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1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, IM Land, in relation to
Matter 7 of the Wycombe District Council (‘WDC’) Local Plan Examination.

1.2

Our Client has promoted ‘Land at Holtspur Avenue, Wooburn Green’ through the
emerging Local Plan and we have attended the relevant Hearing Sessions on Matters 1
‐6 on the Inspector’s published Matters and Issues. At these sessions, we further
clarified the position set out within our Hearing Statements, in that we consider that
the WDC Submission Local Plan is not legally compliant and fails the tests of soundness
under paragraph 182 of the Framework.

1.3

We further note that the Inspector to the Milton Keynes Local Plan Examination, which
is on‐going, has issued some initial findings (enclosed at Appendix 1) on the associated
Sustainability Appraisal. A number of the matters raised by that Inspector are also
pertinent to this Examination, given the lack of clarity contained with WDC’s
Sustainability Appraisal to justify the decision making process that has occurred to
inform the Submission Local Plan. Given the comments made in previous submissions,
and the substance of our concerns in this statement regarding the selected sites, we
felt it pertinent to notify the Inspector of these parallels, and respectfully request that
she draws similar conclusions to her colleague. As an overarching comment, it is
apparent that WDC has not used its SA to appropriately inform its site selection
choices.

1.4

We do not wish to repeat the detailed submissions made at Regulation 19 stage nor
the comments raised in relation to Matters 1 ‐ 6 of the Examination albeit wish to
demonstrate that WDC’s evidence base to support a number of the proposed
allocations is unsound. We therefore respond to the Inspector’s specific questions
regarding this topic.
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2. Matters to be examined
2.1

Given the substantive nature of our concerns, in this Statement we have prepared a
number of tables throughout this Statement in order to assist the Inspector. These
refer explicitly to documents that form part of the Council’s evidence base, or where
there is a gap in that, note the absence of evidence to justify the proposed allocation.
These then identify issues of soundness exemplified through the evidence base.

2.2

As will be noted from our previous submissions, our clients are particularly concerned
about the approach to site selection and Sustainability Assessment, notwithstanding
the explicit issue relating to the appropriateness of the individual sites and their ability
to meet (in part) the identified objectively assessed needs of the District.

2.3

For each of the proposed allocations cited, we have not considered whether the
allocations themselves meet the test of being ‘positively prepared’ in line with
paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on the basis that WDC is failing to meet its
Objectively Assessed Housing Needs within the Local Plan.

2.4

As discussed at previous Hearing Sessions we consider that the quantum of unmet
need to be accommodated by Aylesbury Vale District Council is unjustified. WDC has
failed to consider all reasonable alternatives through its Sustainability Appraisal and
there are suitable, available and deliverable sites at higher tier settlements that could
make a contribution towards significantly boosting housing supply within the District
over the plan period.
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Issue 1 ‐ Are the following allocations soundly based and is
there evidence that the development of the sites is viable
and deliverable?
HW4 ‐ Abbey Barn North
2.5

2.6

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 2. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The deliverability of the site is uncertain, owing to the fact that the site is
in multiple ownership; the Council has set out in its own evidence base
that there are potential ransom strips within the site boundary and there
is a likelihood of requiring Compulsory Purchase Order. Therefore, delivery
within 5 years is unrealistic.



This reserve site was released for development in 2014 and has not yet
been subject to a planning application which highlights aforementioned
concerns relating to delivery.



The Council has not identified suitable mitigation in light of the fact that
the site is subject to a number of constraints: access, landscaping and
ecology.

In light of the above and Appendix 2, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, suitable, available
and deliverable sites in sustainable locations that have
not been robustly considered by WDC through the plan
making process.

Not justified

The SA identifies a number of negative impacts, namely
access, transport and best use of land. There are also
unresolved issues relating to ownership. As well as this,
the Submission Local Plan introduces issues relating to
landscape impact, seemingly for the first time. We do not
consider that the Council has sufficiently identified
mitigation to overcome these issues and justify inclusion
of this site in the absence of a number of other suitable
options.

Not effective

We have a number of deliverability concerns in relation
to this site. This reserve site was released for
development in 2014 and has not yet been commenced
with no Development Brief yet adopted, nor application
submitted. Owing to this and the significant access
constraints identified within HELS1, we question the
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Council’s view that the site could come forward in 0‐5
years. The site will be difficult to deliver, as a result of
the implications of multiple ownership and the fact that
there are a number of issues relating to access.
Not consistent with
National Policy

We consider that the site has not been robustly
considered within the context of national policy
especially with regard to deliverability.
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HW5 ‐ Abbey Barn South
2.7

2.8

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 3. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The Council increased the site capacity from 475 dwellings (HELAA) to 505
dwellings (Submission Local Plan), without robust evidence to justify that
the site can support this quantum of development; and



The reserve site was released in 2014 and has not yet come forward for
development, thus we question the deliverability of the site.

In light of the above and Appendix 3, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

We note that between undertaking the HELAA and
submitting the Local Plan, the indicative capacity of the
site was increased from 475 to 505 dwellings. This is
discussed in the Council’s ‘Response to AVDC’s Review of
Housing Capacity’. However, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that the site can support this quantum of
development identified and why the Council consider the
increase in capacity is justified.

Not effective

We question the deliverability of the site as the site was
released in 2014. However, we note that the site consists
of a sole owner and has less constraints than Abbey Barn
North. A hybrid application was submitted in February
2018 seeking outline consent for up to 550 residential
dwellings (with a minimum of 520 dwellings); up to an
120 apartment Extra Care and medical facility; retention
and enhancement of The Ride; provision of public open
space; provision of pedestrian links and other associated
works. However, this application has not yet been
determined.
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HW6 ‐ Gomm Valley and Ashwells
2.9

2.10

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 4. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site is subject to a number of ecological constraints and we do not
consider that there is sufficient evidence to support the inclusion of this
site in place of other, less constrained options;



The Council increased the capacity of the site between the production of
the HELAA and submitting the Local Plan; we consider there is not
sufficient evidence to demonstrate this is suitable. This is particularly
concerning in the context of an acknowledged highly constrained site; and



The delivery of the site is uncertain due to the fact that it relies on third
party land to gain access into the site.

In light of the above and Appendix 4, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

We consider that the site is subject to a large number of
constraints including: a SSSI designation, a Priority
Habitat and a Biological Notification Site in part of the
site, ancient woodland, as well as the site consisting of
areas which are at high risk of surface water flooding. As
well as this, a number of negative impacts were
identified as part of the SA undertaken. We, therefore,
consider that there are preferable locations for
development which would not be subject to such
constraints. We also do not consider that the Council has
identified ample mitigation measures in order to
alleviate negative impacts.

Not effective

The Council increased the capacity of the site between
the production of the HELAA and submitting the Local
Plan. Within the context of such a highly constrained
site, we do not consider that this is acceptable,
particularly in the absence of robust evidence to support
the increased capacity.
Furthermore, delivery of the proposed allocation relies
on third party land to gain access into the site and we
question whether the site will be deliverable within five
years as identified within HELS1.

Not consistent with

The allocation of this site seems to contradict Section 11
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National Policy

(Conserving and enhancing the natural environment) of
the NPPF (2012) which sets out the requirement for the
planning system to minimise impacts on biodiversity. In
the absence of any form of mitigation measures
identified by the Council, we consider (within the context
of this site) Paragraph 109 of Section 11 would be
compromised.
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HW9 ‐ Part of Greens Farm, Glynswood, Green Hill, High
Wycombe
2.11

2.12

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 5. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site is located in both the Green Belt and the AONB; we consider the
development would represent major development in the AONB and that
exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated;



There is not sufficient technical evidence to robustly demonstrate that the
site will not impact the views from the Chilterns AONB and Hughenden
Park and Manor; and



The Council have increased the capacity of the site from 43 (Urban Design
Development Capacity AONB and Green Belt Sites) to 50 (Submission Local
Plan) without providing robust evidence to demonstrate the site is capable
of accommodating the increased capacity.

In light of the above and Appendix 5, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

The site is located in both the AONB and the Green Belt.
We consider that there are available sites outside the
AONB which the Council has not sufficiently assessed
within the AONB which would be far more appropriate
as they are not subject to both designations. We,
therefore, do not consider the Council has undertaken an
appropriate strategy.
The Council also notes that a more detailed landscape
and visual impact assessment will be required by the
developer in order to determine the impact of the site in
relation to views from the Chilterns AONB and
Hughenden Park and Manor. We consider this work
should have been undertaken prior to the allocation of
the site especially in light of the outstanding objection by
the Chiltern AONB Board.

Not effective

Notwithstanding the fact the site is in the AONB, the site
is also subject to a number of further constraints. We
cannot see any genuine consideration of how these
effects could be mitigated. It is also clear that HELS4
identified capacity for 43 dwellings yet WDC has
identified the site for 50 dwellings.
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Not consistent with
National Policy

We do not consider this site is consistent with the
Framework (2012). The NPPF states that the highest
status of protection should be afforded to conserving the
landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB, as well as
National Parks and the Broads. Major development in
these areas should only be allowed in exceptional
circumstances. We do not consider the Council has
undertaken enough evidence based work in order to
demonstrate exceptional circumstances. Furthermore, as
there are sites outside the AONB which have not been
assessed accordingly, this also undermines the case for
exceptional circumstances.
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HW10 ‐ Horns Lane, Booker
2.13

2.14

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 6. A summary of the table is as
follows:


Our objection does not relate solely to this site. The Council’s approach in
seeking to link the removal of the Horn’s Lane site and the removal of land
on the opposite side of the M40 at the Wycombe Air Park and Clay Lane is
not justified, and does not accord with the main thrust of the Framework
with regard to Green Belt release;



The indicative capacity of the site in the Submission Local Plan is 64
(subject to outcome and impact of any noise assessment). This contradicts
with Urban Design Assessment (HESL4) which states capacity for 55
dwellings; and



We consider that the SA should have robustly assessed other sites at Tier 1
settlements with similar characteristics to this site for residential
development through Green Belt release.

In light of the above and Appendix 6, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

The site does not meet any of the three distance
thresholds i.e. within 800m from a school, 1km from a
retail/ town centre and 800m from a GP. We consider
that the SA should have robustly considered other sites
at the Tier 1 settlement that have similar characteristics
(our Client’s site at Holtspur Avenue) for residential
development through Green Belt release. This is on the
basis that Green Belt release should be at the edge of
built up urban areas and where permanent boundaries
can be identified. We support the identification of the
M40 as a boundary to the site and the acceptability of
the site for Green Belt release in line with the
Framework. The omission of our Client’s site which
would score higher than Horn’s Lane against a number of
the SA criteria as set out within our Regulation 19
representations, demonstrates the legal failings of the SA
process.
We do not consider that the Council is justified in its
approach in seeking to link the removal of the Horn’s
Lane site, and the removal of land on the opposite side
of the M40 at the Wycombe Air Park and Clay Lane. The
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removal of these sites by virtue of the release of Horns
Lane is not justified and does not accord with the main
thrust of the Framework with regard to Green Belt
release.
Not effective

The Council notes the indicative capacity of the site is 64
(subject to outcome and impact of any noise
assessment). This contradicts with HESL4 which states
capacity for 55 dwellings. Therefore, we do not consider
that it has not been demonstrated that this quantum of
development can be met within the evidence base.

Not consistent with
National Policy

As set out above, the release of the site is supported
albeit its allocation highlights the fundamental failings
with the Council’s approach to housing capacities and
Green Belt release identified elsewhere in the Local Plan.
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HW11 ‐ Clay Lane, Booker
2.15

2.16

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 7. A summary of the table is as
follows:


We consider the Council has not robustly assessed all other reasonable
alternatives in order to justify the inclusion of this site which does not
represent a logical location for Green Belt release;



There is not enough technical evidence to demonstrate that the new
development will not be subject to unacceptable levels of noise pollution;
and



The site abuts the AONB and limited consideration has been given to the
landscape impact that may arise through the comprehensive development
of the site.

In light of the above and Appendix 7, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

We do not consider that the Council has robustly
assessed all other reasonable alternatives, in order to
justify the inclusion of this site. We consider there are a
number of other Green Belt sites which represent more
logical areas to release Green Belt land at higher tier
settlements, with the site being at Booker ‐ a Tier 5
settlement (SLS1). We consider that this site forms part
of a wider parcel which compromises the integrity of the
strategic Green Belt and there are no permanent and
defensible boundaries to justify Green Belt release in line
with paragraph 89 of the Framework. The allocation of
the site in a Tier 5 settlement with limited facilities does
not seek to promote ‘sustainable patterns of
development’ through its spatial strategy as required
under para 7. of the Framework.

Not effective

The site abuts the AONB and limited consideration has
been given to the landscape impact that may arise
through the comprehensive development of the site. As
well as this, the Council’s technical work is not sufficient
in order to identify the impact of noise on the
development and whether the entire site would be
developable. We further note that the capacity of the
site has not been considered within HELS4 unlike other
sites proposed for release within the Green Belt and
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AONB. This is important on a site like this which also
adjoins the AONB – no evidence has been submitted
which considers these impacts.
Not consistent with
National Policy

There are no suitable Green Belt boundaries proposed,
as required by Paragraph 85 of the Framework. The GB
Assessment 2016 did not consider the site capable for
Green Belt release and nor were there exceptional
circumstances for its release. In addition, the GB
Assessment (2017) further considers that the site does
not appear capable of Green Belt release and relies on
the release of a number of further parcels which are
physically detached from the Tier 1 settlement. We,
therefore, consider the inclusion of this site is
inconsistent with the Framework.
We consider that the inclusion of this site contravenes
Paragraph 109 of Section 11 (Conserving and enhancing
the natural environment) in that not enough evidence
has been carried out in order to demonstrate that the
new development will not be subject to unacceptable
levels of noise pollution.
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HW12 ‐ Former Bassetsbury Allotments
2.17

2.18

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 8. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site is subject to a number of constraints; the Council has not
demonstrated these constraints can be overcome through robust
evidence. Indeed, the site has been considered since the site closed in
2013 but given the contamination issues (and allotment re‐provision) no
progress seems to have been made despite the council being the
landowner; and



The site was identified through the adopted Development Plan since 2013
and has yet to come forward which renders deliverability somewhat
dubious.

In light of the above and Appendix 8, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not effective

The site is subject to a number of constraints (flooding,
heritage, agricultural land). We do not consider that the
Council has demonstrated these constraints can be
overcome through robust evidence especially given the
site has been identified for development through the
adopted Development Plan since 2013 and has yet to
come forward. Therefore, we consider it uncertain that
the site can deliver a residential development within 5
years.
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HW15 ‐ Land to the rear of Hughenden Road
2.19

2.20

The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 9. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The Council has not undertaken sufficient evidence to justify the inclusion
of this site as an ‘unknown allocation’. It is questionable whether the site
will ever be suitable owing to the number of constraints;



There is not enough evidence to demonstrate that the site is deliverable
within the plan period, owing to the high number of constraints, as well as
the fact the site is also not available;



This site undermines the Council’s strategy in so far as they have failed to
consider sites which have genuine development potential whilst a site
such as this has been included.

In light of the above and Appendix 9, we do not consider that the proposed allocation
is sound in line with paragraph 182 of the Framework (2012) on account of the
following:
Not positively prepared

The Council is not meeting its full OAN despite the fact
that there are a number of additional, available sites in
sustainable locations.

Not justified

We consider that there is not enough evidence in order
to justify the inclusion of this site in the Plan as an
‘unknown ’allocation. The Council has not conducted
enough evidence in order to provide indicative
timescales of when the site might come forward.
Furthermore, the site is subject to such a high level of
constraints, it is questionable whether the site will ever
be suitable, available or deliverable. This is recognised by
the Council in that no allowance has been made within
the Council’s housing land supply for the site.
We question the Council’s strategy including sites like
this within the Plan when there is no evidence the site is
suitable, available or achievable and when there are
other sites which could meet the Council’s OAN within
the plan period.

Not effective

As there is no evidence to suggest that this site will come
forward within the plan period, we do not consider that
it is effective or appropriate to include it in the Plan as an
allocation.

Not consistent with
National Policy

Owing to the above, we do not consider that the Council
has had due regard to Paragraph 159 in allocating this
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site as whilst the Council has produced a HELAA, it found
the site to be unavailable and as such, we question its
inclusion in the Submission Local Plan.
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Appendix 1: Inspector’s Initial Findings ‐ MK:
Local Plan

Inspector’s Advice Note on Sustainability Appraisal for Plan:MK
14 August 2018
The purpose of this note is to set out some further thoughts as I reflect on the evidence from
the discussions at the Stage 1 hearing. As the scope of the main modifications becomes
clearer, it is evident that an addendum/update to SA will be required. This note raises
additional matters which the Council should reflect upon when preparing the SA
addendum/update.
My principle concern is the clarity of reasoning within SA around the strategic site selection
process, principally housing but also employment. I note that the Council has applied the
step-wise approach set out in the flowchart at PPG paragraph 11-013-20140306. That said,
in seeking to develop a focussed SA report, there are number of matters which still leave me
uncertain on whether or not the SA work is sufficiently clear. I set these out below, in no
particular order:
(1) In combination, Appendix III and Table 6.4 do not provide the ‘typical’ systematic
evaluation of the effects of each shortlisted housing site against the SA objectives. I
appreciate the Council has sought to pursue a “targeted approach” (for “pragmatic
considerations relating to available time and resources”) but in doing so I find the
commentary lacks a sufficient degree of transparency as to how the significant
positive and negative effects of each shortlisted site option have been appraised, to
ultimately ensure that what lies at the heart of Plan:MK – a sustainable pattern of
development – will be the outcome. Table 6.4 summarises what is an already a brief
collective discussion of the sites in Appendix III and again it is not clear on whether
negative effects associated with sites are insurmountable (can they be mitigated?) or
whether a particular issue/effect and related judgement has been decisive in why a
site has not progressed into the small pool of reasonable alternatives. I recognise
that pages 45-65 of the March 2017 initial SA report provide a more characteristic,
systematic appraisal of options A-G but again there is limited discussion of
significance of the effects and potential mitigation) in determining whether or not
these sites comprise reasonable alternatives. In terms of consistency I am to some
extent unclear as to where Shenley’s Den Farm fits within the initial March 2017 SA
work – was it part of the wider WEA assessment? Without prejudging the outcome,
there would appear to be merit in revisiting and bolstering the MK urban edge
assessment to be clearer on: where the balance of significant +/- effects lies (all
appraised sites appear to have pros and cons); where there are negative effects the
reasonableness or otherwise of mitigation; and to summarise what are the particular
negative effects that enable a clear conclusion that the site would not be a
reasonable alternative.
(2) The SA report focuses on strategic housing sites in developing reasonable
alternatives and the preferred option. There is no directly comparable assessment of
strategic employment sites (noting their identification at Figure 6.8 and the
introduction of two employment sites into Table 6.6). This needs to be addressed in
Chapter 5 in relation to land North East of Newport Pagnell as a minimum.

(3) Whether or not Part 2 of the October 2017 report provides sufficient clarity on the
likely significant effects on the environment, including short, medium and long term
effects; permanent and temporary effects, positive and negative effects and
secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects on issues such as biodiversity,
population, human health, soil, water, air, climatic factors, cultural heritage and
landscape (amongst others). Whilst I note the general absence of comment from the
consultation bodies on the SA report, I nonetheless remain unclear on how the 57
narratives presented in Chapter 10 and the appraisal in chapters 7 and 8 (with
Appendix IV) of the SA Report constitute the ‘environmental report’ required by
Schedule 2 of the Regulations 2004 in terms of systematically laying out the
timeframe, status, impact and synergies of the environmental effects.
(4) In the SA conclusion section (p.11) of the Council’s response of 3rd June 2018 to my
initial observations it states that the SA report “…reflects AECOMs tried-and-tested
approach to reporting, which is designed to ensure that regulatory requirements are
clearly met….” Are there comparable SA reports to that for Plan:MK (in terms of the
‘targeted’ and primarily narrative approach) which have been accepted in Plan
examinations elsewhere?
I have heard the submissions from those discontented with the SA methodology and outputs
and I am not inviting further comment, either in response to this note or as part of the
forthcoming Stage 2 hearings. SA remains a ‘live’ issue during the examination and can be
revisited, supplemented and refined at any time. Additional representations on SA can be
made as part of the main modifications consultation.
Accordingly, as part of my final administrative session on 30 August 2018 I intend to discuss,
with the Council, a number of matters including the likely extent of main modifications and
also the accompanying SA addendum. In highlighting the 4 areas above now, I am
intending to provide some structure to that part of the discussion and would welcome a
positive dialogue with the Council/AECOM on whether these concerns can be alleviated by
what is already submitted and/or by further appraisal work.

David Spencer
Inspector.

Appendix 2: Site Proforma ‐ HW4 ‐ Abbey
Barn North
Site Name:

Abbey Barn North

Site Area:

11.32 ha

Ownership Position:

Site is in multiple ownership, owned by
Acropolis, WDC and Permission Homes.
Reserve Site in the Core Strategy (2008)
Released in 2014

Promotion Position:

0‐5 years

WDC Local Plan Allocation (2033) ‐Site
Capacity

100 dwellings; Density ‐ 26 dph

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW 4. 11 ha.
Access to this site is problematic given the
change in levels and the current
alignment of Abbey Barn and single lane
working over the railway bridge. As a
result Abbey Barn Lane will need to be re‐
aligned.
The site’s visibility means that
development proposals need to ensure
that any landscape impacts are minimised
and in particular long distance views of
the site are maintained.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on best use of land
(including soil) and minor negative on
transport and accessibility.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

N/A

Other known constraints

N/A

Settlement Tier

1 (High Wycombe)

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0428. Site is considered suitable for
residential development.
The Railway track is owned by 95 Dean
Garden Rise. Potential ransom strips within
site boundary and likelihood of requiring
Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO). Access
to site is considered as a challenge with the
change in levels and current adjacent road
alignment. Owners are keen to develop the
site. Site is in the process of negotiation
and later preparation of a Development
Brief.
For the purposes of HELAA, site is
considered deliverable within 5 years given
site is in progress of developing scheme
and negotiation on going. WDC assessment
considered site is capable of
accommodating 100 units. Phasing is
considered as 25 units in 2021‐2022, 50
units in 2022‐2023 and 25 units in 2023‐
2024.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

N/A

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

The site falls adjacent to Deangarden
Wood which is Ancient and Semi‐Natural
Woodland which are classed as
irreplaceable in the NPPF. Any

development within the site would need
to be sufficiently offset from this to avoid
any loss of deterioration to the woodland.
The policy states that Abbey Barn Lane
would need to be realigned in order to
accommodate access into the site, which
would change the character of the
wooded approach to High Wycombe. The
policy notes that providing access to the
site would be ‘problematic’, ‘expensive’
and ‘complex’
A key element of landscape character is
the views across the Wye Valley to
wooded and farmed slopes. It is
considered that removing the establishing
woodland (that is currently surrounded by
Ancient and Semi‐Natural Woodland on
the valley slope) from the site to
accommodate development is likely to
result in the development become a
prominent feature in views from across
the valley.

Appendix 3: Site Proforma ‐ HW5 ‐ Abbey
Barn South
Site Name

Abbey Barn South and Wycombe Summit

Site Area

34.3ha

Ownership Position

Site is controlled by developer and agent,
Berkeley Strategic. Berkeley Strategic
proposed site for residential and
employment uses adjacent to M40.
Reserve Site in the Core Strategy (2008)
Released in 2014.

Promotion Position

5 years
Development Brief Adopted in 2016

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

505 in Local Plan (33 dph). This is
compared to 475 in HELAA (2017) (30dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW5 ‐ The Ride will assist in mitigating the
air quality effects on the dwellings of the
location close to the M40, but further
measures for both air quality and noise
are likely to be required. The impact of
both air quality and noise on the
enjoyment of the Ride is also an
important consideration. (Para 5.1.35,
P.103)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on best use of land
(including soil) and accessibility. Minor
negative on transport and potential for
minor negative on landscape and
countryside.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

No

Other known constraints

N/A

Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0429 ‐ For the purposes of HELAA,
site is considered as deliverable for both
residential and employment.
For employment use, it is identified 1.9Ha
of site could accommodate 7600 sqm of
floorspaces for B1c/B2 light industrial and
general industrial use.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

N/A

Viability Assessment (VIA1)

Not included

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

The issue of increasing density was
discussed in relation to the site at the
workshop, we have assessed this and
increased the capacity of the site by 25
and increased the net density to 33 dph.

Turley Landscape Evidence

The policy guidance to improve access to
Deangarden Woods may have an adverse
effect on this Ancient and Semi‐Natural
Woodland
The illustrative layout sets out features
that would enhance elements of
landscape character.
Development in this location would have
adverse effects on the rural character of
the approach to Wycombe on Abbey Barn
Lane.

Appendix 4: Site Proforma ‐ HW6 ‐ Gomm
Valley and Ashwells
Site Name

Gomm Valley and Ashwells

Site Area

74ha

Ownership Position

Site is in multiple ownership. Axa have
sold the Gomm Valley site to Equitable
Life and WDC own the Ashwells site. Small
part of the site is owned by Taylor
Wimpey which is identified for
employment use. Reserve Site in the Core
Strategy (2008). Released in 2014

Promotion Position

5 years. The Gomm Valley Development
Brief was adopted in July 2017.

Regulation 18 Local Plan

The Regulation 18 Local Plan identified
the site had capacity for 200 dwellings as
identified through the HEELA 2015. In
addition, at the time, a Strategic Site
Assessment (February 2014) had been
undertaken which considered the
appropriate site capacity based on known
constraints. This identified between 115
dwellings to 460 dwellings could be
accommodated onsite.

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

520 dwellings identified in the Local Plan;
530 dwellings in HELAA (29 dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW6 There are a number of existing
nature conservation designations within
the area:



Gomm Valley SSSI



Gomm Valley Local Wildlife Site



Pimms Grove Ancient Woodland



Little Gomm’s Wood Ancient
Woodland (Paragraph 5.1.40)

Parts of the site are also covered by the
Gomm Valley Biodiversity Opportunity
Area Statement which provides a
breakdown of the different habitats on
the site.(Paragraph 5.1.41)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on biodiversity and
geodiversity and best use of land
(including soil). Minor negative on
accessibility, distance to employment and
potential for minor negative on landscape
and countryside and heritage and
townscape.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1
Scattered parts of high risk surface water
flood risk runs from south to north.

GB/AONB Designations

N/A

Other known constraints

Part of the site contains SSSI, Priority
Habitat Biological Notification Site (Little
Gomm’s Wood) and an area of ancient
woodland. Scattered parts of high risk
surface water flood risk runs from south
to north.

Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0004 Site is suitable for mixed use
development.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

N/A

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Appendix 5: Site Proforma ‐ HW9 ‐ Part of
Greens Farm, Glynswood, Green Hill, High
Wycombe
Site Name

Part of Greens Farm, Glynwood Green,
Green Hill

Site Area

1.62

Ownership Position

Site is controlled by Inland Homes and is
available

Promotion Position

5 years

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

50 dwellings within the allocation and
HELAA (35 dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW9 The topography steeply rises giving
long distance views towards the Chilterns
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and
Hughenden Park and Manor. A more
detailed assessment is required by the
developer in the form of a landscape and
visual impact assessment to determine
the impact, particularly in relation to
longer distance views, including those
from Hughenden Park and Manor.(Para
5.1.71, P 78).
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Minor negative impact on accessibility and
potential for minor negative impact on
landscape and countryside and best use of
land (including soil).

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Risk 1
There is a surface water flow path across
the northern part of the site and there is a

risk of groundwater emergence. Applicants
should refer to the SFRA level 2 findings
when undertaking a site‐specific FRA.

GB/AONB Designations

Site is in both the Green Belt and AONB

Other known constraints

Close proximity to Hughenden Manor
Registered Park and Garden (Grade II), in
the vicinity of Hughenden Manor (Grade I)
and the Disraeli Monument (II*).

Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0633 Site is suitable for residential
development, subject to removal from the
Green Belt.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

The site scores relatively weakly against
NPPF purposes and the site provides
strong defensible boundaries in line with
NPPF requirements; site sits within the
bowl of a valley bottom which is enclosed
from the wider landscape. Boundaries
consist of mature trees and hedgerows,
with residential development along
Hughenden Road and Glynswood.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

The Green Belt Part 2 report has reviewed
this site and indicates that exceptional
circumstances exist in this case for
removing the site from the Green Belt.
Parcel scores relatively weakly against

NPPF purposes and possesses a
permanent and durable boundary.
AONB Study (AONB1)

The proposed allocation is for up to 50
dwellings within the urban fringe of the
large town of High Wycombe. There is
nothing in the scale of the allocation or
the significance of its impacts in its
context that this would be likely to result
in major development in the AONB. At the
workshop the Conservation Board
recorded a minority view that this would
be major development.

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

Development Capacity

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

The site is located in close proximity to
Hughenden Park Registered Park and
Garden and is likely to be seen in views
from the wider rural landscape. However,
it is recognised that the site is influenced
by the surrounding residential
development and separated in character
from the rural landscape.

Site area: 1.6ha
Assuming a density of 30dph, this site
could accommodate 43 dwellings (range
23‐35dph: 36‐50) with about 85% of the
site area developed (1.42ha)

Appendix 6: Site Proforma ‐ HW 10 ‐ Horns
Lane, Booker
Site Name

Land at Horns Lane, Booker

Site Area

2.03ha

Ownership Position

Bucks County Council. Bucks CC proposed
to support residential accommodation
primarily for people with learning
disabilities and older people.

Promotion Position

6‐10 years

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

64 dwellings proposed within the
allocation and the HELAA (based on 35
dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW10 Whilst residential development is
acceptable in principle the proximity of
the M40 motorway 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. (Paragraph 5.1.77, P
126)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative impact on accessibility and
potential for negative impact on best use
of land (including soil).

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Site is in the Green Belt

Other known constraints

N/A

Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0462 Site is suitable for residential
development, subject to removal of Green
Belt status.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

Parcel scores relatively weakly against
NPPF purposes. The eastern and southern
boundary is formed by closely knit
residential development. The site is
bounded by Horns Lane and the M40
along the western boundary. The site
promoted for housing has strong
permanent boundaries on 3 sides and a
moderate boundary to the north where
the site is enclosed by municipal
allotments. Whilst this has little physical
permanence, the allotment use is
expected to be enduring.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

Parcel scores relatively weakly against
NPPF purposes. The site promoted for
housing has strong permanent boundaries
on 3 sides and a moderate boundary to
the north where the site is enclosed by
municipal allotments. Whilst this has little
physical permanence, the allotment use is

expected to be enduring.
AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

Development Capacity

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Site area: 2.03ha
Assuming a density of 30dph, this site
could accommodate 55 dwellings (range
25‐35dph: 46‐64) with about 90% of the
site area developed (1.82 ha).

Appendix 7: Site Proforma ‐ HW11 ‐ Clay Lane,
Booker
Site Name

Clay Lane, Booker, High Wycombe

Site Area

1.97

Ownership Position

Bovis Homes had an Option Agreement to
develop the Clay Lane site for residential
use.

Promotion Position

Pegasus Group is acting on behalf of Bovis
Homes.

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

30 dwellings within the allocation and
HELAA (based on 25 dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW11 ‐ The site adjoins the Chilterns Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty,
development should be landscape led to
ensure minimal impact on the setting of
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
(Paragraph 5.1.82)
Whilst residential development is
acceptable in principle the proximity of
the M40 motorway 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. (Paragraph 5.1.84)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on accessibility and minor
negative on landscape and countryside,
best use of land (including soil) and
transport.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Site is situated within the Green Belt.

Other known constraints

N/A

Settlement Tier (SLS1)

5

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0559 Site is considered suitable for
residential development subject to
removal from the Green Belt.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

Site scores relatively weakly against NPPF
purposes. The northern and eastern
boundaries are weak, with limited trees
and hedgerows to enclose the site. This
results in long distance views to and from
the site. Along the eastern boundary
fronting Clay Lane, this edge is also not
particularly strong with a pitch and rail
fence (currently used for horse paddocks).
The eastern part of the site is in use as
football pitches.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

The Green Belt Part 2 report has reviewed
this site and indicated the site could not
be removed in isolation. The parcel scores
relatively weakly against NPPF purposes.
However, the existing boundaries are not
sufficient to meet NPPF requirements and
as such, is only capable of removal from
the Green Belt in combination with other
sites.

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

N/A

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Appendix 8: Site Proforma ‐ HW12 ‐ Former
Bassetsbury Allotments
Site Name

Former Bassetsbury Allotments,
Bassetsbury Lane

Site Area

2.09ha

Ownership Position

Public Land Ownership. Site is in
Wycombe District Council’s ownership
and Savills is acting on behalf of WDC

Promotion Position

5 years

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

30 identified within the proposed
allocation and HELAA (based on a density
of 35 dph)

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW13 The site will require
decontamination treatment to a standard
appropriate for residential development.
(Paragraph 5.1.97)
The site is located adjacent to the High
Wycombe conservation area and a pair of
Grade II listed buildings (Funges Farm and
Harvest Barn) lie directly to the west of
the allocated site. A further group of
Grade II listed buildings are located
further west in the wider area.
Development proposals will need to
demonstrate that they have given
consideration to the special historic
interest, for example, through the
production of a heritage report; and set
out how the special interest will be
conserved. (Paragraph 5.1.98)
There are some areas at risk of fluvial,

surface and groundwater flood risk on the
site, in particular to the north‐west of the
site; development should avoid areas at
high risk from any source. Applicants will
need to refer to the SFRA level 1 and level
2. (Paragraph 5.1.99)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on water and flooding and
minor negative on heritage and
townscape, best use of land (including
soil) and population and housing.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 2
The north tip of the site falls within high
risk of surface water flooding.

GB/AONB Designations

No

Other known constraints

Requirement of new development to
deliver Corridor Opportunity Areas and
improvement on Green Infrastructure
Network and Biodiversity Opportunity
Areas. 25m around Amersham Hill, Priory
Avenue, High Wycombe Town & Abbey
Conservation Area.

Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0416 Site is suitable for residential
development.

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development

N/A

Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)
WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Appendix 9: Site Proforma ‐ HW15 ‐ Land to
the rear of Hughenden Road
Site Name

Land to the rear of Hughenden Road

Site Area

2.55

Ownership Position

Site is in multiple ownership as it is made
up of a high number of residential
properties.

Promotion Position

Site is officer identified; landowners have
not promoted the site. Whilst the site is
suitable, the availability of the site is
unknown.

WDC Local Plan (2033) ‐Site Capacity

Further work required ‐ no capacity
provided

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) HW15
The site may be at risk of fluvial, surface
and groundwater flooding. Flood risk from
all sources, including the impact of
climate change, will need to be assessed,
avoided where possible and appropriately
mitigated. Developers are required refer
to the Council’s SFRA level 1 and 2
findings. (Paragraph 5.1.111, P138)
Development in this location will need to
be carefully thought through, because the
dimensions of the block, the depth of the
development of many of the frontage

buildings, the complexities of the stream
and its flood risk, and the potential points
of access, mean that this would not be a
conventional ‘mews’ – with the primary
building, and the building to the rear,
backing onto one another, facing public
streets. There is insufficient space to
accommodate a road along the stream,
even if it were desirable. Instead the form
is likely to be a series of courts, accessed
from between frontage buildings.
Achieving good amenity and security for
both the existing and new buildings will
require careful detailed consideration.
(Paragraph 5.1.108, P 137).
‘Multiple landownerships involved”
(Paragraph 5.1.105, Page 136)
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Major negative on water and flooding.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Site falls partly within Flood Zone 1 and,
with 1% in 3b. Low to high risk of surface
water risk along the back of the existing
properties across the site, as well as high
groundwater flood risk. Policy DM39 of
emerging Wycombe District Local Plan
applies (Managing Flood Risk and
Sustainable Drainage System). Careful site
design and layout as well as flood
mitigation measures will be required for
the site to be suitable.

GB/AONB Designations

No

Other known constraints
Settlement Tier

1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0638 SFRA level 2 Assessment
identified a small developable area could
be redeveloped, whilst maintaining a 10
meter buffer as required by policy DM5 of
the adopted DSA. However high density
development cannot be achieved due to
flood risk.
Site is in multiple ownership as it is made
up of a high number of residential
properties. Site is officer identified,
landowners have not promoted the site.
Whilst the site is suitable, the availability
of the site is unknown.

Because of the complex nature of this
development and the multiple
landownerships involved, no allowance is
made in the Council’s housing supply for
the dwellings arising from this site at this
point in time, but the potential housing
delivery from the site will be reviewed in
the Monitoring Report.
GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 ‐ 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Urban Design Assessment Development
Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites
(HELS4)

N/A

WDC Response to AVDC Review of
Housing Capacity (HELS5)

N/A

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A
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