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Part 1 Context
1. Introduction
1.1 On 8th August 2016 Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) submitted
representations on the draft Wycombe District Local Plan accompanied by a
report prepared by GL Hearn. This was critical of Wycombe District Council’s
(WDC) approach to assessing its housing land supply and the resultant
assessed unmet housing need.
1.2 On 14th September WDC provided an initial response to those
representations, the text of which is included in Appendix 1 of this report.
1.3 On 11th October 2016 WDC arranged a workshop to review the Wycombe
housing land supply position and the emerging update to it following the
Hearns report and other updates to the supply information. The workshop
was attended by officers from AVDC, WDC, a representative from GL Hearn,
and an officer representing Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils.
1.4 This report sets out a fuller response to the issues raised, but within the
context of the wider ongoing review of the Council’s housing land supply.
This wider update has included updating the base date of the housing land
supply monitoring to a 1st April 2016 base date. This wider update means that
direct comparisons of numbers between the Hearns report and this response
are not always possible because of the incorporation of an additional year of
monitoring and the resultant change in status of some sites. However this
report does explain broadly where additional potential has been identified and
respond to specific queries.
1.5 It is important to emphasise that this is still an emerging position and work is
ongoing – it is a snapshot in time to assist with resolving Duty to Cooperate
discussions on the extent and distribution of unmet housing need. It has not
been formally agreed by Wycombe District Council and will not be until the
Council agrees its publication (regulation 19) version of the Plan and
publishes its accompanying updated Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment (HELAA). However WDC are aware of the timescales that AVDC
are under and the pressure they face to produce a plan, and we trust that this
report will assist in reaching an agreed position on unmet housing need.
2 National Policy
2.1 The Hearns report provides a brief outline of national planning policy in the
NPPF, including the emphasis on housing delivery whilst recognising national
planning constraints including Green Belt and AONB. It also refers to the
national planning practice guidance (NPPG) and in particular its guidance that
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where there are insufficient sites to meet the identified need, there is a need
to revisit the assessment, such as the assumptions on sites.
2.2 WDC fully recognises the need to address housing delivery locally as part of
addressing the District, County and national shortage of housing. However, in
considering national policy and guidance it is important to recognise the
following:










That there is no requirement in the NPPF or the NPPG to undertake a
Green Belt review, and indeed no guidance on how it should be
undertaken. However given the likelihood of the there being shortages
of supply from other sources, the Bucks authorities agreed to
undertake such a review, based on an agreed methodology prepared
by Arup;
The AONB is a nationally significant landscape designation of
equivalent status to national parks in planning terms and major
development should only be allowed in exceptional circumstances and
only where certain criteria are met. There has been important
collaborative working between the District Councils, the Chilterns
Conservation Board and Natural England to consider how national
policy on major development in the AONB should be applied and the
implications for individual sites;
Whilst the NPPF has strong messages about housing delivery. It also
has strong messages on place making, high quality design, and
conserving and enhancing the natural environment for example.
Assessing sites has to be undertaken in this context, and in the local
context.
There is important policy and guidance on assessing housing land
supply including the need to identify specific deliverable and
developable sites (which are carefully defined) and the circumstances
when windfall allowances can be made.
Advice in the NPPG does not and cannot override national policy.

3 Consultation Draft Wycombe Local Plan and approach to addressing
housing land supply
3.1 The draft Wycombe District Local Plan (June 2016) was a draft plan for
consultation. It was an opportunity for WDC to share its emerging thinking on
the Plan and receive comments. It was and is, of course, subject to change.
WDC received comments from over 3,000 individuals and organisations,
covering many more individual issues.
3.2 Wycombe District is made up of 71% AONB and 48% Green Belt. Over 76%
of the District is either Green Belt or AONB – both nationally significant
designations. The draft Plan proposed housing levels of 10,000 homes (500
4

per year) are significantly higher than in the current Core Strategy. The
District’s housing potential has to be seen not just in the context of the
constraints but also the competing demands for other uses that the NPPF
requires authorities to consider, including land for employment (B uses class)
uses, retail development, and accommodation for the elderly that may not
constitute dwellings that contribute towards the housing land supply (eg C2
care homes).
3.3 As indicated above there is more work to do before finalising the plan and the
emerging position set out in this report is subject to change and cannot
prejudge formal decisions that are yet to come.
3.4 The Council’s approach to assessing its housing potential is based on both
national policy and guidance, but also the joint approaches agreed locally.
This includes
Central Bucks Joint Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment
(HELAA) methodology (May 2015),
 Green Belt Assessment Part 1 methodology
 draft Green Belt Part 2 methodology (July 2016) (based on the Part 1
methodology, and the HELAA methodology)
3.5 Site assessments for all the main sites considered have involved assessment
by landscape architects and, where proposed in the draft Plan, assessment
by urban designers to consider their potential developable area and
appropriate density. As part of this update and review, we have reviewed
developable areas and density assumptions to consider whether they are
optimising development potential, but within development constraints and the
principles of good place shaping.


3.6 There is no one size fits all to considering the potential of individual sites.
They need to be looked at in their local context having regard to constraints.
WDC considers it is not appropriate to apply blanket densities to sites.
Furthermore, density needs to be considered on a net density basis, not gross
density, where site constraints are factored into identifying a net developable
area. This will vary from one site to another and one area to another.
3.7 The agreed joint HELAA methodology (para 2.40), explains how the capacity
of sites should be assessed, and this is the approach WDC has taken:
As an overarching principle sites should aim to make the best use of land.
The following sources of information will be used to calculate the number
of dwellings and floorspace likely to be delivered on a site, taking into
account areas of land which have significant environmental constraints
identified in Table 2, reducing the developable area and other
considerations identified at stage 2. The density requirements for housing
developments set out in Table 2 will be used as a starting point but will
also take into account the following:
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Recent planning application history
Pre-application advice
Officer knowledge
Nearby character and density, although this should not preclude higher
density development where this can be achieved sensitively to ensure
best use is made of land. Certain sites may be suitable for higher
density development due to being in a central location.
Existing studies e.g. development briefs
Requirements for onsite infrastructure e.g. roads, school and
healthcare provision (large urban extension will require more)
Stakeholders for advice e.g. developers for advice on general densities

4 Revised Objectively Assessed Need
4.1 As you will be aware, since AVDC submitted their representations on the draft
Wycombe District Local Plan, draft findings from the updated Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) have become
available. Table 1 sets out the revised figures, as they apply to the
consideration of the issue of unmet need1. These show a significant reduction
in the objectively assessed housing need (OAN) for Aylesbury Vale and
Wycombe.
4.2 In the case of Wycombe District the revised OAN is 12,900, a reduction of
2,200 from the 15,100 in the current HEDNA. Despite this reduction, based on
the housing potential identified in the Draft Wycombe District Local Plan of
around 10,000, there would still be shortfall of 2,900 dwellings, compared with
the 5,100 identified in the draft Plan. As such the issue of unmet need
remains to be addressed, albeit that the quantum has been reduced as a
result of the HEDNA update.

1

ie making adjustments for the fact that the Plan period for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is different
to that for Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe which are the same.
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Table 1 Objectively Assessed Housing Need – Comparison of current and
updated HEDNA figures (2013-33)
Authority

Current HEDNA
(Jan 2016)

Difference

21,300
13,100

Draft Updated
HEDNA (October
2016)
19,300
12,700

Aylesbury Vale
Chiltern and South
Bucks (2014-33)2
Wycombe
Bucks

15,100
49,500

12,900
44,900

-2,200
-4,600

-2,000
-400

Part 2 Reviewing Capacity
5. Introduction
5.1. This main part of the report sets out the detailed response to the issues
raised in the Hearn’s report and provides a broad indication of the overall
potential update to the housing land supply position.
5.2. This review of housing capacity has included:











Updating our housing and economic development monitoring to an April
2016 base date – this captures:
o an additional year of completions within the plan period;
o new planning permissions on large and small sites, including
notifications under the office to residential permitted development
rights;
o an additional year of more up to date data to inform windfall trends
and assumptions.
Reviewing densities on the main sites proposed for inclusion in the Plan,
including densities of main brownfield sites as well as greenfield, where
appropriate taking account of the most recent information from
developers/landowners;
Reviewing developable areas of sites of main greenfield sites proposed for
inclusion in the Plan;
Reviewing Green Belt sites proposed for development by
developers/landowners, whether they are sites already promoted to the
Council at an earlier stage, or whether they are completely new sites;
Reviewing other sites promoted to the Council for the first time at the Draft
Plan stage in June/July 2016;
Considering the scope for development at Great and Little Kimble;
Review the extent of growth proposed at Princes Risborough;

2

Based on 668 dwellings per year for the period 2014-33(19 years) - the period that the CDC/SBDC plan period
overlaps with the AVDC plan period.
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Reviewing the scope for development in the AONB, and in particular the
definition of “major development”;
Review the approach to windfall allowances.

5.3. This review has been undertaken in the context of the revised HEDNA and
other needs information, whereby consideration also has to be given to the
needs for other forms of development. As noted above this is ongoing work
and is therefore subject to change as work is completed and other
information may come to light.
6. Urban sites
6.1. The Hearn’s report suggests that further work is required in assessing
development densities and identifies sites in Appendix B of their report
setting out potential increases in capacity through increasing densities.
6.2. It is important to recognise that in Appendix B, the site area is the gross site
area, not the net developable area. For example, a number of these sites are
part of mixed use proposals, where part of the site is reserved for
employment purposes. In other cases, especially in relation to the ‘reserve
sites’, there are landscape constraints (see below). As such a simple
application of a density to an overall site area is misleading.
6.3. The Council is already pursuing high densities on sites in urban areas, not
only in the town centre. As is already recorded in Appendix B, there are a
number of sites which have densities that far exceed 35 dph, where to apply
a standard 35dph density would result in under-delivery.











1-9 Shaftesbury Street (300 dph)
7-8 High Street (83.3)
34 Dashwood Avenue (250 dph)
Kingsmead Depot, London Road (83.3 dph)
Burrows House, Jubilee Road, Downley (69.4 dph)
Queensmead House, Queensmead Road, (61dph)
Frank Hudson Furniture Factory, Rosebery (90 dph)
Netley Works, 89 Queens Road (137.5 dph)
Windrush House (80 dph)
Lincoln House (111 dph)

6.4. The Council has reviewed other sites in this appendix and as a result has
increased dwelling numbers estimated for the following sites:



Dashwood Avenue 75 dwellings (87.5 dph)
Leigh Street 200 dwellings (111 dph)
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6.5. The Hearns report referred to sites in Table 15 of the HELAA and their
exclusion suggesting that these sites should be reconsidered in terms of what
contribution they could make towards housing supply.
6.6. Table 15 sets out sites that are either non-deliverable or are developable
sites that do not have planning permission. This includes sites that are not
suitable for development for a number of reasons set out in the schedule.
Reasons for exclusion include sites being below the site size threshold for the
HELAA, sites that are important green spaces, Green Belt sites that have
been fed into the Green Belt review process, and employment sites that have
been assessed as important to retain for employment use.
6.7. The Hearns report (para 4.8) refers specifically to 48 sites at the end of Table
15. These are residential intensification sites for which a planning application
or pre-application enquiry had been made but not permitted/implemented.
These are sites that have been in the Council’s housing land supply
assessments for many years and generally go back 7 to 10 years. There is
no deliverability or availability information for these sites despite efforts to
obtain this information. These types of sites are often a mix of redevelopment
and backland development and as such are often difficult to assess in light of
there being no further information available. The NPPF (para 47) is clear that
for a site to be included in the housing land supply they must be either
deliverable (ie suitable and ready to develop now) or developable (suitable
with a reasonable prospect of development within the time period envisaged).
These sites do not satisfy these tests and are therefore excluded. These sites
have remained in the HELAA on the basis of historical information and it is
likely that in the light of the lack of further information they will be excluded
from the final HELAA.
6.8. At the workshop in October there was some discussion about other sites in
Table 15 (sites that appear at the beginning of that table). Appendix 2
includes an extract from part of Table 15 with a 2016 update added. The
table clearly states why the remainder of the sites in this table are not
available for residential uses, but the reasons include lack of availability, that
alternative uses are being promoted or developed on the sites. Other sites
referred to in para 4.8 (and associated footnotes) of the Hearns report are
picked in later sections of this report as appropriate.
6.9. The report identified 5 sites with planning permission in table 14 of the
HELAA and suggested that they be reconsidered. The Council can now
confirm that 3 (see Table 2 below) of these sites are now under construction
providing an additional 20 dwellings and these will be included in the annual
monitoring update. The remaining sites are either currently remaining in
employment use or are for C2 (Care Home) use that cannot be counted
towards the housing land supply.
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Table 2 Sites from HELAA Table 14 where housing potential can be counted
SHW0494 this site is now under
construction
SHW0574 this site is now under
construction
SHW0576 this site is now under
construction

5 dwellings
5 dwellings
10 dwellings

7. Employment Land
7.1 Wycombe is in a different situation to AVDC as the Council does not have an
oversupply of economic land. There are no current large scale allocations or
large unimplemented consents that have potential to be re-allocated for other
uses. Historically the Council has seen a number of former employment sites
redeveloped for residential development and has undertaken further work to
identify further potential sites. In 2014 the Council commissioned PBA to
undertake a review of employment sites to identify the suitability of those sites
to continue in employment use and sites that could be redeveloped for other
uses. This was further supplemented by an internal review of sites in 2015,.
Sites identified by both of these reviews have been included in the HELAA. As
such the Council has already scrutinised its employment land supply twice for
its potential for both housing and economic development purposes.
7.2 Work to update the HEDNA from last year has identified that the amount of
office floorspace required in Wycombe District has increased, the amount of
warehousing floorspace has slightly decreased and the projected decline in
industrial land is about the same. Although the demand for industrial
floorspace a negative one (ie some sites can be lost to other uses) the level of
planned losses already exceeds the forecasts and as such some additional
floorspace is required to compensate.
7.3 The economic forecasts used in the updated HEDNA were produced in the
run up to the UK referendum on membership of the EU and as such do not
reflect the economic outlook now that the result of the referendum is known.
Updated forecasts have been produced by both Experian and Oxford
Economics which will reflect the economic impacts of the vote as the
forecasting houses see them, if not the terms of any exit agreement that may
be reached. These are likely to reduce the forecast growth in each of the
sectors and although it is not proposed to incorporate them into the updated
HEDNA they do represent a useful position to be aware. This is still an issue
to be considered across the Bucks authorities on a FEMA wide basis.
7.4 Nine sites were highlighted in the Hearn’s report and it was suggested that
these sites be assessed for either residential and/or mixed use sites. Three of
these sites (SHW0322, SHW0332 and SHW0590) are already allocated for
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employment uses in the Delivery and Site Allocations plan, and in light of the
updated HEDNA there is likely to be reduced scope for residential as part of
mixed use development on these sites. Three of these sites (SHW0001-1,
SHW0001-2 and Princes Risborough Expansion Area) are proposed in the
draft plan for employment uses to help meet the District’s economic needs.
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. BL0001has
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. BL0002 was a
site that was identified in conjunction with initial work on identifying a potential
new motorway junction. This is currently subject to an assessment of all the
options that could improve access to High Wycombe by Highways England as
part of the assessment of potential RIS2 schemes. In the absence of the
outcome of this assessment the Council considers it would be premature to
consider other uses for this Green Belt site.
7.6 At the workshop there was some discussion about the scope for C2 Care
Home provision to be accommodated on employment sites (given that they
incorporate an element of employment activity), and thereby not having a
potential impact on the capacities of housing sites. However the reality is that
if sites for “B” use development are used for C2 Care Homes, further land will
be required for B uses given the overall position in relation to employment
land above, and this would further reduce the potential for residential
development on employment sites. It could also lead to the loss of key
employment sites that could be put to a much more productive economic use.
8. Retail Land
8.1 Recent forecasts provided to the Council identify that there is an increased
demand both in terms of convenience and comparison floorspace. These take
account of the extended time period to 2033 to match the new local plan end
date. There is, however, a degree of uncertainty as these forecasts pre-date
the referendum result.
8.2 The HELAA identifies that based on the previous forecasts there was a
possible shortfall in the supply of sites to meet comparison needs in the order
of 13,000 sq.m, The 2016 update results in a significant increase in the
demand for comparison floorspace of an additional 27,000 sq.m potentially
exacerbating this situation.
3

See WDC website - https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/uploads/public/documents/Planning/New-localplan/Wycombe-Commercial-Assessment.pdf
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8.3 The Council has allocated a number of town centre sites and has assumed
that these sites would be developed for a mix of uses. However the
implication of the forecasts is that, combined with the increased demand for
office floorspace, the Council needs to exercise caution in terms of the mix of
uses that the Council will accept and in fact the potential for residential to be
included in these sites is reduced. Nevertheless, some residential potential is
included in the Council’s assessment of housing land supply from town centre
mixed use sites.
9. Reserve Sites
9.1 On November 17th 2014 the Council agreed to release 5 strategic
development sites ahead of production of the new local plan to contribute
towards meeting the Council’s housing needs. The 5 sites had been
safeguarded for a number of years as sites where future development needs
could be accommodated and are currently identified as Reserve Locations for
Future Development in the adopted Core Strategy (2008). The sites are:
•
•
•
•
•

Abbey Barn North (High Wycombe)
Abbey Barn South (High Wycombe)
Gomm Valley and Ashwells (High Wycombe)
Slate Meadow (Bourne End)
Terriers Farm (High Wycombe)

9.2 As part of the release of these sites the Council has embarked on a process
of working with local stakeholders, landowners and developers to produce
development briefs for each of the sites, the briefs are being produced on a
site by site basis where the constraints and infrastructure requirements for
each site are used to calculate development potential and capacity. This is in
line with para 2.40 of the agreed HELAA methodology.
9.3 The draft Local Plan identified an approximate capacity of 1500 homes from
these sites. Further work looking at the development capacities has identified
that a further 250 homes could be delivered across the sites. Table 3 below
sets out the capacities and densities, these figures are based on identifying
the developable area and as such the densities for the sites are net not gross.
Where possible of the development figures represent developer discussions
where available.
Table 3 Reserve Sites dwelling capacities
Site
Abbey Barn North
Abbey Barn South and
Wycombe Summit
Gomm Valley and Ashwells
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Capacity
100

Net Density
30 dph

475

33 dph

530

26 dph

Terriers Farm
Slate Meadow, Bourne End
and Wooburn
Total

500
150

33 dph
tbc

1755

9.4 The following sections explain more about each of the sites:
Abbey Barn North (High Wycombe)
9.5 Abbey Barn North is 11ha site that is a steep sided bowl that is visible from
the opposite side of the Wye Valley, is partly chalk grassland of biodiversity
significance and woodland. It is also adjacent to an area of ancient seminatural woodland. The site is also crossed by the safeguarded former Bourne
End to High Wycombe railway line and any development needs to ensure this
remains undeveloped to allow the future use of the line as a walking and
cycling route.
9.6 The topography of the site combined with the change in level to the adjacent
road, the landscape impact of development and the ecological importance
mean that the potential for housing is limited to about 3.5ha. However, the
Council is investigating alternative forms of housing which could potentially
increase the housing capacity of the site and a somewhat increased level of
housing from that set out in the draft Plan is suggested.
Figure 1 Abbey Barn North Constraints map
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Abbey Barn South (High Wycombe)
9.7 Abbey Barn South is a 33 ha site that is located on the southern side of High
Wycombe, off Abbey Barn Lane close to the M40, it is a flat area which is
mainly farmland with a significant and protected Woodland Ride running
through the site. The site is also bounded by an area of ancient semi-natural
woodland. This site has an adopted Development Brief, the approach to this
site is to deliver integration with the neighbouring development on the former
RAF Daws Hill site, to ensure that the woodland ride is protected to create an
accessible public space and to minimise the landscape impact from the
across the Wye Valley by decreasing the density of development in sensitive
areas. There is also an element of employment proposed within this site
adjacent to an area of employment land that has planning permission on the
adjoining former RAF site.

9.8 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.
Figure 2 Abbey Barn South Constraints map
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Figure 3 Abbey Barn South Development Brief (Adopted)

Gomm Valley and Ashwells (High Wycombe)
9.9 Gomm Valley and Ashwells site is a 74ha site separating High Wycombe and
Tylers Green. The site is a steep sided dry valley landscape typical of the
Chilterns and consists of a mix of arable land, chalk grassland (a priority
habitat) and woodland. Specifically it contains a SSSI, a Local Wildlife site, 2
areas of ancient semi-natural woodland and a biological notification site. The
presence of the SSSI means that there is a requirement to provide a buffer to
the designated area as well ensuring the others areas are protected from
development directly as well as indirectly.
9.10 The site also occupies a prominent and sensitive location and with a number
of long and near distance views of the site. It is worth pointing out that the
landscape quality of this area is equivalent to that of the AONB as identified
by the Inspector’s report on the 2004 Local Plan. The Inspector’s report on the
more recent Core Strategy recognised that there are “strong constraints to
development within the valley” which “place firm limits upon the net
developable area, so that substantial parts of the valley would remain
undeveloped.”
9.11 There is currently a draft development brief out for consultation. The
approach to this site is to concentrate development in the northern, western
and southern areas which are both less visually and ecologically sensitive,
better integrate with High Wycombe and preserve the gap to Tylers Green
and are on the most physically developable areas of land. It is also proposed
that the site will also provide a primary school and an area of land for
employment uses.
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Figure 4 Gomm Valley Constraints map

Figure 5 Gomm Valley Development Brief (Draft)

Slate Meadow (Bourne End)
9.12 Slate Meadow is a 10ha site located in Bourne End and Wooburn, part of
the site is a village green (2.6 ha), a substantial part of the site is also subject
to both fluvial and surface water flood risk. This is illustrated below and this is
16

could be affected by further work on our Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to
take account of new climate change allowances. The site also occupies a gap
between the communities of Bourne End and Wooburn, which is of great
importance to the local community. Together these represent significant
constraints to the capacity of the site. Developers are currently in the process
of completing a flood risk assessment and until this is complete the capacity
of the site to deliver housing on the site is uncertain, but may well be little
more than 4ha.
Figure 6 Slate Meadow Constraints Map

Terriers Farm (High Wycombe)
9.13 Terriers Farm area is a 23ha plus site located on the northern side of High
Wycombe between Terriers and Hazlemere off the Kingshill Road. The site is
adjacent to the Chilterns AONB has a network of hedgerows and wildlife
corridors and is mainly used for grazing. It also contains a listed building.
9.14 There is a draft development brief currently being consulted on, the
approach to the site is to maintain green infrastructure links through the site,
incorporate an area of surface water flooding into open space and provide
strategic open space on land adjacent to existing sports facilities.
9.15 The developers of this site and Gomm Valley have agreed to share the
provision of strategic infrastructure, Gomm Valley is not an appropriate site for
strategic open space due to its topography and as a result this is to be
provided on Terriers Farm, whilst a primary school is to be provided that
meets both sites needs on the Gomm Valley site. In discussions with AVDC a
query was raised about the possibility of providing playing pitches in the
AONB. The Council has considered this and the response is that as part of
the provision would be a synthetic pitch which would require floodlights which
17

would not be appropriate in the AONB. Whilst this could be ‘swapped’ with
less invasive sports pitches in the AONB, there is a further consideration
which is that the existing sports hub needs to be expanded, requiring shared
changing rooms locating the pitches in the AONB to deliver more housing
would not achieve this. Furthermore, the pitches maintain separation between
Hazlemere and High Wycombe.
Figure 7 Terriers Farm Constraints Map

Figure 8 Terriers Farm Development Brief (draft)

Existing playing
fields and recreation
ground (not in
allocation

10. Green Belt review
10.1 There has been good close joint working amongst the Bucks authorities on the
Green Belt review with the commissioning of Arup to undertake the first stage
assessment. In the absence of any Government guidance on undertaking a
18

Green Belt review, a key piece of the Arup work was to agree a methodology
for the assessment. The Arup report recommended sub-parcels of land to be
taken forward for further assessment in Part 2, and a draft joint methodology
was jointly worked up and published in the summer effectively taking forward
the Arup methodology and incorporating the HELAA methodology to ensure
that sites are sustainable. Whilst Chiltern/South Bucks had some outstanding
issues with this draft methodology and did not want to agree it at that time,
WDC and AVDC were content with the approach. Given the high level of
protection afforded to the Green Belt by the Government, the key issue in the
Arup methodology and the subsequent Part 2 methodology is the likely harm to
the purposes of the Green Belt that would result from releasing land for
development.
10.3 Seven sub areas were identified in the Arup report for further consideration in
Part 2 of the review. However in addition to this WDC assessed a large
number of developer/landowner promoted sites and some additional sites that
it identified itself. WDC applied the draft Part 2 methodology to these sites and
the outcome of that assessment was made available during the consultation on
the draft Plan for scrutiny. We note that Arup, in suggesting that there may be
more potential from the Green Belt, did not comment on the individual site
assessments in the WDC Green Belt Part 2 report.
10.4 The consultation draft Plan proposed 7 sites for release from the Green Belt for
housing, land at Wycombe Air Park to be removed from the Green Belt for
employment purposes, and some consequential other changes to the Green
Belt. It also consulted on three further areas of Green Belt land for possible
release from the Green Belt – these were more tentative suggestions due to
the nature of the Green Belt and AONB issues in these areas (including the
issue of what constitutes major development in the AONB) and the need for
further work and assessment.
10.5 As part of the response to the consultation on the draft Plan in the summer the
Council received representations from a number of landowners/developers,
often “re-promoting” their sites that they had suggested earlier. In addition the
Council received a limited number of new “site suggestions”. WDC has
undertaken an initial review of those representations including the new sites
suggested (some of which are Green Belt sites). WDC has also considered
further the issues relating to the more “tentative” suggestions in the draft Plan
consultation. A further site was suggested by AVDC/Hearns during the
workshop and this has been reviewed. In addition, WDC has reviewed the site
capacities of the sites proposed in the draft Plan in the light of the AVDC
response but also in the light of other representations and information that has
become available.
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10.6 The following sites were also referred to in the Hearn’s report as being
developer promoted sites in the Green Belt that were not taken forward. None
of these sites when assessed were found to be suitable to remove from the
Green Belt, the reasons for this are included in the table 4 below.
Table 4 Site specific green belt assessments
SLE0019

Land off Park Lane,
Lane End

SLE0010

Land south of Park
Lane, Lane End

SLE0018

Land off Simmons
Way, Lane End

SBE0048

The site scores moderately on assisting in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment The
site is adversely affected by motorway noise, and
would restrict the capacity of the site
The scores moderately on assisting in safeguarding the
countryside as the land is open and rural in character.
Development capacity is considered to be low.

The site cores moderately on assisting in safeguarding
the countryside from encroachment.
The site has major topographical issues, with steep
sloping in parts. Part of the site is extremely exposed
and has long distance landscape views. Development
capacity is considered to be low.
Land at Chapman Lane The site scores moderately against merging (Bourne
Bourne End
End / Flackwell Heath) and strongly against assisting in
safeguarding from encroachment. The site does not
have a strong defensible boundary. Landscape
assessment suggests low capacity for development.

SMA0085 +
SMA0086

Land North of Oak Tree The site passes on sprawl and on merging it also
Road, Marlow
scores moderately on assisting in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment.

SMB0011

Land west of Marlow
The site scores strongly on assisting in safeguarding
Bottom (Kingsley Drive) the countryside from encroachment.

SWE005

Land at Grange Road,
Widmer End

Scores moderately against separation (Widmer End
and HW), existing boundaries lacking in strength and
permanence, surrounding area is washed over by
Green Belt – Failed Section 1 Landscape assessment
identifies no capacity for development

SHZ0041

Queensway Open
Space, Hazlemere

This site is proposed to be a new cemetery.

SWC0077

Tycoed, Sandpit Lane,
Tylers Green

Scores low on all purposes, but does not result in a
defensible boundary and surrounding area being
washed over by Green Belt so would be an illogical
“hole” in the Green Belt.

SWC0085

Land off Hammersley
Lane, Penn

Scores low on all purposes, but does not result in
defensible boundary and surrounding area being
washed over by Green Belt so would be an illogical
“hole” in the Green Belt. Landscape assessment
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identifies it has low capacity for development.

SWC0051

Land at Grange Farm,
Widmer End

Land off Northern
Heights

Scores moderately on sprawl and safeguarding
countryside, fails partly on boundaries and connection
to GB land. Landscape assessment identifies low
capacity for development.
Site passed Part 2 but restrictive covenant on site
means not available or deliverable

10.6 At the workshop an additional green belt site was identified off Hammersley
Lane as one that it was agreed should be assessed for release from the
green belt. However, it is in multiple ownership, with potential for ransoms,
and no indication of developer interest. it is not therefore considered
deliverable, and it has not therefore been added to the housing supply
figure.
10.7 The draft Local Plan included two sites (Penn Road and Oak Tree Road)
that were option sites and as such had no dwelling numbers associated
with them. In relation to the Oak Tree Road site the Council has also come
to the view that it fulfils the purposes of the Green Belt and on that basis
should not be taken forward as an allocation. Additionally further
assessments of both sites has led the Council to conclude that they would
also both be major development in the Chilterns AONB and the Council is
of the view that there are not exceptional circumstances for allocating
them.
10.8 The Council has re-assessed the potential dwelling numbers that could be
delivered on the Green Belt sites identified in the draft Local Plan and
identified further sites amounting to an additional 260 dwellings.

11 Princes Risborough
11.1

The Council has identified the expansion of Princes Risborough a key
element of our strategy to meet our housing needs and consulted on a draft
plan for Princes Risborough in early 2016 as an Area Action Plan. This
consultation identified that the expansion of the town would accommodate up
to 2500 new homes along with associated employment land and new
supporting infrastructure. We initially identified three options for the level of
housing that the expansion area should provide in 2014 with 2500 homes
being the highest in terms of numbers.
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11.2

The expansion of the town has been considered as an option for meeting a
substantial element of the Council’s housing needs from very early on in the
issues and options stage of the new Local Plan. The Council has undertaken
a number of engagement exercises with Princes Risborough in relation this
expansion starting in September 2014, a steering group made up of the town
council and local stakeholders has been established to guide the
development of the plan.

11.3

The sustainability appraisal assessed options assessed for growth at Princes
Risborough ranging from development only of sites within the existing built up
area to a high growth option of 4000 homes which had overwhelming
negative impacts across a wide range of the assessment objectives.
Constraints that apply to the expansion include the setting of the Chilterns
AONB, maintaining separation between Princes Risborough, Monks
Risborough and Longwick, areas of surface water flooding and associated
green infrastructure, and the costs involved in overcoming the severance of a
number of railway lines. In addition to this there are number of uncertainties
in relation to the deliverability of the expansion including the impact of
increased odour from the sewage treatment works within the expansion area,
the delivery of the significant road infrastructure associated with the
expansion and the ability of house builders to deliver the full amount of
housing over the plan period.

11.4

The Council has undertaken extensive work on the expansion in terms of
housing delivery and infrastructure provision and in particular phasing of the
new relief road that is proposed as part of the expansion area. The illustration
below shows the concept plan issued in the draft Princes Risborough Town
Plan for the proposed expansion area. The concept shows green spaces and
buffers which act to protect known green infrastructure on the site as well act
as a buffer to Longwick. The residential densities decrease as the
development moves further from the existing town serving to have higher
density where there is greater accessibility to existing services as well
reflecting the proximity of the expansion to the AONB and attempting to
reduce the visibility and impact on views.
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Figure 9 Princes Risborough expansion areas in the draft Town Plan
(Feb 2016)

11.5

We have reviewed the expansion area, and will be ‘squaring off’ the area to
the north for sports provision. In terms of deliverability, due to the lead in
times for an expansion of this size, and the very limited capacity in the road
network before major new road infrastructure has to be delivered, the number
of dwellings that can be delivered in the plan period is 2,350. This is 150
dwellings more than assumed in the draft Local Plan, but a further 150
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dwellings would come forward after the Plan period resulting in a total of
2,500 across the expansion area.
12. Kimble
Figure 10 Great and Little Kimble

12.1 The AVDC response in the Hearns report highlights strategic spatial options in
the draft Sustainability Appraisal and in particular the option for “major
expansion on the transport network”. It notes that there is land available at
Little Kimble sitting close to the railway station that sits outside the Green Belt
and AONB. Whilst the settlement is a Tier 5 settlement Hearns note that in
addition to a railway station Little Kimble has a good bus service.
12.2 WDC has reviewed the position in relation to Little and Great Kimble, both in
terms of their overall sustainability as settlements for growth and the potential
impact on the AONB.
12.3 WDC’s settlement hierarchy report identifies Little and Great Kimble as a Tier 5
Settlement – the Parish, which has a number of small hamlets in addition to
the two villages, currently has 438 dwellings. The railway line is the Aylesbury
to Princes Risborough single track line. There is one platform, to the east of
the line, with no access to the station from the west. Currently in peak time
there is about 1 train per hour in each direction serving the station and this
reduces to 1 train every two hours off peak. This line is proposed for
improvement under the East West rail project, but this does not include any
improvement to the frequency of trains serving Little Kimble. There is a longer
term desire to twin track the line but at present there are no firm proposals and
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these are unlikely to come forward until the back end of the plan period or
later.
12.4 There is a good bus service running along the A4010 and a small village
school. There are no local shops and very few employment opportunities.
12.5 Comparing Great and Little Kimble with the Aylesbury Vale Settlement
Hierarchy study, they would fall most likely into the “small village” category or
at best the “medium villages” category (by reason of the public transport
accessibility). In the draft Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, such villages are
planned to grow by between 5% and 19%. Applying this percentage growth to
Great and Little Kimble would result in growth of 22 – 83 dwellings across the
Parish.
12.6 The alternative approach is to consider whether Great and Little Kimble could
accommodate very significantly more growth akin to a new settlement/new
village proposal.
12.7 Great and Little Kimble Parish comprises loose knit villages, and hamlets.
About a third of the Parish is within the Green Belt and AONB. Smokey Row is
outside the Green Belt and AONB but is part of the same parish, as is Marsh, a
little way to the north. The railway line forms the boundary of the Green Belt
and the AONB and the whole area sits immediately under the Chiltern
escarpment from which there are prominent viewpoints. The regular bus
service runs along the A4010, which is within the AONB and Green Belt.
12.8 As part of reviewing this option WDC has reviewed the potential landscape
impacts of development on land outside of the AONB that is still related to the
village. The open expansive nature of the landscape together with the lack of
significant urbanising features means that extensive development to the west
of the railway line would have a significant adverse impact on the setting of the
AONB and key viewpoints from it. The assessment did identify that there may
be scope for some limited development where development would be seen in
the context of the existing development. These areas have not yet been
subject to more detailed suitability assessment (eg access, land
availability)and they are generally not well located either for the regular bus
service, or access to the station. . However, this assessment indicates that it
may be possible to accommodate up to 160 dwellings in the Kimble area
without significant harm to the character of the landscape and setting of the
AONB.
12.9 An additional 160 dwellings in the Parish would amount to approximately a 37%
increase in the number of dwellings, if development were concentrated in the
villages of Great/Little Kimble and Smokey Row then this percentage increase
would be higher.
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12.10 In relation to larger scale growth akin to a new village/settlement, it is relevant
to consider the AVDC New Settlement Study. This notes that to reach a critical
mass in terms of securing a range of facilities and services a significant size of
settlement is required to achieve this – of 4,500 homes or more. As has
already been mentioned, development of a similar scale to this was assessed
as part of the sustainability appraisal for the expansion of Princes Risborough,
which was assessed to have overwhelming negative impacts across a wide
range of the assessment objectives. Given the differences of scale of size of
the existing settlements and their services, and the proximity to the AONB, the
Kimbles would perform worse if a similar assessment were carried out.
12.11 A reduced scale of expansion, say in the region of 1,000 homes, could create
the critical mass to deliver a larger primary school, and a community centre.
However, it would still have a very significant adverse landscape impact.
Anything below this scale would not create a critical mass of development
sufficient to provide adequate local services and facilities.
12.12 Larger scale development is therefore ruled out the scope in this area is up to
160 dwellings. Subject to discussion with the Parish Council, this may be best
pursued by means of a neighbourhood plan, with the Local Plan setting an
overall target for the parish area.
12.13 In relation to new settlements, clearly WDC were not party to the study and its
scope. We note however that one of the options tested was for major growth at
Cheddington and one of the main reasons for why this option was rejected was
the potential impact on the setting of the AONB, which was around 1km from
the area under consideration, not immediately adjoining it. Likewise, we note
that the potential for Wendover to grow beyond the Green Belt and AONB to
the west/north west was not even one of the options assessed.

13. Main Villages in the AONB and Longwick
13.1.

The draft plan includes a number of allocations at the two main villages in the
AONB – Stokenchurch and Lane End. These were supported by an
assessment undertaken in-house of the landscape impacts of the sites. We
have subsequently undertaken a review of these sites working with the
Chilterns Conservation Board, AVDC, CDC/SBDC and Natural England. The
aim of the review was to identify which (if any) of the sites were deemed to be
“major development” in the AONB.

13.2.

The outcome of this assessment was that two sites – land off Mill Road at
Stokenchurch and Land off Penn Road at Hazlemere, could clearly be
categorised as “Major Development” in the AONB and as a result they will
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not be pursued in the local plan. This is assessment was also supported by
Counsel acting on behalf of the Council.
13.3.

It was agreed that a reduced site at Stokenchurch would not be major
development. We have undertaken additional work to assess what the
capacity of a reduced allocation would be and this has reduced the number of
dwellings from between 140 to 185, to a figure of 45. The Penn Road site did
not have a number of homes associated with its identification in the local
plan. Unlike the Stokenchurch site, it does not lend itself to subdivision.

13.4.

In addition to this we have however assessed an additional site at
Stokenchurch that was promoted during the summer consultation and this
has a potential to deliver 28 dwellings.

13.5.

In Lane End further ecological assessment of land of Ellis Way resulted in the
Council deciding to not pursue an allocation on this site for reasons relating
to biodiversity due to the presence of a range of wildlife habitats.

13.6.

In relation to Longwick the draft plan did not identify a number of dwellings
that could be allocated on the sites identified. This had been expected to be
set in a Neighbourhood Plan, but this did not proceed to referendum. There is
already an extant planning permission for 160 dwellings in Longwick and in
addition to this we have identified potential for a further 140 dwellings. As
with Kimble, this might come forward through a Neighbourhood Plan, with the
Local Plan setting the overall target for the Parish area.

14. Windfall
14.1 The Hearns report suggests that there is scope to increase the allowance for
windfall development in the overall housing land supply assumptions, and in
particular apply a 10 year past trends rate rather than a 5 year trend.
14.2 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out the national approach to windfall
allowances:
Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the
five-year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have
consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a
reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be realistic having regard to
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery
rates and expected future trends, and should not include residential gardens.
Key phases are underlined indicating that this is a stringent test that is being
applied.
14.3 The Central Bucks HELAA methodology (para 3.4) sets out the agreed
approach to windfall allowances across Bucks:
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Each Council will look back at the windfall completions for a period of 5 years
to identify the trend, and compare this with what is expected to happen for the
plan period. This information will be used to determine the annual windfall
allowance.
14.4 The WDC draft Plan and associated HELAA used the 5 year trend as set out in
the joint methodology to calculate its windfall allowance.
14.5 As part of the updating of our housing land supply position we have updated the
information on historic delivery to include qualifying completions 2015/16 – see
Table 5 and Figure 11. These figures include more recently the completions on
the office to residential permitted development rights for sites below 5
dwellings. This shows a high level of delivery in 2015/16 which results in an
increase in the average rates on both a 5 year and 10 year trend.
Table 5 - Windfall Dwelling Completions 2006/7 – 2015/16

Year
2006/7
2007/8
2008/9
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
Total
Average no. of Windfall
Dwellings Completed
over 10 years
Average no. windfall
dwellings completed
over last 5 years

Windfall dwellings completed
between 01/04 and 31/03 each
year – net figures
39
56
61
54
38
17
23
34
50
74
446
44.6
39.6
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Figure 11 Windfall Dwelling Completions 2006/7 – 2015/16
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14.5 As discussed at the workshop session, WDC agree that there could be a case
for applying the 10 year trend rather than the 5 year trend for windfall
assumptions on the basis that it helps to smooth out variations related to the
economic cycle. However this is a departure from the agreed approach across
the Bucks districts and all authorities should agree to this change of approach
if the 10 year trend is to be applied. It is understood that AVDC wish to apply a
10 year trend approach as do CDC/SBDC.
14.6 Based on the updated information, the following two options for the revised
windfall allowance are set out in Table 6, depending on the Bucks wide
position:
Table 6 Options for Revised Windfall Allowance
Basis of allowance
Average of last 5 years
Average of last 10 years

Annual windfall rate
(dwellings per year)
40
45

Total windfall allowance
(2019/20 – 2032/33)4
560
630

14.7 Both of these represent an increase on the 5005 in the draft Local Plan, with an
increase in the rate applied of between 21% and 36%.

4

The allowance starts in 2019/20 as for the first 3 years from 2016 actual small site planning permissions are
counted in the supply. A windfall allowance in this period would be double counting.
5
This figure related to the period 2018/19 – 2032/33 at a rate of 33 dwellings per annum
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15 Office to residential
15.1 The Hearns report is incorrect in stating that WDC does not monitor this source
of supply. The monitoring data has been factored into the housing supply in the
HELAA and in the draft Plan consultation in the summer, and the updated
monitoring position for April 2016 includes any additional sites from the latest
monitoring year. Prior approval sites under 5 units form part of the small sites
permissions data and are factored into the windfall allowance for small sites.
Sites of 5 units and above are included as HELAA sites alongside other sites
and are assessed for their deliverability.
15.2 The broader issue raised by the Hearns report is whether some windfall
allowance should be included for potential additional supply for large sites (ie 5
units plus). Currently the agreed Bucks HELAA methodology does not allow for
this.
15.3 The key test for making a windfall allowance is set out in the NPPF (para 48),
and as set out in the previous section of this report, namely:
Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the
five-year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have
consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a
reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be realistic having regard to
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery
rates and expected future trends, and should not include residential gardens.
15.4 Whilst there have been some dwelling completions in Wycombe District since
the prior approval system came into effect (84 dwellings), making an allowance
at this point in time would not conform with Government policy set out above.
The test is whether there is ‘compelling evidence that such sites have
consistently become available’. Given that the changes only came in around 3
years ago and there is an inevitable lead in time before completions start to
happen, there is no reliable ‘trend data’. Historic windfall delivery rates only
exist over a very short period of time, effectively 2 years. As the office to
residential prior approval scheme started out as a temporary measure with an
“end date” this is likely to have resulted in a spike of prior approvals before the
deadline. Even if there were a longer period to judge historic rates it is difficult
to assess the effect of the deadline prior to the scheme being made
permanent.
15.5 As discussed and agreed at the workshop a windfall allowance is not justifiable
in relation to the requirements of national planning policy but it is recognised
that this may provide some contingency in the overall supply, not just in
Wycombe but in the other Bucks Districts.
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16 Empty Homes
16.1 We note the suggestion that empty homes could be taken into account, and this
is referenced in the PPG and particular reference is also made to Empty
Property Strategies and to vacant dwelling records on the Council Tax records.
16.2 It is not clear whether empty homes are included in the PPG as potential
redevelopment opportunities or whether to count “reduced vacancy” levels. If
the latter then it is not clear how his results in “net increase in dwelling stock”
and how it is accounted for/monitored given that dwellings will also become
vacant that aren’t currently vacant.
16.3 The Council has an Empty Property Protocol. This aims to bring long term voids
back into use – these tend to be properties vacant for more than 2 years. On
average the Council brings about 10 units back into use every year, but there
tends to be no net gain as other properties become void. Overall there has
been a fairly steady 70-80 properties that fall into the genuinely long term
vacant position.
16.4 The vacancies on the Council Tax Records relate to properties vacant for 6
months or more. Such vacancies can often be explained by short term issues
such as probate or structural repairs being undertaken to properties. As such
they are not genuinely long term vacant. Vacancies on these records are at a
relatively low level and there is unlikely to be much scope for going much lower
and clearly these relatively short term vacancies will fluctuate with market
conditions which will vary over the plan period.
16.5 As such we do not believe that there is scope to make any allowance for vacant
dwellings.
17. Publicly Owned Land
17.1 The PPG highlights publicly owned land as one source of supply and the
Hearns report suggests there may be scope for more including the
redevelopment of the Council Offices on the back of the public sector hub
initiative.
17.2 The Council is a proactive land owner and developer, and has brought forward
a number of developments on its own land. It is currently looking to bring
forward housing on a number of Council owned sites including Ashwells,
Abbey Barn North (both reserve sites) and the former Bassetsbury Allotments.
However there is no intention to relocate or redevelop the WDC Council
Offices so it is not appropriate to include this in the housing land supply longer
term.
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17.3 There is the possibility that BCC may want to relocate their High Wycombe
offices for operational reasons. These offices are in a highly sustainable
location close to the railway station, and the site is seen as an opportunity to
meet our employment needs, rather than housing needs.
17.4 Other former public sector land is coming forward for development in the
housing land supply including the former RAF Daws Hill site, granted planning
permission in October 2014 for 374 homes (net). The supply also includes
housing regeneration and redevelopment schemes being proposed by Red
Kite Housing, the stock transfer housing association for Wycombe.
18. Sustainability Appraisal
18.1 The Council published a draft sustainability appraisal that tested a range of
alternatives locations for growth and sites. This report already addresses the
issue of Little Kimble and its growth potential. The Hearns report is also critical
of the lack of explanation of why we have proposed what we have in the draft
Plan, and why the lowest option is the one that was selected.
18.2 It is important to recognise that the publication of a draft Plan is a non-statutory
consultation stage – part of the regulation 18 stage of plan preparation. As it is
a consultation stage, no decisions have been taken although it is clearly
sharing emerging thinking. As such one would not expect an accompanying
draft Sustainability Appraisal to provide all the answers at this stage. The final
sustainability appraisal will set out the reasons for decisions that have been
taken.
18.3 In relation to the lowest option being the one in the draft Plan, we could have
included artificially low options for testing – for example a continuation of the
current Core Strategy target, but we did not feel that was a reasonable
alternative. We will review whether the options tested or not tested at either
end of the scale constitute reasonable alternatives, before finalising the plan
and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal. However the key issue is to test
the capacity on a site specific basis which is the purpose of this report and the
wider review.

19. Conclusions
19.1 As part of its ongoing preparation of the Local Plan and in response to the
concerns raised by AVDC through the Hearns report, WDC has been
reviewing its housing capacity to ensure that all the options for delivering
housing in the District have been explored. Whilst this is still work in progress
and in particular there is further testing of potential sites in terms of issues
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such as flood risk and highways, the work that has been done provides a good
basis for ongoing discussions in relation to the scale of unmet need in
Wycombe District.
19.2 Over the course of the last 12 months or so, WDC has shared it emerging work
on housing capacity with AVDC and the other Bucks Districts as part of our
ongoing commitment to the Duty to Cooperate and the good joint working
arrangements that have been established. This has included sharing a draft list
of sites being considered in the HELAA (September 2015), then the full draft
HELAA (in November 2015) and then the emerging position for the draft Local
Plan in Spring 2016 as part of the joint work on unmet needs across Bucks,
incorporating the emerging findings from the Green Belt Part 2 assessment.
This showed ongoing progress towards closing the gap between our supply
and the objectively assessed need, with the draft HELAA indicating a potential
supply of around 9,000 dwellings and the draft Plan around 10,000 dwellings
19.3 As a result of this latest stage of work and review WDC has identified housing
potential for 11,202 dwellings in the period 2013-33. With the reduction in the
District’s OAN to 12,900 this means that WDC’s unmet need that the Council is
seeking AVDC to accommodate is 1,700 dwellings in the period up to 2033.
This is 3,300 lower than the figure of 5,000 highlighted in the draft Wycombe
District Local Plan (June 2016) and in the earlier discussions that took place
between the Bucks authorities in the run up to WDCs and AVDCs
consultations in the summer.
19.4 A total potential of 11,200 or 560 dwellings per year is nearly a 40% increase on
WDC’s current Core Strategy housing target based on the South East Plan – a
significant increase in delivery in an area of constraint. It means WDC meeting
86% of its objectively assessed need for housing.
19.5 Because of the updating of monitoring data and the need to do more analysis
than is available at this stage, it is not possible to make direct comparisons
with supply figures to explain all the changes. However Table 7 sets out some
of the main areas of change in potential supply relating to some of the main
issues raised by AVDC.
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Table 7 Change in Potential Supply as a result of Post Draft Local Plan
review
Source of Supply

Draft Plan (Net
Dwellings)

Change in supply
(Net Dwellings)

1,500
900

Emerging
Revised Position
(Net Dwellings)
1,750
1,160

Reserve Sites
Green Belt review
sites
Princes
Risborough
expansion area
Longwick
Kimble
Windfall

2,200

2,3506

07
0
500

300
160
6308

+150 with a further
+150 beyond the
plan period
+300
+160
+130

+250
+260

19.5 As set out in more detail in the different sections of this report, these changes
result from a number of different factors. These include adding new sites to the
supply, adjustments to the developable area of sites, and adjustments to
density assumptions. As part of this review, and taking on board wider
responses to the consultation, some sites have been reduced in extent or
deleted as new information has come forward. This includes joint working
together on the issue of major development in the AONB.
19.6 As outlined in this report, Wycombe District is an area that is constrained by
nationally identified planning and environmental constraints – over 75% of the
District is either Green Belt or AONB or both. The NPPF (para 14) indicates
that
Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility
to adapt to rapid change, unless:
-

-

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole: or
Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be
restricted.

Note: Footnote 9 to this last clause refers to a range of policies to which this
applies, including Green Belt and AONB.
19.7 WDC has tested and re-tested their housing potential and that to go beyond the
figure set out in this report would result in adverse impacts that would
6

Out of a total for the expansion area of 2,500
A scheme for 160 dwellings in Longwick was permitted on appeal just before the draft Plan “went to press”
8
Subject to agreement across the Bucks authorities
7
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significantly and demonstrable outweigh the benefits and would impinge on
specific policies in the Framework that indicate development should be
restricted, particularly Green Belt and AONB, but also others such as flood
risk, biodiversity and designated heritage assets.
19.8 In its response to the draft Wycombe District Local Plan AVDC highlighted the
major challenges faced by AVDC in accommodating potentially 33,300 homes
in the District. It highlighted that it would involve each of its strategic
settlements growing by 50%, larger villages by 22%, and medium villages by
19%. WDC recognise that this is a major challenge for AVDC. WDC also
recognise that the northern part of Wycombe District is less constrained in
terms of NPPF “Footnote 9” constraints and so it is right to scrutinise its
potential closely. There are 3 settlements in this less constrained area that the
Hearns report focuses on that this report responds to: Princes Risborough,
Longwick and Great and Little Kimble. Table 8 sets out the scale of growth
outlined in this report for these settlements.

Table 8 Potential Housing Growth at Princes Risborough, Longwick and
Kimble
Settlement
Princes
Risborough

Longwick

Great and Little
Kimble

AVDC
equivalent
settlement
Strategic
Settlement –
50% growth

Medium village
– 19% growth
(or large
village?)
Small or
medium village
5-19% growth

Scale of
growth to
2033
Estimate 2,350
+ additional
sites in PR –
estimate 2,600
(+ 150 outside
plan period)
300

2011
dwellings9

560

Approx.54%

160

438

Approx. 37%

3613

Percentage
increase in
dwellings
Approx 72%
based on 2,600

19.9 It can be seen from this table that very significant growth is planned in each of
these settlements.
19.10 The NPPF requirement for local planning authorities to meet objectively
assessed needs applies not just to housing requirements but also to economic
development and other forms of development. In assessing capacity for
9

Does not allow for completions of commitments post 2011
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housing these other needs to be to be factored in and WDC is continuing to
work on these aspects too, particularly in the light of higher economic
projections in the revised HEDNA and the most recent retail forecasts that
WDC published in the summer also, as well as other forms of residential
development that do not form part of the dwelling requirement. It will be
important for the authorities to consider these issues too as part of our ongoing
Duty to Co-operate discussions.
19.11 The Council has undertaken a review of its housing capacity in line with the
guidance in the NPPG. It has addressed the issues raised by AVDC in its
representations on the draft Plan as well as updating the overall housing land
supply position and taking account of other comments. Additional capacity has
been identified and, combined with the reduced OAN for the District, the unmet
need figure is now 1,700 dwellings.
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Appendix 1 – Text of WDC Initial Response to AVDC – 14th September 2016

Andy Kirkham
Forward Plans Manager
Aylesbury Vale District Council

akirkham@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk
Dear
Andy
By e
mail only. Vale response to the consultation draft Wycombe District Local
Re
Aylesbury
Plan
I am writing in response to your letter of 8 August, which was the AVDC response to
Wycombe District Council’s draft new Local Plan.
In the spirit of collaborative working under the Duty to Co-operate, to which
Wycombe District Council is committed, it would seem that there are
misunderstandings about the housing numbers in the WDC draft plan, which I would
like to take this opportunity to correct:




We absolutely understand that the only housing numbers we can ask AVDC
to consider accommodating is the unmet need arising from this District – that
it is not a matter of capacity in AVDC;
The plan we were consulting on was a consultation draft, and thus all figures
were, by definition, provisional;
In the draft plan we explicitly state, ‘further work is on-going across the
authorities to firm up how much each authority can accommodate’ (page 31
para 4.32) – the 5,000 was thus clearly a provisional figure as was the policy
in which it is highlighted.

We believe that it is essential that the Councils work together, as we have been for
the last year and more. We understood this was the mechanism for ensuring that the
resolution of differences of view took place in a timely way, rather than leaving them
to a time which had the potential to jeopardize the process and programme of
achieving sound plans. For that reason considerable time and effort through the
Bucks Planning Group and supporting processes has been put into agreeing shared
methodologies and joint studies, to ensure that approaches to both supply and
demand are dealt with consistently across the different Council areas.
We fully understand your need to scrutinize our figures and had expected that
process to take place through the Bucks Planning Group. We were, therefore,
surprised and very disappointed in your action to appoint G L Hearn without even
informing us that the commission had been made.
Because Hearn did not contact us to ensure they were working on an agreed factual
basis, there are elementary errors in their report which could have been avoided.
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Once we were aware of the commission, we advised that WDC would accept a late
response from AVDC to our plan which would allow Hearn’s more time to produce
their report as well as time to properly check facts and explain the Council’s
approach. Unfortunately, you chose not to take this opportunity.
As a result the Hearn’s conclusion that WDC can provide considerably more houses
than is shown in our draft Plan is not only refuted but has raised false expectations
amongst AVDC Members that there might be a significant reduction of WDCs unmet
needs. We will provide a more detailed response to the Hearn recommendations
once we have outputs from our review of the HELAA – a review that we had always
intended to do at this time.
The approach to appointing Hearn was a surprise to us not least because AVDC was
aware of the emerging figure. WDC has consistently shared its emerging figures
through the joint working arrangements. AVDC was therefore fully aware of the
emerging WDC unmet need figure. In the autumn of last year it was about 6,000
homes when the draft HELAA was published, falling to about 5,000 following the
conclusion of the Green Belt assessment. This formed the basis of a Position
Statement that was agreed at the May Bucks Planning Group, in advance of both the
AVDC and WDC draft plans being issued for consultation. As noted above we also
made it clear that further work was required to update the HELAA and that this would
take place over this summer.
We strongly refute the suggestion in your response that “the draft Wycombe District
Local Plan seems to only have considered the provision of 10,000 homes and
appears to have made only a limited attempt to accommodate the full 15,000 homes”
when we have worked through all the different potential sources of supply, using
agreed methodologies and joint working. For the same reason we also strongly
refute the suggestion (or “risk” as Hearn put it at para 3.15 of their report) that “WDC
is prejudging this issue” of unmet need.
Once we became aware of the Hearn commission we proposed that the way forward
was a joint piece of work to scrutinise the unmet need. However, it was clear that
you had no interest in undertaking a joint commission.
Following the Bucks Planning Group on Friday 9 September, WDC is now
considering how to resolve the differences that exist between the two authorities in a
way that does not further undermine the programme or the Duty to Co-operate
process. I trust and hope that this does not lead to a protracted exchange, which
would lead to the potential undermining of the Duty to Co-operate function – a legal
test that the Inspector(s) appointed to examine our plans must assess, prior to
considering the soundness of our individual plans.
We will be in touch with you very soon setting out our proposed way forward.
Yours sincerely
Ian Manktelow
Strategic Planning Manager
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Appendix 2
Updated Table 15: Non Deliverable or Developable Sites without planning permission
HELAA
ID

Address

Site Type

Site Source

Area
(ha)

SHW02
81

Edie Pusey
House 9A
Amersham
Road High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Site
already
within the
HELAA
process

0.18

SHW03
28

Cressex
Island Car
Park, Crest
Road, High
Wycombe,

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Planning
permission
12/05827/F
UL

4.96

SHW03
29

Wycombe
Sports
Centre,
Marlow Hill,
High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Planning
permission
13/07617/R
4REM

8.66

SHW03
31

Desborough
Road Car
Park and
the Kings
Centre,
Desborough

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Site
already
within the
HELAA
process

0.35
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Deliverability
Comments /
Reason for
Exclusion
Site had a full
permission for
redevelopmen
t which has
now expired
(08/07080/FU
L). Developer
confirmed site
is no longer
being
considered for
redevelopmen
t
Site given
permission for
retail use
(12/05827/FU
L). Land for
residential
development
currently not
being
considered.
Site under
construction
for a range of
nonresidential
uses.

Site
consisting of a
car park and
church.
Redevelopme
nt would need
to provide

2016 Update

The Council
are still
following up
the potential
for this site

The site is
not available
for
residential
as it is
currently
used for
retail.
The site is
not available
for
residential
as it is
currently
used for new
retail and
leisure and
has consent
for offices on
the
remainder.
No further
info and no
indication of
any
willingness
to develop
the site. No

SHW03
32

Duke Street
Car Park,
High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

DSA site
allocation
and WDC
land

0.68

SHW03
53

The
Courtyard,
(formerly
Merryfields
School,
Cressex
Road)

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Officer
identificatio
n

0.33

40

parking and a
mix of uses to
reprovide the
Kings Centre
facility
elsewhere.
There would
be an element
of residential
above and
active
frontage. Site
not being
progressed in
the current
market. No
further info as
of October
2012.
Mixed use
allocation in
the DSA for
residential
and
employment.
Part of outline
application in
2007 for
redevelopmen
t of Duke St
and the
railway station
- application
was
withdrawn
(07/06679/OU
T). Site
owned by
WDC and
now being
pursued for
employment
only.
Premises
currently in
use for
temporary
permission for
respite care
so timescale
for availability
unknown.
Aragon
Housing
Association

reasonably
prospect of
delivery.

Site owned
by WDC and
now being
pursued for
employment
only as it is
a higher
sustainable
site by the
station.

No further
info in the
2015/2016
update

SHW03
93

Car Park
R/O Red
Lion House,
Castle
Street, High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Planning
permission
14/06368/F
UL

0.40

SHW04
92

85-93 West
Wycombe
Road, High
Wycombe

Urban
Brownfield

Planning
permission
13/05634/F
UL

0.10

SHW05
32

Railway
Place/
Saffron
Road (Car
Park), High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

DSA site
allocation

0.48
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were in
negotiating
with BCC the
future use of
the site. No
further
information
since 2012.
Site suitable
for mixed use
development.
Application
permitted
(14/06368/FU
L) for
economic
development
use. Not
currently
being
promoted for
residential
development.
Site has
recent
planning
permission for
employment
uses
(13/05634/FU
L). Residential
development
not being
pursued at
this stage.

DSA site
allocation HWTC7 –
suitable for
mixed used
development.
Existing
surface car
park would
need
downsizing
and decking.
Previously

The site is
not available
for
residential
as it is
currently
used for
economic
development
.

Planning
application
pending
consideratio
n for the
demolition of
existing
mixed use
building and
erection of 8
x 2 bed and
1 x 1 bed
apartments.
Loss of
employment
land is an
issue for this
site.
Site owned
by WDC and
now being
pursued for
employment
as it is a
higher
sustainable
site by the
station.

SHW05
57

Cressex
Health
Centre, 43
London
Road, High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

HELAA call
for sites

0.07

SHW05
62

The Old
Library,
High Street,
High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

HELAA call
for sites

0.06

SHW05
90

9-16 Oxford
Street/Octa
gon Court,
High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
employme
nt

DSA site
allocation
and WDC
land

0.10

SHW06
01

Empire
Cinemas,
Crest Road,
High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Withdrawn
application
13/05368/F
UL

0.09
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envisaged
that Saffron
Road frontage
could be
released for
residential
development
but recently,
the subject of
a major office
proposal.
Cressex
Health Centre
is in ongoing
use.
Development
of the site
would require
re-provision
elsewhere. No
current
proposals.
Site not
currently
available for
development.
Unavailable.
Site most
suitable for
town centre
uses rather
than
residential.
Part of DSA
site allocation
HWTC16 for
mixed use
development
with
residential
acceptable on
first floor. Site
currently
being
promoted for
employment
as part of a
‘public sector
hub’.
Site in use for
Empire
Cinema.
Application
withdrawn

The site is
not available
for
residential
as it is
currently in
ongoing use
for health
provision.

Unavailable.
Site most
suitable for
town centre
uses rather
than
residential.
No further
information
on this site.

Agent view
9/6/2016 site
on hold for
foreseeable
future. No

SHW06
11

Compair,
(south)
previously
Timber
Yard,
Bellfield
Road, High
Wycombe

Urban
brownfield
employme
nt

Employme
nt land
review

0.25

SMA007 Dean Street
0
Car park,
Marlow

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Officer
identificatio
n

0.28

SNH001
8

Rural
brownfield
Green Belt

HELAA call
for sites

1.85

Shana site,
Naphill
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(13/05368/FU
L ) for new
standalone
restaurant on
area of
existing car
park.
Landowner
identified site
has been put
on hold for the
foreseeable
future.
Employment
site released
for mixed use
development.
Application on
site for B1A
office and
elderly day
care facilities
(no
permanent
living
accommodati
on).
Site currently
in use for car
park. Unlikely
to become
available for
redevelopmen
t unless the
pressure for
car parking in
Marlow
diminishes.
WDC are
partial site
owner. No
further site
investigations
at this stage.
PDL Green
Belt site within
the AONB
and SAC
buffer (directly
adjacent). Site
currently in
employment
use. No
proposals for

residential
anticipated
by agent in
2014/15.

The
consented
scheme not
being taken
forward
there is a
planning
application
for a public
house
currently
under active
consideratio
n
Site
currently in
use for car
park.
Unlikely to
become
available for
redevelopm
ent unless
the pressure
for car
parking in
Marlow
diminishes.

The site is
not available
for
residential
as it is
currently in
employment
use

SRD007
2

Former
BOCM Site
Risborough
Road Stoke
Mandeville

Rural
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

Already
within the
HELAA
process

8.84

SWC00
65

Amersham
and
Wycombe
College,
Spring
Lane,
Flackwell
Heath

Urban
brownfield
other (not
employme
nt)

HELAA call
for sites

2.04

SWC00
86

Little Marlow Rural
Gravel Pits
brownfield
(PDL
Green Belt
section)

HELAA call
for sites

2.50

SWG00
27

Land at
Southside
Farm,
Whitehill,

HELAA call
for sites

4.20

Rural
brownfield
Green Belt
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residential
development.
Site
unachievable
– landowner
has no
intention at
present to
develop site.
Previous
application for
residential
development
refused
(07/08155/FU
L).
Site is PDL
within the
Green Belt on
the edge of
Flackwell
Heath.
Unlikely to
become
available in
the short to
medium term.
Site currently
in use as
educational
facility.
Majority of
site within
flood zone 3a.
and Green
Belt. Small
area of PDL
land.
Identified as
Green
Infrastructure
Network (DSA
Policy DM11).
Site has been
promoted for
commercial
use ancillary
to the country
park.
PDL Green
Belt. Currently
used for
storing

Site
unachievabl
e–
landowner
has no
intention at
present to
develop site.
Not a
sustainable
location.

Site is not
available for
residential
as it is
currently in
use as
educational
facility and
there has
been
significant
investment
in those
facilities in
recent
years.
Site is not
available for
residential
as it is
currently in
use as
recreational
facility. Site
also in
Green Belt
and
considered
to perform
important
Green Belt
purposes.
Site no
longer being
promoted for
redevelopm

London
Road,
Wooburn
Moor, High
Wycombe

motoring
vehicles. Site
no longer
being
promoted for
redevelopmen
t.
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ent.

