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1. Introduction
1.1

This Statement has been prepared on behalf of our Client, SEGRO Plc, in relation to
Matter 7 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 we have attended the relevant Hearing Sessions on Matters 1 -6 of 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 submission made at Regulation 19 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 concerned about the
approach to site selection and Sustainability Assessment, notwithstanding the explicit
issue relating to the individual sites and their ability to meet the identified objectively
assessed needs of the District.

2.3

In terms of employment allocations, an overarching concern is that no employment
allocation will be delivered in the first five years of the plan. SEGRO Plc are particularly
concerned that even if the proposed allocations were delivered in full as suggested,
only half the identified employment needs would be met. It is also apparent that there
was no justification for our client’s site to be omitted as an allocation within the Plan.

2.4

Across all proposed employment allocations it is noted that no viability evidence has
been provided, nor have details showing how site constraints, such as access or AONB
designations, can be overcome. Nor have a number of the sites been assessed through
the PBA or Boyer employment reports.

2.5

As these submissions demonstrate, the identified allocations cannot and will not meet
the Council’s employment requirements over the plan period and thus the Local Plan
including the proposed allocations are not positively prepared as required under
paragraph 182 of the Framework.

Issue 1 - Are the following allocations soundly based and is
there evidence that the development of the sites is viable
and deliverable?
HW5 - Abbey Barn South and Wycombe Summit
The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 2. A summary of the table is as
follows:


There is a lack of evidence to support the continued employment use onsite;



A live allocations identifies D class uses for the proposed element part of
the site, with the developer seeking to remove the employment element
from the allocation; and



The Council’s evidence considers the site would only be suitable for
employment if the accessibility improved to deliver a high value scheme.
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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 justified

There is no evidence to support the identification of this site for
the scale of B1c/B2 development proposed. It is apparent that
the location is not supported by evidence or the applicant.

Not effective

We do not consider that the proposed allocation is deliverable
on account of the reliance on third party land to gain access into
the site, and we question the attractiveness of the site given the
low level of accessibility. In addition, given the outstanding
issues relating to access, we question whether the site can be
delivered within 5 years and whether there is commitment for
the site to come forward for employment given the site is owned
by Berkeley Homes - a residential developer. This concern is
reinforced by the submission of a hybrid application
(18/05363/FUL) by Berkeley Homes for the site, where the
employment element is identified for an extra care facility and a
D class medical centre. As such, at this time, no B class uses are
proposed on the site.

Not consistent with We do not consider that policy HW5 is viable or deliverable as
National Policy
drafted, which is clearly evident from the live planning
application on site.
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HW6 - Land on Gomm Valley
The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 3. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site is under ownership by Taylor Wimpey who are residential
development and therefore we question its deliverability for employment
uses;



The site is considered to be deliverable within 6- 10 years - this will not
meet the immediate employment need identified within the HEDNA
Update (2017);



The SA scores the site a major negative against accessibility; and



The site is constrained by reliance on third party land for access;



The promoted site has not been secured by developer and will rely on
third party land for access;



The Council’s evidence identifies that the site will only deliver a localised
employment need and not strategic employment requirements; and



Limited evidence supports the capacity for the proposed allocation of the
site especially given constraints alongside how the building heights for B8
uses would be accommodated.

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 justified

Given the time lapse since the site was released in 2014, there is a need
to ensure that WDC are not giving the site long term protection
employment uses given the constraints of the site. In addition, further
clarification is required as to how the employment capacity has been
identified alongside whether any technical evidence has been prepared
to support this position.

Not effective

We do not consider that the proposed allocation is deliverable on
account of the reliance on third party land to gain access into the site,
and we question the attractiveness of the site given the low level of
accessibility. Given the site is owned by Taylor Wimpey, a residential
developer, we further question whether the site would be developed for
employment. We understand that the wider parcel has been secured by
Aviva who recently undertook a public consultation in June 2018 but
were silent on delivery of employment land. We also note that no B2/B8
uses are proposed in the allocation, which is where there is identified
need, rather than B1. B1a office uses would also fail the sequential test
in this location and no evidence has been provided. Is the Council able to
provide evidence that the site will come forward our concerns over the
identified employment supply against needs over the plan period?
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HW14 - Highbury Works, Chestnut Lane
The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 4. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site was not considered within the SA as an employment site; and



The ability of the site to deliver the capacity of development proposed on
site has not been robustly considered given the access issues, prevailing
buildings heights and the requirement for the relocation of the existing
nursery on-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 justified

We cannot comment whether the site is the most appropriate
employment site when considered against reasonable alternatives
as it was not considered for employment within the SA.

Not effective

Given the identified constraints associated with the site with
regard to the prevailing building heights, surrounding residential
uses and the need to retain or relocate the existing nursery,
alongside access constraints, we question whether the specific
requirement for 640 sqm is likely to be viable given the site would
better suit a residential development.
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HW16 - Wycombe Air Park
The Site Assessment Table for Wycombe Air Park (North) is enclosed at Appendix 5. A
summary of the table is as follows:


The site is currently identified within the adopted Development Plan as a
Major Development Site in the Green Belt for uses related to the primary
use of the site as an Air Park;



The main Air Park site has not been promoted through the Local Plan
process and is an active runway;



The identification of the Air Park does not align with the vision or
objectives of the Local Plan with the allocation only meeting local
employment requirements and being over 2 miles from the M40 junction;



There is a lack of technical evidence to demonstrate how the employment
capacity of the site has been derived;



The site will not deliver within the first five year of the plan period to meet
immediate employment needs;



The site will not deliver the B8 requirements of the District over the plan
period;



The SA scores the site negatively against the accessibility criteria and the
site is bound by the AONB;



The Green Belt Assessment (2016) did not consider that there were
‘exceptional circumstances’ to warrant Green Belt release;



The site is at a Tier 5 settlement with no evidence to justify why
‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to warrant Green Belt release given the
site does not abut an urban area and is only proposed to be released
through an incongruous new Green Belt boundary, with the Council
accepting that in isolation the site whole be a hole in the Green Belt; and



A long lease has been agreed on the site thus rendering the site
undeliverable in the short-medium term.

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

As we have set out within previous Hearing Statements, WDC is
failing to meet its OAN in relation to B8 requirements which
cannot be met either with WDC nor AVDC. In addition, based
on the lack of evidence to demonstrate the suitability and
deliverability of the Air Park for employment uses it is not
considered that WDC has put forward a strategy that will seek
to meets its OAN and will in effect undermine the economic
growth of the District and fail to deliver employment ‘of the
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right type in the right places and the right times’ (para 7 of the
Framework). There is also no evidence to demonstrate how the
8,000sqm figure has been derived based on (HELS13) given
each option for intensification is reliant on the resolution of a
number of constraints associated with the site.
Not justified

There is no evidence within HELS13 or HELS16 that
demonstrates that the Air park is the strongest performing
employment site (our Client’s site is) and nor does it support its
provision as a ‘strategic employment site’ nor that there would
be sufficient market interest or accessibility to bring the sites
forward.
In addition, there are significant constraints across the site (not
least the operational runway of 90,000 flights a year which
would restrict building heights for B8 buildings) as identified
above which have not been robustly considered in
demonstrating the capacity of the site, with the intension for
the sites to come forward in 6-10 years - despite a 30 year
break clauses on Air Park North.
WDLP10:20 and WDLP10:21 cites that the Council is
undertaking ‘access improvements’ although no clarification is
provided and additional ground contamination. We consider
this information should have been undertaken prior to the
preparation of the SA, and thus there is insufficient evidence to
demonstrate that the site is an appropriate reasonable
alternative.
The allocation of the site (rather than others) significantly
undermines the vision and objectives set out within the Local
Plan (2033) on the basis of the Council’s own employment
evidence with the site being over 2 miles to Junction 4 of the
M40 and the A404. The allocation of the site will increase the
reliance on private car and is poorly related to the strategic
road network.

Not effective

There is a lack of technical or viability evidence to demonstrate
that the Air Park (north) can deliver the capacity envisaged nor
evidence as to what land parcels this would relate to based on
HELS13. The site itself has not been promoted (as identified
within the HEELA and despite the Council’s land interests) and
fails to be supported by any viability evidence associated with
the costs of the relocation of the runway which could deem the
redevelop unviable, nor the costs or landscape impact arising
from significant enhancements to access to entire Air Park site,
and any new built form.

Not consistent with
National Policy

The lack of consistent evidence associated with how the site
has been both in terms of the position of the site within the
settlement hierarchy (WDC claim it is at a Tier 1 settlement
whilst the Green Belt Assessment states Tier 5), with the SLS1
identifying the site as a Tier 6 settlement.
We have further previously submitted significant evidence with
the Reg 19 submissions demonstrating that by the Council’s
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own admission the release of this site would be a ‘hole within
the Green Belt’ and fails to accord with para. 84 of the
Framework (2012) given it the site’s inclusion fails to promote
‘sustainable patterns of development’ in any regard with no
clear defined new Green Belt boundaries as required under
para. 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 upon the creation of an
arbitrary boundary of Green Belt release around Clay Hill to
justify the release of a wider parcel physically detached from a
Tier 1 settlement.
There is no evidence as to what the ‘exceptional circumstances’
for the Air Park over Westhorpe Park are apart from the
delivery of ‘significant employment development’ - which
Westhorpe could deliver in a more strategic location alongside landscape grounds which fails to consider the full
LVIA impacts of the redevelopment of the site arising from the
removal of significant vegetation.
Overall, whilst the Local Plan itself does set out vision and
strategy for the area in line with para 21 of the Framework, it
fundamentally fails to identify ‘strategic sites, for local and
inward investment to match the strategy and to meet
anticipated needs over the plan period’ (para 21 of the
Framework).
It is not considered that WDC has identified a site which will
‘meet the development needs of business and support an
economy fit for the 21st century’ and nor it is a strategic site
that will meet the specific needs identified within the HEDNA
over the plan period.
There is no also evidence on the basis of the sites identified for
employment uses that WDC has sought to ‘actively manage
patterns of growth’ (para 7 of the Framework) through its
spatial strategy or Green Belt releases and fails to take a
consistent approach through its assessment of reasonable
alternatives to satisfy ‘the exceptional circumstances’ on
specific sites .

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


The site is within the Green Belt and abuts the AONB on two sides, with
constraints relating to an existing an existing land fill buffer zone and a
high pressure pipeline - neither of which have been robustly assessed in
understanding the capacity of the site;
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Any development of the site would require significant access upgrades
including the removal of existing screening with likely landscape impacts
which have not been assessed;



The site is within WDC’s ownership and it is clear from residential sites
identified within the adopted Development Plan that these have failed to
come forward;



The identification of the Air Park does not align with the vision or
objectives of the Local Plan with the allocation only meeting local
employment requirements and being over 2 miles from the M40 junction;



There is a lack of technical evidence to demonstrate how the employment
capacity of the site has been derived especially given there will be a limit
to height given the Air Park and proximity to the AONB which the Council’s
own evidence considers as a low capacity for development;



The site will not deliver the B8 requirements of the District over the plan
period;



The site will not deliver within the first five year of the plan period to meet
immediate employment needs and there is uncertainty over what the
market can deliver in this location and whether given constraints the
capacity can be delivered - the site would not meet strategic employment
requirements;



The SA scores the site negatively against the accessibility criteria and the
site is bound by the AONB and there is no justification as to why the site is
preferred over other sites given the Council’s own employment evidence;



The Green Belt Assessment (2016) did not consider that there were
‘exceptional circumstances’ to warrant Green Belt release; and



The site is at a Tier 5 settlement with no evidence to justify why
‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to warrant Green Belt release given the
site does not abut an urban area and is only proposed to be released
through an incongruous new Green Belt boundary, with the Council
accepting that in isolation the site whole be a hole in the Green Belt.

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 As we have set out within previous Hearing Statements,
WDC is failing to meet its OAN in relation to B8
requirements which cannot and will not be met either with
WDC nor AVDC.
In addition, based on the lack of evidence to demonstrate
the suitability and deliverability of the Air Park for
employment uses it is not considered that WDC has put
forward a strategy that will seek to meets its OAN and will in
effect undermine the economic growth of the District and
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fail to deliver employment ‘in the right locations, at the right
times’ (para 7 of the Framework). There is also no evidence
to demonstrate how the 18,000 sqm figure has been
derived given the capacity of the site is limited by the
acceptability of the scheme from a landscape perspective,
significant highways improvements, relocation of the
runaway and a series of other constraints identified above.
Not justified

The inclusions of Air Park South is not justified on account of
it scoring lower than Westhorpe Park based on available
technical information, and is located at a Tier 5/6
settlement. Significant AONB effects are likely, and there is
no clear approach to delivery or viability. In addition, there
is no evidence to demonstrate how the proportion of B class
uses has been derived with the capacity identified based on
significant highways improvements with limited
consideration to the limited building heights (due to the
operational airpark), the landfill buffer zone and the gas
line buffer. The preparation of technical information as
identified should have been undertaken during the plan
preparation process to demonstrate suitability and
deliverability.

Not effective

The site abuts the AONB on two sides and limited
consideration has been given to such an impact arising from
the likely removal of significant landscaping (the Council’s
own evidence demonstrate that the site has a low capacity
for development) to accommodate access upgrades to
deliver the quantum of development envisaged. At the
Matter 5 hearing it was apparent that the Council have no
evidence which considers the impact on the AONB of large
scale B2.B8 uses on this site of c18,000sqm. In light of the
Inspector’s action point on this matter we reserved the right
to comment further,
In addition, the Commercial Report considers that the
expansion area will only generate moderate interest from
the developer industry. On this basis, it is not considered
that the site has been demonstrated as deliverable on
account of a lack of viability evidence, alongside no
technical evidence to demonstrate that the capacity being
identified could be achieved on site, nor sufficient market
evidence to demonstrate this is the correct location for
delivering a ‘strategic’ employment site.

Not consistent with
National Policy

The lack of consistent evidence associated with how the site
has been considered both in terms of the position of the site
within the settlement hierarchy (WDC claim it is at a Tier 1
settlement whilst the Green Belt Assessment states Tier 5),
with SLS1 identify the site as a Tier 6 settlement.
We have further previously submitted significant evidence
demonstrating that by the Council’s own admission the
release of this site would be a hole within the Green Belt
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and fails to accord with para. 84 of the Framework (2012)
given it the site’s inclusion fails to promote ‘sustainable
patterns of development’ in any regard, with no clear
defined new Green Belt boundaries as required under para.
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 upon the
creation of an arbitrary boundary of Green Belt release
around Clay Hill to justify the release of a wider parcel,
physically detached from a Tier 1 settlement and breaching
the M40. There is no evidence as to what the ‘exceptional
circumstances’ for the Air Park over Westhorpe Park are,
apart from the delivery of ‘significant employment
development’. Westhorpe could deliver this need in a more
strategic location, alongside landscape grounds which fails
to consider the full LVIA impacts of the redevelopment of
the site arising from the removal of significant vegetation.
Overall, whilst the Local Plan itself does set out vision and
strategy for the area in line with para 21 of the Framework,
it fundamentally fails to identify ‘strategic sites, for local and
inward investment to match the strategy and to meet
anticipated needs over the plan period’ (para 21 of the
Framework).
It is not considered that WDC has identified a site which will
‘meet the development needs of business and support an
economy fit for the 21st century’ and nor it is a strategic site
that will meet the specific needs identified within the
HEDNA over the plan period.
There is also no evidence on the basis of the sites identified
for employment uses that WDC has sought to ‘actively
manage patterns of growth’ (para 7 of the Framework)
through its spatial strategy or Green Belt releases and fails
to take a consistent approach through its assessment of
reasonable alternatives to satisfy ‘the exceptional
circumstances’ on specific sites .
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HW17 - L/A High Heavens household Recycling
Centre, off Clay Lane
The Site Assessment Table is enclosed at Appendix 7. A summary of the table is as
follows:


The site is wholly within the AONB and would constitute Major
Development within the AONB and the site is within the Green Belt;



Limited landscape evidence has been provided to demonstrate how the
quantum of development proposed can be delivered on-site given the
setting of the AONB in addition to the site being in close proximity to an
existing PROW;



The site is at a Tier 5 settlement with no evidence to justify why
‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to warrant Green Belt release given the
site does not abut an urban area and is only proposed to be released
through an incongruous new Green Belt boundary, with the Council
accepting that in isolation the site whole be a hole in the Green Belt;



There is no evidence to demonstrate that the site is deliverable and nor
will it deliver the strategic employment requirements of the District,
specifically B8 uses.

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 site will not assist in meeting the specific ‘strategic’
employment requirements identified within the
Commercial Report and nor does it align with the Council’s
own vision and objectives.

Not justified

The SA fails to provide any commentary of why the site
performs better than other discounted sites and
recognises that the site scores poorly against accessibility
and moderately against landscape. The site has not been
considered within the Council’s employment evidence to
demonstrate that the site would be suitable for B Class
uses given the distance from the.
In additional, the Council has failed to produce evidence to
justify why the site would not be considered ‘major
development within the AONB’ and in fact the inclusion of
the site conflicts with the approach taken within AONB1 to
directing development at Tier 4 above and fails to consider
the outstanding objection by the Chiltern AONB Board for
its inclusion as an allocation.
There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate ‘exceptional
circumstances’ for Green Belt release (given the lack of
commercial review) with the site considerably detached
from the existing settlement, poorly related to the
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strategic road network and with no evidence as to how the
capacity of the site has been derived given its sensitive
landscape location. We question how the Council
considers the site forms poorly against the purposes of the
Green Belt and its inclusion results in a hole in the Green
Belt thus not according with the requirements of the
Framework.
Not effective

The site is within 90m of a gas pipeline and it is likely
development would impact on nearby PROW. We cannot
see any consideration given to these technical constraints
within the capacity study and it is unclear how the
quantum of development identified has been derived.

Not consistent with
National Policy

It is not considered that WDC has identified a site which
will ‘meet the development needs of business and support
an economy fit for the 21st century’ and nor it is a strategic
site that will meet the specific needs identified within the
HEDNA over the plan period. There is no evidence on the
basis of the sites identified for employment uses that WDC
has sought to ‘actively manage patterns of growth’ (para 7
of the Framework) through its spatial strategy or Green
Belt releases and fails to take a consistent approach
through its assessment of reasonable alternatives to
satisfy ‘the exceptional circumstances’ on specific sites .
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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 - HW5 - Abbey Barn
South and Wycombe Summit

Employment Sites
Site Name

HW5 - Abbey Barn South and Wycombe
Summit

Site Area

1.9 ha

Ownership Position

Berkeley Strategic

Promotion Position

Released as a reserve site in 2014.
HELS1 identifies that ‘ latest update
suggested site is in the process of viability
assessment on the allocated parcel of
employment use or D uses and its impact
on the viability of the entire site
Application 18/05363/FUL1 recently
submitted with no B class uses included.
Applicant appearing at EiP to object to
employment allocation.

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

7,600 sqm of B1c/B2

Delivery Timescales

Within 5 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) Reference to the delivery of a minimum of
1.6ha of employment land (B1 or B8) with
access from the adjoining Daws Hill
employment site.

1

Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Scores major negative on accessibility.
Limited commentary provided as to why
this is an appropriate location for
employment development.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

N/A

Other known constraints

Access from RAF Daws Hill (Pine Trees)
(Abbey Barn South Development Brief).
The brief identifies 1.5ha of employment
land either for B1/B8 or D class medical.

“A hybrid planning application 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 (all matters reserved
except for means of access and phase 1 of the development). Full details for the development of Phase 1 for the
erection of 131 residential dwellings of detached, semi-detached, terraced and apartments (131 of the 550
dwellings described above) with associated parking, landscaping and new access from Abbey Barn Lane”

Settlement Tier

Tier 1 (HEELA-2017)

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0429

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

Para 4.284 - ‘The site could be suitable
and attractive for office development as
well as high-quality industrial, but only if
its accessibility improves dramatically.
This would make it difficult to create the
critical mass necessary for a high-value
scheme’ - Turley note that this was
considered for a total of 5 ha between
Abbey Barn North and South.

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) No reference of note to site
Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been put
forward for ‘strategic employment sites’
with the sole focus on the viability of
‘residential strategic sites’.

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Appendix 3:

Site Proforma - HW6 - Land on
Gomm Valley

Employment Sites
Site Name

HW6 - Land on Gomm Valley

Site Area

1.20ha

Ownership Position

Taylor Wimpey (housebuilder)

Promotion Position

Released as a reserve site in 2014.
No application submitted

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

8,000 sqm of B1a/b

Delivery Timescales

6 - 10 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) Policy states ‘1.2ha of B1 employment
subject to suitable access being provided’
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Scores very low on accessibility. Limited
commentary provided

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Released reserve site

Other known constraints

Access constrained reliant on access from
Peregrine Business Park or Network Rail
Land (adopted Gomm Valley
Development Brief). The Brief further sets
out a requirement for 1.1ha of
employment land.

Settlement Tier

Tier 1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0004

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

Nothing of relevance to this site

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) No reference
Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been put
forward for ‘strategic employment sites’
with the sole focus on the viability of
‘residential strategic sites’.

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Any relevant consultation response to
Regulation 19

The employment allocation has also been
slightly increased from 1.1ha to 1.2ha of B1
employment floor space.

Appendix 4:

Site Proforma - HW14 - Highbury
Works, Chestnut Lane

Employment Sites
Site Name

HW14 - Highbury Works, Chestnut Lane

Site Area

0.064ha

Ownership Position

Developer promoted

Promotion Position

Currently occupied; could be made
available in the short term - owner intends
to redevelop for mixed use.

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

640 sqm B1a/b

Delivery Timescales

6- 10 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) Proposed for a mix of uses including 14
dwellings. Specific reference is made to
640sqm of B1 floorspace.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

We note that the site has not been
considered within the SA as an
employment site.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

PDL within existing settlement

Other known constraints

The site is located at the end of a cul-desac within a predominately residential
area with the existing dwellings being
single storey in height. The prevailing
residential building height is two storeys.

There is an existing nursery use on site
that will need to be retained or relocated.
Requirement to create a new access point
from Chestnut Lane through a residential
area.
Settlement Tier

Tier 1

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHZ0005

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

N/A

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

N/A

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

Not included

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) Not included
Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been but
forward for ‘strategic employment sites’
with the sole focus on the viability of
‘residential strategic sites’.

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Appendix 5:

Site Proforma - HW16 - Wycombe
Air Park

Employment Sites

Air Park 1 (North)

Site Name
Site Area

Adopted Local Plan Position

Major Developed Site in the Green Belt Saved Policy GB10 - Policy focusses on
areas that are PDL and focusses on the Air
Park’s primary function. Supporting text
(9.40) states ‘In planning terms the
existing lawful use will continue but there
should not be any development or uses
that are not connected with the primary
use of the Air’.
The site is within an Air Park Safeguarded
Area.

Purple stripe - MDS GB Boundary

Blue line- Gas Pipeline consult area Hedgerley- Dolesdon (90m buffer)
Purple line (inc dots) - Landfill and Buffer
Area
Green Lines (/) - AONB boundary
Dark Purple - PROW
Teal Line - Within 500m of SSSI to the
north of the Air Park
Black Line - Built-up area in the Green Belt
Ownership Position

Majority WDC Ownership. Smaller area
to the north in Carrington Estates Ltd
ownership with Berkeley Strategic

Promotion Position

HEELA (2017) - The main Air Park site,
SHW0648, is not currently promoted but
occupied with employment uses
alongside aviation activities. Unknown
intentions from other parties – no
emerging scheme or technical details
submitted despite Council ownership.

Local Plan Vision , Objectives and
Strategic Policies

“Wycombe District: economically strong
and the place to live, work and visit”
- Foster the economic strength of the
M40/A404 location and that of the rural
economy
-Protecting and enhancing the District’s
natural and built environment, including
landscape, biodiversity, green and blue
infrastructure, historic and cultural assets
-Maintaining place identity by using
Green Belt to keep main settlements
separate
- Policy CP2 - meet as much of the
District’s need for housing and
employment land as it is sustainable to
do so”

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

No capacity or uses explicitly referenced
within policy. Within the supporting text,
reference is made to up to 14ha / 26,000
sqm of additional employment
floorspace across the entire Air Park
North and South - 8,000 sqm identified
for Air Park North

Delivery Timescales

6 -10 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033)

5.1.18 - ‘ The Air Park operates three
runways and accommodates over 90,000
flight movements each year’
5.1.19 - ‘Historically there has been a
policy of restraint on the Air Park in
terms of limiting business activities to
those that are aviation related’
5.1.121 - ‘ The Green Belt Part 2 has
assessed the site and indicates that
exceptional circumstances exist in this
instance for removing land form the
Green Belt at the Air Park’
5.1.122 states:
- ‘well located for the M40’
- ‘Wycombe Commercial Sites
Assessment identifies that the local
market would support new industrial
development within the existing built up
areas ad open storage type uses in the
southern part of the Air Park’
5.1.123 - ‘ The Council acknowledges that
the proposed boundary does not always
follow recognisable features on the
ground in the Air Park area, in line with
Government policy, but considers a
development in the right location for
business are very limited and as a result
it is necessary to establish a new
boundary in this exceptional
circumstance’.

Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

The site only scores positive against
provision of employment and scores very
negatively against accessibility.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Part of the site is PDL . Majority of
allocation site is open green fields in
Green Belt abutting AONB on two sides.

Other known constraints

Archaeological notification area running
along the north boundary

Settlement Tier

Tier 5 - Booker (identified within the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (2016))

Settlement Hierarchy Study (SHS1)

Settlement Hierarchy Study - identifies
the site as within Claymoor & Clayhill Tier 6 Settlement- NOT High Wycombe

as shown below.

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0529/ SHW0648

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

Identified as a wider sense check site sites have also been assessed where a
site adjoins a Tier 5 or 6 settlement
which closely adjoins a higher level
settlement (e.g. Booker and High
Wycombe) - Page 12
The site is identified at Booker - Tier 5
Settlement - Page 13
Table 4 states:


Scores 1/5 against purposes of
the Green Belt



No appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt boundary



The site would not be contiguous
with other non-green belt land
(And avoids an unacceptable
small hole in the green belt)



The site is not capable of green
belt removal



The Council is confident that the
site could contribute to meeting
needs if removed from the Green
Belt.



There are no exceptional
circumstances likely to exist to
justify an alteration to the green

belt boundary.


But - the individual site
assessment highlights other
reasons for the site to be
considered further.

Concludes (Page 39): ‘The two Airpark
sites would not be suitable for housing
but they are suitable and available for
economic development. The site
assessments identify some questions
around the suitability of the suggested
new green belt boundary which would
run across open fields with no physical
demarcation. However there are
underlying aviation licensing constraints
to further development which are well
established and have a sense of strength
and permanence that to some extent
belies the lack of physical boundaries.
Weighing up the moderate Green Belt
obstacles against the significant positive
of bringing forwards a new deliverable
site for economic development it is
considered that exceptional
circumstances exist to justify the removal
of these sites from the Green Belt.
Removal of the Airpark sites from the
Green Belt means that it would also be
appropriate to remove the adjoining built
up/residential areas to the east on Clay
Lane to create a more coherent Green
Belt boundary.’

Taking account of all of the above
together with the individual site
assessments and the existing physical
and policy context it is considered [by
the council] that five of the six sites
should be removed from the Green
Belt along with other incidental Green
Belt land (such as the connecting
section of the M40), although further
consideration should be given to the
High Heavens site following the public
consultation. It may also be
appropriate to remove immediately
adjoining areas of existing housing and
employment development. It is

recommended that the new Local Plan
should identify a comprehensive
amendment to the Green Belt
boundary in this local area.

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

Purpose 1 - The site does not directly
adjoin the edge of a built up area, but it
is located very near to High Wycombe. The Council consider this passes [Turley
do not agree. - This has been informed
by the Council’s unjustified position that
the Air Park is at a Tier 1 Settlement and
adding land on the other side of the
M40]
‘The site and the nearby area is entirely
washed over by the Green Belt. Removal
of this area in isolation would result in
the site forming a ‘hole’ in the Green
Belt. However there are other green belt
areas nearby being reviewed at this time
and this issue will need to be considered
holistically.’
GB2-2017Conclusion - ‘The site does NOT
appear capable of removal from the
Green Belt in isolation, but this should be
reconsidered in combination with other
sites nearby. ‘
LVIA conclusion - New development
should respect the form and scale of
existing development at the site, with
particular attention to minimising
building heights.

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

Para 4.124 - ‘Despite the site’s close
proximity to the M40, access to J4 is a
two-mile trip away’
Para 4.127 - ‘ This site could provide
space for small-scale
industrial/warehousing appropriate to
the Wycombe market’
Para 5.84 - ‘ The Air Park could provide
land to offset further losses’

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) Para 3.9 - ‘Nationally, for industrial and
warehousing space, ‘demand is also
- General Market Notes
pushing up the average size of premises
taken up and speculative development
particularly in the logistics sector is
increasing’
Para 3.19 - ‘The current market
consensus is that the Thames Valley will
continue to see a good level of occupier
demand’
Para 3.19 - In Wycombe, ‘deals data and
availability is quite low indicating a
supply constrained market.’
Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) Para 8.5 - The Air Park operates over
three runways accommodates over
- Site Specific
90,000 flight movements each year.
Figure 24 - Site opportunities at Wycombe
‘Public Transport accessibility is poor’ Air Park
Page 91 - ‘The Airpark also has specific
operational requirements which are
likely to restrict the height of buildings
and the amount of hard surfaces in case
of flight emergencies’
Para 8. 23 - Other than potential land
supply the Airpark does not score
strongly on the commercial drivers’
assessment and therefore we do not
consider the
Airpark to be ideally placed to benefit
from national and regional growth
trends’
The report considers three intensification
areas highlighted in purple. The
northern-most parcel (1.5a) could yield
6,000sqm of floorspace. This site was not
considered suitable given ‘this site has
potential access restrictions through the
existing Airpark businesses. This would

hamper any commercial interest in
taking the site forward’ (para 8.31).
The eastern parcel (1.4ha) if significant
vegetation removed yielding approx.
5,600 sqm of floorspace. [Turley
comment- no landscape/ecology/tree
evidence has been provided to ascertain
whether this would be appropriate.]
The southern parcel which comprises the
existing squash club and Council depot
(1.7ha) potentially yielding 7,000 sqm of
floorspace- Boyer conclusion: If the
squash and racketball club needs to
remain in situ, the site would become
fragmented into smaller parcels which in
our view would create too small a
development plots to attract investor /
developer interest to take forward.
Para 8.45 - Option 1 for intensification
are suitable in meeting local demand for
primarily smaller B1c / B8 industrial
and/or warehousing units with premises
sizes of 150 sqm to 1,000 sqm.
Appendix 20 - Deliverability of Air Park
(WDLP10.20)

Para 2.1 - An extension of the lease agreed
between Wycombe Air Park and Airways
Aero Association ‘for the operational area
of the air park, which is a 50 year lease
with a break clause after 30 years’
Para 3.2 says that based on the
Commercial Sites Report, the amount of
land that could be delivered is
approximately 6ha, which is more than
sufficient to accommodate 8,000sqm.
The report cites that the area highlighted
in yellow is 13 ha.

Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been but
forward for ‘strategic employment sites’

with the sole focus on the viability of
‘residential strategic sites’.
Turley Landscape Evidence

There is no physical boundary to the
western site of the site - query how
additional large scale built form and
appropriate boundary treatment (noting
AONB boundary) could be
accommodated within this space whilst
allowing continued use of Air Park and
required visibility and safety parameters.
Query whether the introduction of new
screening planting would be permissible
due to likely aviation authority planting
restrictions associated.
The site falls adjacent to the boundary of
the AONB to the north and east and in
close proximity to the south and west.
Given the poor quality of existing
development in the site associated with
the Air Park, there is the risk that
intensification of development in this
location would further urbanise this area
with little scope for enhancements to
landscape features.
Any enhancements to the access- would
result in breaking through an existing tree
belt which would have adverse effects on
landscape features associated with the
site, and increase the urbanising influence
on the surrounding landscape character.
The lack of defined boundary to the west
of the air park site would allow for open
views of new built form from the public
footpath that runs along the northern
boundary of the airpark which coincides
with a boundary of the Chilterns AONB.
This route provides a link between the
built up area of Marlow and the Chilterns
AONB.
No suggested plans have been provided to
demonstrate how enhancements to green
infrastructure could be provided. Given
the space and safety restrictions on
account of preserving the functionality of
the Air Park we query how this could be
achieved.

Any relevant consultation responses to
Regulation 19 Local Plan

Booker Gliding Club - The description of
the airfield is too simplistic and that in
order to properly and constraints
specified in HW16 the description should
be more accurate. More detailed
drawings of the runway should be
provided.
Chiltern AONB Board - The Airpark is inset
from the Chilterns AONB and in the
setting of the AONB. The policy text fails
to recognise or refer to this. Employment
uses, once removed from the Green Belt,
could involve buildings of significant bulk
and height.

Appendix 6:

Site Proforma - HW16 - Air Park
South

Site Name

Air Park South

Site Area

10.5 ha

Ownership Position

WDC Owned

Promotion Position

WDC Promoted

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

9,300 sqm B1c/B2 and 9,300 sqm B8

Delivery Timescales

6- 10 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033) 5.1.122 states ‘ The southern expansion
area could accommodate further
employment uses if the existing access
was upgraded or a new access provided
and the existing glider cross runway can
be satisfactorily relocated within the Air
Park’
5.1.123 - ‘The Council acknowledges that
the proposed boundary does not always
follow recognisable features on the
ground in the Air Park area, in line with
Government policy, but considers a
development in the right location for
business are very limited and as a result it
is necessary to establish a new boundary

in this exceptional circumstance’.
5.1.123 - ‘It is important that any
development in the southern part of the
Air Park does not jeopardise the operation
of the existing runways and the new
employment is designed and site 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’
5.1.126 ‘The Air Park is within the setting
of the Chilterns AONB. It is important that
any development proposals do not have a
negative impact on the AONB.
Development proposals will need to be
supported by an LVIA.’
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Site scores very negatively against
accessibility and Landscape and
Countryside and low against Transport.
The site scores very positively against
provision of employment. With a lack of
evidence provided to support assessment
of other SA objectives.

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Within the Green Belt
Abuts the AONB on 2 sides

Other known constraints

Southern part of the site is affected by a
landfill buffer zone (GB Assessment Part 1
-2017)
High pressure gas pipeline along the
boundary (GB Assessment Part 1 -2017)

Settlement Tier

Tier 5 - Booker (identified within the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (2016))
Settlement Hierarchy Study - identifies
the site as within Claymoor & Clayhill Tier 6 Settlement- NOT High Wycombe as
shown below.

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0649
States ‘ Principal urban area lies north of
motorway’
Further states it is at a Tier 2 settlement this is incorrect.

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

Identified as a wider sense check site sites have also been assessed where a site
adjoins a Tier 5 or 6 settlement which
closely adjoins a higher level settlement
(e.g. Booker and High Wycombe) - Page
12
The site is identified at Booker - Tier 5
Settlement - Page 13
Table 4 states:


Scores 3/5 against purposes of
the Green Belt



No appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt boundary



The site would not be contiguous
with other non-green belt land (or
avoid an unacceptable small hole
in the green belt)



The site is not capable of green
belt removal



The Council is confident that the
site could contribute to meeting
needs if removed from the Green
Belt.



There are no exceptional

circumstances likely to exist to
justify an alteration to the green
belt boundary.


But - the individual site
assessment highlights other
reasons for the site to be
considered further.

Conclusion (Page 40): The two Airpark
sites would not be suitable for housing
but they are suitable and available for
economic development. The site
assessments identify some questions
around the suitability of the suggested
new green belt boundary which would
run across open fields with no physical
demarcation.
However there are underlying aviation
licensing constraints to further
development which are well established
and have a sense of strength and
permanence that to some extent belies
the lack of physical boundaries.
Weighing up the moderate Green Belt
obstacles against the significant positive
of bringing forwards a new deliverable
site for economic development it is
considered that exceptional
circumstances exist to justify the
removal of these sites from the Green
Belt. Removal of the Airpark sites from
the Green Belt means that it would also
be appropriate to remove the adjoining
built up/residential areas to the east on
Clay Lane to create a more coherent
Green Belt boundary.
Taking account of all of the above
together with the individual site
assessments and the existing physical
and policy context it is considered that
five of the six sites should be removed
from the Green Belt along with other
incidental Green Belt land (such as the
connecting section of the M40),
although further consideration should
be given to the High Heavens site
following the public consultation. It may
also be appropriate to remove
immediately adjoining areas of existing

housing and employment development.
It is recommended that the new Local
Plan should identify a comprehensive
amendment to the Green Belt boundary
in this local area.

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

Purpose 1 - The site does not directly
adjoin the edge of a built up
‘The site and the nearby area is entirely
washed over by the Green Belt. Removal
of this area in isolation would result in the
site forming a ‘hole’ in the Green Belt.
However there are other green belt areas
nearby being reviewed at this time and
this issue will need to be considered
holistically.
Conclusion - ‘The site does NOT appear
capable of removal from the Green Belt in
isolation, but this should be reconsidered
in combination with other sites nearby. ‘
LVIA conclusion - ‘The prevailing
undeveloped and rural character of this
part of the airfield is broadly consistent
with the surrounding landscape and is
sensitive to new development.
The site’s rural character, elevated position
and proximity to the AONB give rise to a
low capacity for development.’

AONB Study (AONB1)

N/A

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

See response to Air Park North

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13) Para 1.8 - ‘The larger expansion area is
more uncertain in terms of what the

market can deliver in this location. Based
on existing access arrangements and
proximity to the airstrip we see only
potential for lower density open storage
and warehouse type operations in the short
to medium term. A new access route or
upgrades to existing access arrangements
will help open up an opportunity in the
longer term for more intensive
development but only at a modest scale.’
Para 8.46 - ‘The Air Park expansion area
(draft policy HW16) lies directly adjacent to
an airstrip and therefore is likely to have
restrictions in terms of building
heights and the amount of hard surfaces in
case of flight emergencies’
Para 8.32 - ‘Based on an average industrial
/ warehousing density the full extent of the
26 acres could accommodate over 40,000
sqm of floor space, however we do not see
the commercial drivers being in place for
this to happen currently. Based on existing
access arrangements we are of the view
the Airpark could support approximately
10,000 sqm of lower density opens storage
and warehouse type development. Should
access be improved to the expansion area
we see the potential for 12,000 to 20,000
sqm (3 to 5ha of land) of more intensive
industrial / warehouse development in the
longer term.’
Para 8.41 – ‘Based on a 0.10 plot ratio the
26 acre expansion area under Option 2
could generate 10,400sqm of floor space
for a similar open storage type activity
which we feel the market would find an
attractive opportunity in the short to
medium term.’
Para 8.43 – ‘To help unlock this longer
term potential either a new access route
would be required, or the existing access
arrangements would need upgrading as
discussed in the delivery strategy below.
This is necessary as the existing access
arrangements in the Airpark are not
considered sufficient to accommodate any
significant increase in traffic generation
through the Airpark site that would
accompany any substantial uplift in new

floor space. The cost of either a new
access road or upgrading existing access
arrangement could be a substantial cost
to new development. To account for these
costs we have factored in an external
works costs within our high level
appraisals as discussed further below.
Should the cost of delivering improved
access be overcome we still feel only
modest commercial interest would come
forward in the face of the competitor
locations mentioned.’
Para 8.44 – ‘Based on the above
assumptions an employment allocation of
around 3 to 5 ha for
warehousing/industrial development is
considered appropriate in supporting
approximately 12,000 to 20,000sqm of
floor space.’
Para 8.60 – ‘As presented above our
analysis of other airfields has indicated
large scale employment development is
not generally located adjacent to an
airstrip.’
Para 8.62 - 8.62 ‘While this will not
overcome wider strategic motorway
access issues it will provide improved
access to this part of the site free of any
conflict with the existing airpark
businesses. The big issue will be whether
or not the quantum of development we
anticipate the market bringing forward
warrants the cost of providing a new
access route.’
Alan Stratford & Associates - Operational ‘ The report discusses options for aviation
Impact of redevelopment of the SE
operations based on an assumption of low
corner of Wycombe Air Park (HELS15)
rise development in the area’ (Page 3)
Area considered:

‘The costs of any requires changes to the
layout of the airfield (eg relocated
runways etc) have not been assessed.
(Page 3)
‘There are 135 employees at the Air Park
who either directly support or are reliant
upon the flying activity’ (Page 3)
In total there are approximately 86,500
flights (inc. gliders) per annum (page 5)
Para 2.3 - if the present south-north grass

runway (35) is moved to the west, which
would be necessary if it were to continue
under the proposed development.
Para 9 - ‘It is recommended that further
assessment is made of the financial
implications of each of the redevelopment
options and further consultation is
undertaken with all users of Wycombe Air
Park in order to achieve a mutually
acceptable solution.’

Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been but
forward for ‘strategic employment sites’
with the sole focus on the viability of
‘residential strategic sites’.

Appendix 20 - Deliverability of Air Park
(WDLP10.20)

Para 2.1 - ‘ The second lease is for the

area to the south of the airpark identified
for employment development in the new
local plan, this lease has a 12 month
rolling contract that allows the Council to
take control of land with a 12 month
notice period’
Para 2.2 - ‘ The Council have instructed
contractors to improve the access road
that serves Wycombe Air Park and the
south of the Air Park identified as
employment land, and this work will
complete within the next 6 months’
Para 2.2 - ‘The Council has commissioned
ground investigations for the whole of the
south land and in particular on the area of
former land fill in the southern most
corner of this site in anticipation of
development of this site’.
Para 3.4 - ‘at this point in time this is
excluded from the developable area
resulting in a reduction of 3.4 hectares
(including isolated site margins) leaving a
developable area of 12.1 ha (the HEELA
incorrectly identifies the developable area
as 10.5ha.’

Turley Landscape Evidence

Despite identifying a low capacity for
development, the rural character of the
area and the potential for adverse effects
on the AONB, the assessment concludes
that the site is suitable for intensification
with limited justification as to why.
Development in this location would
introduce built form in a currently open
landscape with limited connections to
existing infrastructure and built form.
The site falls within the setting of the
Chilterns AONB and shares two
boundaries with it.
Site 2 lies to the south of the Air Park and
has a more rural character with greater
associations with the wider landscape.
On account of visual enclosure from the
buildings within the Air Park, the site also
has limited urbanising features and is set
away from the main road network and
settlement edge. Intensifying
development in this location would have
an adverse effect on the landscape
character and influence the quality of
surrounding areas.
The Airpark site is located on an elevated
plateau and development in this area is
likely to break the skyline in views from
the wider landscape including the
Chilterns AONB. Building heights would be
heavily constrained by this.
The potential need to break through the
southern tree belt to accommodate
access to the site would further increase
its visibility from the surrounding road
network and parts of the AONB.
The lack of defined boundary to the west
of the air park site would allow for open
views of new built form from the public
footpath that runs along the northern
boundary of the airpark which coincides
with a boundary of the Chilterns AONB.

WDC Response to AVDC Local Plan
Consultation - Regulation 18

7.5 - The remaining three sites (BL0001,
BL0002 and SHW0354) were not
proposed in the draft plan. The first two
sites are Green Belt sites and were not

supported for release by the assessment
of the Green Belt. BL0001 has been
identified by commercial assessment
work3 as a potentially high performing
employment location, which if the
Council were to pursue for any future
development would be safeguarded for
economic uses. Note- BL0001 is our
Client’s site
Any relevant consultation responses to
the allocation

Booker Gliding Club - 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.
Other objections are cited and the Club
considers 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.
Highways England - 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.”

Appendix 7:

Site Proforma - HW17 - L/A High
Heavens household Recycling
Centre, off Clay Lane

Employment Sites
Site Name

L/A High Heavens household Recycling
Centre, off Clay Lane

Site Area

3.71ha

Ownership Position

S.Grundon (Waste) Ltd

Promotion Position

Land to the south is an existing
Household Recycling Centre

WDC Local Plan (2033) -Site Capacity

3,250 sqm B8 (HEELA) Reference within
policy to 3.7 ha of employment land no
specific employment provision.

Delivery Timescales

6- 10 years

References within WDC Local Plan (2033)

5.1.130 - ‘ The Green Belt Part 2 report
has assessed the site and indicates that
exceptional circumstances exist in this
instance for removing land from the
Green Belt for low density yard based
business uses.’
5.1.131 - ‘New buildings are to be
restricted in height because of the site

being within the Chilterns AONB. Any
development proposals should be for
uses that have a minimal requirement
for new buildings and be for uses which
mainly require open areas’
Sustainability Appraisal (SA1)

Scores very negatively on accessibility.
Only scores moderately against
Landscape and Countryside despite
being entirely within the AONB. The
site only scores positive against
provision of employment

Flood Risk (EA Map)

Flood Zone 1

GB/AONB Designations

Both Green Belt and AONB

Other known constraints

HEELA (2017):
- Within 90m of buffer of a gas pipeline
- PROW along the western boundary of
the site

Settlement Tier

Tier 5 - Booker (identified within the
Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (2016))
Settlement Hierarchy Study - identifies
the site as within Claymoor & Clayhill Tier 6 Settlement- NOT High Wycombe
as shown below.

HEELA (2017) Review (HELS1)

SHW0647 - Identified incorrectly as at
Marlow. It is at a Tier 5 settlement of
Booker.

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2016

Identified as a wider sense check site ‘
sites have also been assessed where a

site adjoins a Tier 5 or 6 settlement
which closely adjoins a higher level
settlement (e.g. Booker and High
Wycombe) - Page 12
The site is identified at Booker - Tier 5
Settlement - Page 13


Scores 2/5 against purposes of
the Green Belt



No appropriate boundaries to
form a new strong and
permanent green belt
boundary



The site would not be
contiguous with other nongreen belt land (And avoid an
unacceptable small hole in the
green belt)



The site is not capable of green
belt removal



The Council is confident that
the site could contribute to
meeting needs if removed from
the Green Belt.



There are no exceptional
circumstances likely to exist to
justify an alteration to the
green belt boundary.



But - the individual site
assessment highlights other
reasons for the site to be
considered further.
Conclusion (page 40) - As with the
Airpark, the site at High Heavens is being
considered for economic development
comprising low value open yard type
uses. Previous evidence suggests that
such uses (whilst low value) nonetheless
play an essential supporting role in the
local economy and also that such uses
are difficult to accommodate in built-up
areas.
The assessment of the site shows that it
performs weakly against Green Belt
purposes and if the land was removed
from the Green Belt durable new
boundaries could be created, albeit that
an “inset” would be created in the Green

Belt It is therefore considered that
exceptional circumstances could exist to
justify the removal of this site from the
Green Belt as well. This is a site that
should be considered further following
public consultation on the draft Local
Plan.

Taking account of all of the above
together with the individual site
assessments and the existing physical
and policy context it is considered that
five of the six sites should be removed
from the Green Belt along with other
incidental Green Belt land (such as the
connecting section of the M40),
although further consideration should
be given to the High Heavens site
following the public consultation. It
may also be appropriate to remove
immediately adjoining areas of
existing housing and employment
development. It is recommended that
the new Local Plan should identify a
comprehensive amendment to the
Green Belt boundary in this local area.

GB Assessment Part 2 - 2017 (GB1)

Purpose 1 - The site does not directly
adjoin the edge of a built up
‘Although the site is not connected to
any other Green Belt land it is considered
on balance to be of
sufficient scale to stand alone as an inset
from the Green Belt, bearing in mind the
existing extent of development and the
proposed uses.’

AONB Study (AONB1)

Assessment states that ‘the Council’s
approach is that only sites at
settlements of Tier 4 and above have
been considered in this assessment, as
lower tier settlements are not
considered to be appropriate for
housing or employment allocations’. The proposed allocation is within the
AONB at a Tier 6 settlement.
3.8 - ‘Working jointly with the Chilterns
Conservation Board’ - there are
objections by the AONB to the
proposed allocations.
No assessment of the site was included.

Wycombe District Employment Land
Review (HELS16)

Not included

Commercial Assessment Review (HELS13)

Not included

WDC Response to AVDC Consultation
Response - Regulation 18
Viability Assessment (VIA1)

No viability evidence has been but
forward for ‘strategic employment
sites’ with the sole focus on the
viability of ‘residential strategic sites’.

Turley Landscape Evidence

N/A

Any relevant consultation responses to the Chiltern AONB Board - This site is within
the Chilterns AONB. Low density yard
Reg 19 Local Plan
based uses are unlikely to conserve and
enhance the natural beauty of the
Chilterns AONB. Great weight should be
given to this (NPPF para 115). The
allocation offers nothing in the way of
biodiversity or landscape character
enhancements, or improving the
experience for visitors or users of the
rights of way network. Additional traffic
is likely to be generated by new yards, as
well as noise, air, water and light
pollution. The expansion of development
on the far side of the M40 from High
Wycombe is undesirable, unsustainable
and is likely to lead to pressure for other
fields in the AONB south and east of Clay
Lane to be developed.
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