northbound A404
approaching M40 Handy Cross, in both peak periods. No analysis has been presented
on the impacts on the speeds and congestion in the area.
3

PRINCES RISBOROUGH AREA TRANSPORT STUDY

The Princes Risborough Area Transport Study utilises a spreadsheet-based network
model supplemented by detailed junction assessment models.
The models have a forecast year of 2031 and growth is derived from TEMPRO. It was
reported that recent data has indicated growth rates lower than TEMPRO and so the
model was felt to overestimate traffic volumes and thus congestion levels. Additionally,
the model cannot forecast traffic re-assignment from one route to another when
congestion does arise.
The models are used to assess three 2031 land use development scenarios with
growths of 400, 1,000 or 2,500 homes respectively. This compares to the WDLP which
predicts growth of 2,600 homes although it is unclear is the developments considered
in the Princes Risborough Area Transport Study form part of the 2,600 homes or are a
different growth test.
It is noted that these models do not include any links or junctions of the SRN hence this
model cannot be used to assess impacts on the SRN.
4

CONCLUSION

Where the Countywide Model overlaps with the Wycombe and Princes Risborough
models, the latter would take precedence. This is an area of concern as there are
significant inconsistencies in the growth and development assumptions between the
different models and also between each of the models and the New Wycombe District
Local Plan (WDLP).
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The Countywide Model does not meet the standard criteria for model validation and
there is a concern that the model may be under-representing congestion. Detailed
validation statistics specifically on the SRN are not provided and so it is not possible to
determine the level of validation along the SRN.
There are inconsistencies in the growth assumptions tested in the Countywide Model
and those presented in the New Wycombe District Local Plan Draft Consultation
Document.
The Countywide Model does highlight increased travel times on the M40 but the report
notes that the model is not suitable for assessing the two major junctions along the
A404. The report further calls into question the model’s suitability for assessing
development impacts on the highway network in Marlow and along the A4 corridor
through Burnham, with potential implications for the M4 corridor.
The High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model focuses on the urban area of High
Wycombe, extended to include M40 east of J5 to J3 and a small section of A404 south
of M40 only and cannot be used to assess impact of the development proposals
outside of this study area. There are also concerns over validation at M40 Handy Cross
junction and along the M40.
The further three options assessed using the High Wycombe Model include a
significant reduction in trip generation as well as a quantum of development that is
lower than that outlined in the WDLP. As such, they are not considered representative
of the likely future traffic conditions expected as a result of the proposed land use
developments outlined in the WDLP.
The Princes Risborough models do not include any links or junctions on the SRN and
so this model cannot be used to assess impacts on the SRN. Additionally, the
spreadsheet model cannot forecast traffic re-assignment from one route to another
when congestion arises.
Taking into consideration all the issues outlined above, it is concluded that due to
limitations with the models there is insufficient evidence provided to determine the
impact of the New Wycombe District Local Plan on the SRN. Ahead of the next stage
of Local Plan consultation it is recommended that the models should be updated,
reviewed and amended.

Export House Cawsey Way Woking Surrey GU21 6QX UK
www.mouchel.com
Mouchel Limited Registered in England and Wales no. 1686040 at Export House, Cawsey Way, Woking, Surrey, UK, GU21 6QX

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

3

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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