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1.0 The Key Issues in determining this application are:- 

a) The principle of the development, the planning policy position and the approach to 
be taken in the determination of the application. 

b)   Whether the proposal would constitute a sustainable form of development: 

• Building a strong competitive economy 

• Delivering a sufficient supply of homes 

• Promoting sustainable transport 

• Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 

• Promoting healthy and safe communities  

• Making effective use of land 

• Achieving well designed places  

• Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

• Meeting the challenge of climate change and flooding 
• Supporting high quality communications 

c)   Impact on residential amenities 
d)   S106/Developer contributions  

The recommendation is that permission be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to officers for 
approval following the satisfactory agreement of the S106 Unilateral Undertaking in 
respect of securing a financial contribution towards an identified off-site sports and leisure 
project, any permission being subject to such conditions as are considered appropriate; or 
if a the Unilateral Undertaking is not satisfactorily agreed, for the application to be refused 
by officers for reason considered appropriate. 
 



1.1 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION  
1.2 The application has been evaluated against the Development Plan, comprising of the 

Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (AVDLP) and the NPPF and the report has assessed the 
application against the planning objectives of the NPPF and whether the proposals deliver 
‘sustainable development’. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development which  for decision taking this means approving development 
proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or where there 
are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless the application of 
policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance provide a clear 
reason for refusing the development proposed; or  any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
of the NPPF taken as a whole. 

1.3 As a result of the proposed development, there would be economic benefits in terms of the 
construction of the development itself and those associated with the resultant increase in 
local population. Furthermore, the development of the 72 additional new build dwellings 
would effectively utilise previously developed brownfield land and make a contribution to 
the housing land supply which would be a significant benefit. Given  the  number of 
dwellings proposed these benefits are afforded significant positive weight in the overall 
planning balance.  

1.4 There would be significant benefits to the scheme with regard to matters of biodiversity 
which are afforded moderate positive weight in the planning balance.  

 
1.5 The proposal would not deliver any affordable housing and this is acknowledged as a 

negative impact, although the weight afforded to this factor is tempered to limited weight 
within the overall planning balance, having regards to the viability of the scheme and  the 
delivery of the site for housing which would otherwise not take place. 
 

1.6 The site is locationally sustainable such that there would not be an over reliance on the 
private car, taking into account the facilities and amenities available within Aylesbury town. 
In addition there would be adequate parking provision within the site and safe and suitable 
vehicular access to the site for servicing.  On this basis this matter is afforded neutral 
weight in the overall planning balance.  
  

1.7 Although it is noted that due to the configuration of the site it is not possible to provide for 
on-site open space as part of the development and a financial contribution towards an 
identified off-site project has been agreed to upgrade leisure facilities within the town.  This 
factor is therefore accorded neutral weight in the overall planning balance. 
 

1.8 Compliance with the other objectives of  the  NPPF  have  been demonstrated in  terms of 
parking, promoting sustainable transport, conserving the natural environment,  well  
designed  places,  conserving and enhancing the historic environment, meeting  the  
challenge  of  climate  change  and  flooding,  supporting  high  quality communications, 
and residential amenity. However, these matters do not represent benefits to the wider 
area but demonstrate an absence of harm to which weight is attributed neutrally. 

1.9 Weighing all the relevant factors into the planning balance, and having regard to the NPPF 
as a whole, all relevant policies of the AVDLP and supplementary planning documents and 
guidance, in applying  paragraph  11 of  the  NPPF, it is considered that the significant 
positive housing and economic benefits would not be significantly or demonstrably 
outweighed by the limited negative affordable housing impact.   

1.10 It is therefore recommended that the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to 
officers for approval following the satisfactory completion of a s106 planning obligation 
agreement in respect of securing a financial contribution towards an off-site identified 
sports and leisure project, any permission being subject to such conditions as are 



considered appropriate; or if a s106 planning obligation agreement is not satisfactorily 
completed, for the application to be refused by officers for reason considered appropriate. 

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION 
2.1 The application needs to be determined by committee as the Town Council has raised 

material planning objections relating to the loss of business units, overdevelopment of the 
site, lack of green space, impact upon the highway, lack of affordable housing, and 
confirms that it will speak at the Committee meeting. 

 

3.0 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
3.1 The site is located on Gatehouse Way within a commercial area approximately 1km 

northwest of the town centre.  The site comprises a complex of two storey office buildings 
that represent the former Alton House Business Park and is accessed off Gatehouse Way 
which passes along the north western side of the business centre and with an access road 
passing along the sides and rear of the main building.  The site is vacant and prior approval 
has been granted for change of use of the existing office accommodation on the ground 
and first floor into 74 residential units.  The surrounding area is dominated by other 
commercial office buildings and light industrial uses. 

 

4.0 PROPOSAL 
4.1 Full planning permission is sought for the provision of 146 one, two, and three bedroom 

flats; the proposal would comprise conversion of the existing office units into residential 
accommodation (74 Units), replacement of the existing roof structure with a second floor 
mansard construction proving residential accommodation (37 Units), residential units within 
the first floor underpass (2 Units), and the erection of a new 3 storey block with mansard 
roof (33 Units).   

4.2 The proposed development would provide a total of 146 dwellings: 53 x one bedroom units, 
86 x two bedroom units, and 7 x three bedroom units. 

4.3 The existing buildings form a ‘C’ shaped two storey structure and the proposed additional 
block would be located to the rear (south east) of the site and would in effect create a 
squaring-off of the ‘C’ shape so that the resulting building would enclose the inner 
courtyard area on all sides.   

4.4 The proposal includes allocated car parking spaces within the inner courtyard area at the 
ratio of one space per dwelling.  Cycle spaces are also to be provided within the site. 

 

5.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
86/02125/AOP - Business park comprising offices business centre and hi-tech units – 
Approved 
88/02306/ADP - Business centre comprising ten two storey buildings and one 4 storey 
building for B1 use – Approved 
89/02140/APP - Two electricity sub stations to serve adjoining office block and business 
park – Approved 
90/01105/APP - Retention of existing commercial centre in revised location from that 
previously approved under planning permission ADP/2306/88 – Approved 
95/00742/APP - Alterations to units 3, 4 and 8a – Approved 
 
Prior approval has previously been granted for the creation of 74 residential units within the 
existing building (16/03499/COUAR) under various individual submissions and planning 
permission was granted for the second floor mansard roof construction and first floor 
underpass to provide 24 flats (17/02085/APP). The most recent of which are listed below: 



 
• 18/03867/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 

required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into 4 self-contained apartments. Unit 1 – 
Prior approval not required  

• 18/03868/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into  11 self-contained apartments (C3). Units 
2a and 2b – Prior approval not required  

• 18/03869/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into 8 self-contained apartments. Units 3a and 
3b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03871/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into 11 self-contained apartments. Units 4a 
and 4b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03872/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into 4 self-contained apartments. Unit 5 – 
Prior approval not required 

• 18/03874/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into 10 self-contained apartments. Units 6a 
and 6b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03875/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into a 8 self contained apartments (C3). Units 
7a and 7b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03880/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of Unit 8A and first floor of Unit 8B (B1 offices) into 8 self-
contained apartments. Units 8a and 8b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03881/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of ground floor B1 offices into two self-contained 
apartments. Units 8b – Prior approval not required 

• 18/03882/COUOR – Determination as to whether prior approval (Class O) is 
required in respect of transport & highway impact, contamination risk, flooding and 
noise for the conversion of B1 offices into a 8 self contained apartments (C3). Units 
9a and 9b – Prior approval not required 

 
Various discharges of conditions have also been submitted and agreed.  Work relating to 
the prior approval has commenced on site. 
 

6.0 PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL COMMENTS  
“Aylesbury Town Council Object to this application for a number of reasons: 

• Over development of the site as demonstrated by a number of the proposed units 
falling beneath minimum space standards. 

• Aylesbury Town Council fully support the comments made by AVDC Housing that 
stated – should the development proceed, that dwellings brought forward outside of 
this (i.e. those in the roof extensions and additional block) should be subject to the 
affordable housing policy. The usual tenure mix of 75% rented and 25% shared 
ownership should be applied. 

• Detrimental impact on the access road and transport links due to the increase traffic 



on an already busy and congested route. 
• Unsuitable site with no green space or amenities as situated in an industrial unit 

zone. 
• Loss of business units within Aylesbury Town Centre leading to a detrimental 

impact on the current working businesses in Alton House as well as future 
opportunities for the town. 

If the application is considered by committee, Aylesbury Town Council will speak at the 
meeting.” 

 

7.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

7.1 BCC Education - As there is already prior approval for the change of use from offices to 74 
residential units on the Alton House scheme, these units have been discounted.  The 
additional 72 units on the scheme would not trigger the need for an education contribution - 
as would now fall below the BCC threshold which ensures the authority does not fall foul of 
the CIL pooling restrictions. 

 
7.2 AVDC Housing – It is noted in this instance that many of the flats would be brought forward 

by way of an office conversion and, as such, this element may constitute permitted 
development which could be exempt, under current policies, from an affordable housing 
contribution. The dwellings brought forward outside of this (i.e. those in the roof extensions 
and additional block) should be subject to the affordable housing policy GP2 (i.e. 30% of 
the new build). The usual tenure mix of 75% rented and 25% shared ownership would be 
sought.  Should the applicant consider that the policy compliant level of affordable housing 
is unviable they will be required to demonstrate this by providing open book calculations 
which will then need to be verified by at least one independent consultant (acting on behalf 
of the council) at the expense of the applicant.  Where development is demonstrated to be 
unviable, negotiations will take place to test whether there is a better and more viable 
arrangement.  Affordable units should be well distributed with clusters of no more than 18 
flats. No more than 50% of the private units to which the policy applies, are to be occupied 
until all of the affordable units have been completed and transferred to a Housing 
Association.  

 
7.3 NHS Buckinghamshire CCG – Will not be requesting a s106 contribution on this particular 

occasion.  Will however be working with local practices to continue to assess and deal with 
pressures on Primary Care and other health services in the area. 

 
7.4 AVDC Sport and Leisure - require a financial Sport/Leisure contribution to be put towards: 

Improvements, modernisation or refurbishment of Prebendal Farm Community Centre, 
and/or Southcourt Community Centre,. 

 
7.5 AVDC Recycling and Waste – A recycling and waste collection plan should be provided. 

The distance between the collection point and main road needs clarifying. Collection crews 
should not have to push/pull 2 wheeled containers or carry individual waste containers for 
no more than 15 meters and 10 meters for 4 wheeled bins. 

 
7.6 BCC Highways – had initial concerns in relation to the junction assessment; however 

following the submission of additional information in the form of a revised PICADY 
assessment, no objections are now raised, and no conditions or financial contributions are 
requested. 

 
7.7 BCC SuDS Team – SuDS details are shown on the site plan although this drawing does 

not include a key so it is not easy to identify the rain gardens. A condition should be 
imposed if the application is approved. 
 

7.8 AVDC Environmental Health – no objections 



8.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
8.1 None received 

9.0 EVALUATION 

a) The principle of the development, the planning policy position and the approach to be 
taken in the determination of the application. 
9.1 Members are referred to the Overview Report before them in respect of providing the 

background information to policy.  The starting point  for  decision  making  is  the  
development  plan,  which  comprises  of  the adopted Aylesbury  Vale  District  Local  Plan 
(AVDLP). S38(6) of the Planning  and  Compulsory  Purchase  Act  2004  requires  that  
decisions  should  be  made  in accordance  with  the  development  plan  unless  material  
considerations  indicate  otherwise.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) are both important material considerations in 
planning decisions. Neither change the statutory status of the development plan as the 
starting point for decision making but  policies  of  the  development  plan need to be 
considered and applied in terms of their degree of consistency with the NPPF. 

The Development Plan 

9.2 The overall strategy of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (AVDLP) is to seek to 
concentrate the majority of growth (65% housing and employment) at Aylesbury with the 
remaining 35% in the rural areas. The latter was to be concentrated at a limited number of 
settlements. Insofar as this overall strategy is one which is based on the principle of 
achieving sustainable development, it is considered that this is still in general conformity 
with the NPPF.  

9.3 A number of general policies of the AVDLP are considered to be consistent with the NPPF 
and therefore up to date so full weight should be given to them. Consideration therefore 
needs to be given to whether the proposal is in accordance with or contrary to these 
policies. Those of relevance are GP2, GP8, GP17, GP24, GP35, GP38 - GP40, GP45, 
GP84, GP86-GP88, GP94, and AY21.  

Emerging policy position in Vale of Aylesbury District Local Plan (draft VALP) 

9.4 The overview report sets out the position in relation to the emerging VALP, the stage it has 
reached and related weight.. The Interim Findings have been set out by the Inspector and 
consultation on modifications will be required before adoption can take place. The adoption 
of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is planned to be in 2019. 

9.5 W The evidence that sits behind VALP can be given weight. Of particular relevance is the 
Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (September 2017). Also the Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) (January 2017) is an important evidence source to 
inform Plan-making, but does not in itself determine whether a site should be allocated for 
housing or economic development or whether planning permission should be granted. 
These form part of the evidence base to the draft VALP presenting a strategic picture. 

Neighbourhood Planning  

9.6 The application site is located within Aylesbury where there is no ‘made’ neighbourhood 
plan.  

b) Whether the proposal would constitute a sustainable form of development 
9.7 The Government’s view of what “sustainable development” means in practice is to be 

found in paragraphs 7 to 211 of the NPPF. Paragraph 12 states that the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development does not change the statutory status of the 
development plan as the starting point for decision making.  

Sustainable location 

9.8 In the Settlement Hierarchy Assessment 2017, Aylesbury is identified as a ‘sub-regional 
strategic settlement and as being the primary focus of strategic levels of growth and 



investment in the District. It is therefore considered to be a highly sustainable location and 
should be a focus for growth. However, it remains necessary to consider that application 
against the sustainability tests of the NPPF as a whole rather than just locational 
characteristics. 

Building a strong, competitive economy  

9.9 The Government is committed to securing and supporting sustainable economic growth 
and productivity, but also that this would be achieved in a sustainable way.  Paragraph 80 
states that planning policies and decisions should help to create the conditions in which 
businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need 
to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs 
and wider opportunities for development.  

9.10 Policy GP17 of the AVDLP is also relevant and states that the Council will seek to retain 
existing employment sites and uses and states that redevelopment of employment sites will 
only be permitted where: a) the existing use has an adverse impact on amenity of 
neighbours and its proposed replacement would be an improvement; b) there are 
appropriate alternative employment opportunities either on other sites in the locality or as 
part of the proposed development; and c) there are opportunities in larger settlements of a 
more advantageous land-use arrangement through redevelopment for mixed use, including 
residential, purposes.  

9.11 In terms of consistency with policy GP17 it can not be said that the business use of the 
existing building has an adverse impact on the amenity of its neighbours, and that the 
proposed replacement would be an improvement, as the existing building is located within 
a Business Park and is surrounded by other commercial uses.  Being within the urban area 
of Aylesbury, there are appropriate alternative employment opportunities on other sites in 
the locality. 

9.12 Guidance in the NPPF gives support to residential development in sustainable locations.  
Furthermore, there is an extant planning permission for the replacement of the existing roof 
structure with a second floor mansard roof and the creation of a first floor underpass 
construction, to provide 24 residential units, which could be implemented. 

9.13 The extant permission and prior approval are material considerations that should be taken 
into account, which allow the residential use and extension of these buildings. These would 
be regarded as a fall back position which have a realistic prospect of being implemented 
and work on the prior approval conversion has already started on site. Mindful of this 
permitted development fall-back position above, it is considered that the proposal would 
not result in the loss of any further office accommodation over and above the existing 
permissions and prior approvals, and as such it is considered that in these circumstances it 
would not be reasonable to seek to refuse permission under policy GP17 of the AVDLP 
and the guidance set out in the NPPF.      

9.14 Moreover, it is recognised that there would be economic benefits derived from this proposal 
in terms of the construction of the development itself and the resultant increase in 
population contributing to the local economy. It is therefore considered that the proposal 
would give rise to significant economic benefit due to the number of dwelling units 
proposed.   

9.15 This matter is afforded significant positive weight in the overall planning balance. 

Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  

9.16 Local  planning  authorities  are  charged  with  delivering  a  wide  choice  of  sufficient  
amount  of  and variety of land and to boost significantly the supply of housing by 
identifying sites for development, maintaining  a  supply  of  deliverable  sites  and  to  
generally  consider  housing  applications  in  the context of the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. In supporting the Government’s objective of significantly 
boosting the supply of homes, paragraph 61 states that within this context, the  size,  type  
and  tenure  of  housing  needed  for  different  groups  in  the  community  should  be 



assessed  and  reflected  in  planning  policies  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  who  
require affordable  housing,  families  with  children,  older  people,  students,  people  with  
disabilities,  service families,  travellers,  people  who  rent  their  homes  and  people  
wishing  to  commission  or build  their own homes). Key to the consideration of this point is 
the use of local housing needs assessment targets and the Council’s ability or otherwise to 
demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing land. 

9.17 Based on the  findings  of  the  HEDNA,  the  housing  land  supply  document  shows  
Aylesbury Vale District Council to currently have a 5.64 year supply. 

9.18 As a result of the proposed development, the scheme would provide a contribution of 146 
dwellings to assist in boosting the District’s housing supply. It is considered that there is no 
reason that the scheme, being on a brown field site, cannot be brought forward for 
development within the next five years. The contribution to housing supply would represent 
a significant benefit. 

9.19 In respect of affordable  housing  the  scheme exceeds the  threshold  for  securing  such 
provision on site as outlined in AVDLP policy GP2 which refers to the provision of 25 
dwellings or more or a site area of 1 ha or more. In addition the NPPF has introduced a 
requirement for 10% of the affordable homes to be available for affordable home  
ownership on major housing development proposals. Whilst this proposal would provide 
146 new homes, as set out above the site benefits from extant permissions and prior 
approval for 74 units. Given the position that affordable housing can not be required in 
relation to the prior approval units, for the purposes of calculation of the affordable housing 
requirement in accordance with policy GP2 this can only be considered in relation to the 72 
new build units proposed. 

9.20 The Council’s Housing Officer has advised that 20% of those 72 dwellings should be 
provided as affordable units, with a ratio of 75% rented and 25% shared ownership.  This 
would equate to a total of 15 affordable units (11 rented and 4 shared ownership). 

9.21 The applicant has however submitted a Development Viability Report and Appraisals 
prepared by ‘affordable housing 106’ (ah106) dated March 2018, which assesses that it 
would not be viable for the development to contribute any affordable housing units, either 
on site, or by way of a commuted sum. 

9.22 This Development Viability Report and Appraisal has been reviewed by the DVS who have 
independently considered the viability of the development and conclude that the scheme is 
not viable to deliver 20-30% affordable housing and the sports and leisure contriibutions 
AVDLP policy requirements . It would however be viable based on provision of the sports 
and leisure contribution only.  

9.23 Having regard to the conclusions of the DVS independent review it is accepted that the 
proposed development would not be viable if the affordable housing requirement set out in 
policy GP2, and the NPPF, were to be applied. 

9.24 With regard to residential mix, the total development (PD Prior Approval conversion + new 
build = 146 units) would provide a total of 53 x one bedroom units, 86 x two bedroom units, 
and 7 x three bedroom units. The proposed new build element (72 units) would provided a 
mix of 39 x one bedroom units, 29 x two bedroom units, and 4 x four bedroom units, as set 
out in the table below:  

Alton 
House  

Unit no. 

No of Extra flats in this 
proposal (above the existing  

PD Prior Approval) 

Mix of Extra Units 
1 

Bedroom 
2 

Bedrooms 
3 

Bedrooms 
1 4 0 3 1 
2 5 2 2 1 
3 4 0 3 1 
4 5 4 1 0 
5 2 2 0 0 



6 5 3 2 0 
7 4 0 3 1 
8 4 2 2 0 
9 4 0 4 0 

10 33 26 7 0 
Undercroft 2 0 2 0 

Totals 72 39 29 4 

9.25 The proposal would target the need for smaller units within Aylesbury. As such, the 
proposed residential mix is considered to be acceptable in this instance. 

9.26 Overall, whilst the proposed development would not provide any affordable housing, which 
would be a significant negative impact, in accordance with policy GP2 of the AVDLP, and 
NPPF guidance, this has been independently assessed and it is agreed that the proposal 
would cease to be viable if affordable units were to be provided.  In this circumstance, the 
weight to be given to the affordable housing factor within the overall planning balance is 
tempered to that of limited negative having regards to the viability of the scheme and  the 
delivery of the site for housing which would otherwise not take place.  The proposal would 
make a positive contribution towards the supply of deliverable housing land in the District, 
and this matter should therefore be afforded significant positive weight in the overall 
planning balance given the number of dwellings proposed. 

Promoting sustainable transport  

9.27 It is necessary to consider whether the proposed development is located where the need to 
travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised and 
that safe and suitable access can be achieved, taking account of the policies in the NPPF. 
Paragraph 108 requires that in assessing sites that may be allocated for development in 
plans, or specific applications for development, it should be ensured that appropriate 
opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be taken up, safe and suitable 
access to the site can be achieved  and that any significant impacts from the development 
on the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can 
be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.  Paragraph 109 states that 
development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 
network would be severe. 

9.28 The application is supported by a Transport Statement (TS) which sets out in the existing 
and proposed traffic generation of the site. The existing traffic generation as use of offices 
will have movements into the site in the am peak and then movements out of the site in the 
pm peak.  It has been estimated that the business use of the site would generate around 
1422 movements in total for 8853 square meters per day.  This breaks down to 16.067 
movements per 100 square meters per day.  The Highways Authority have made their own 
interrogation of TRICS® which has been found to be comparable with the assessment 
made within the submitted TS. 

9.29 The proposed traffic generation as the use of 146 flats will have movements out of the site 
in the am peak and then movements into of the site in the pm peak, it has been estimated 
that the site would generate around 411 movements in total for the 146 flats per day.  This 
breaks down to 2.818 movements per flat per day.  Again, an interrogation of TRICS® has 
been undertaken which has been found to be comparable with the assessment made 
within the submitted TS. 
 

9.30 The proposed 146 flats would therefore result in a reduction of traffic generation by a 
significant amount; this said the behavior of traffic will change.  It is the change in traffic 
flow that must be assessed in terms of the impact on the main highway junction Gatehouse 
Way/Gatehouse Road. The Highway Authority is aware that this junction suffers from 
congestion in both peak hours.  



 
9.31 The proposed change of use as shown above will result in a reduction of traffic generation 

by a significant amount; this said the behavior of traffic will change.  It is the change in 
traffic flow that must be assessed in terms of the impact on the main highway junction 
Gatehouse Way/Gatehouse Road. The Highway Authority is aware that this junction 
suffers from congestion in both peak hours.   
 

9.32 Within the TS, turning counts have been submitted which show the current or base traffic 
flows. This has been based on 11% capacity of the site which is the current situation. The 
turning count for the main junction (Gatehouse Way/Gatehouse Road) has also been 
included within this assessment. Turning counts have also been undertaken for the 
proposed development along with the base traffic flows plus the proposed development 
flows. The Highway Authority has undertaken an assessment of these and found them to 
be acceptable. 
 

9.33 As part of the TS, a capacity survey has been undertaken in the form of a PICADY 
assessment. Two junction assessments have been undertaken, one to show the existing 
site at 11% capacity which is considered to be a base assessment and the other is base + 
development.  
 

9.34 For reference, a junction is considered to exceed theoretical capacity when the ratio of flow 
to capacity (RFC) exceeds 0.85 (85%). RFC is a measure of the volume of traffic which is 
making a turning movement at the junction, compared to the capacity that the junction is 
physically able to accommodate. 
 

9.35 Whilst concerns were initially raised by BCC Highways in respect of the impact upon the 
Gatehouse Road junction, additional information has been received in the form of a revised 
PICADY assessment.  The revised assessment which has been untaken as the base 
shows that the junction is currently over capacity on two arms in the PM peak; Gatehouse 
Way to Gatehouse Road Northbound and Gatehouse Way to Gatehouse Road 
Southbound, showing respective RFCs of 1.42 and 1.40. However, as a result of this 
development the junction assessment shows that in a base + development scenario the 
same arms of the junctions reduce to 1.40 and 1.37 respectively. This shows a very minor 
improvement and thus the impact of the development on this junction cannot be considered 
severe in the context of the NPPF. 
 

9.36 While it is noted that a financial contribution was requested under the 2017 application for 
the mansard roof extension and underpass accommodation, in formal comments submitted 
under this application no such contribution has been requested.  The Highways Authority 
confirm that their 2018 comments remain relevant within which no financial obligations are 
requested. 

Parking  

9.37 In terms of parking requirement AVDLP GP24 requires that new development accords with 
published parking guidelines.  SPG1 “Parking Guidelines” at Appendix 1 sets out the 
appropriate maximum parking requirement for various types of development. 

9.38 Policy AY21 of the AVDLP states that within the urban area of Aylesbury special parking 
principles will apply.  Inside the Inner Relief Road, on-site parking provision associated with 
all development proposals other than food superstores (and bulky goods retail 
warehousing) will be restricted to that required for the operational needs of the business or 
land use.  For other parts of the urban area well served by public transport, planning 
proposals will not be required to provide the maximum parking levels set out in the 
Council's parking guidelines. 

9.39 The submitted site plan shows 146 car parking spaces and 200 cycle spaces would be 
provided within the internal courtyard of the site. This equates to one car parking space per 



unit. Mindful of the site’s location within the close proximity to the town centre where there 
is good access to a wide range of key services and facilities, and a choice of public 
transport modes, also in applying policy AY21 of the AVDLP, it is considered that the 
proposed parking provision is acceptable in this instance.  

9.40 Further the Highway Authority is satisfied that within the limits of the site there is adequate 
turning and manoeuvring space to negate the risk of any vehicle having to reverse or 
waiting on the highway. 
 

9.41 In terms of access by service and refuse vehicles, the proposal would utilise the existing 
vehicular access into the site, and there is sufficient space within the site for manoeuvring 
such that it is considered that the site can be safely served by large vehicles without having 
to reverse onto the public highway.  A condition could be imposed to seek the submission 
and agreement of a refuse strategy/details of any bin stores prior to the occupation of the 
dwellings.   
 

9.42 In summary, the highway authority have considered the proposal and raise no objections 
and the proposal would be acceptable in terms of relevant highways matters, the level of 
car parking provision is considered adequate to serve the proposed properties and would 
accord with policy GP24 & AY21 of the AVDLP and the aims of the NPPF. The site is a 
highly sustainable location and it will therefore provide benefits from a reduced need to 
travel.  

9.43 This matter is afforded neutral weight in the overall planning balance.     

Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  

9.44 In terms of consideration of impact on the landscape, proposals should use land efficiently 
and regard must be had as to how the development proposed contributes to the natural 
and local environment through minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains 
where possible and preventing any adverse effects of pollution, as required by the NPPF. 

9.45 Section 15 of the NPPF states planning policies and decision should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value, and of trees. In this particular case the 
existing site has little landscape or ecological value at present, but the development will 
allow for the introduction of more landscaping on site which should make a positive 
contribution in relation to both the visual appearance of the site as well as its biodiversity.  

9.46 Policy GP38 states that development schemes should include landscaping proposals 
designed to help  buildings  fit  in  with  and  complement  their  surroundings,  and  
conserve  existing  natural and other features of value as far as possible. 

Biodiversity 

9.47 Policies GP39 and GP40 of the AVDLP seek to preserve existing trees and hedgerows 
where they are of amenity, landscape or wildlife value.  

9.48 Given that the site is on previously developed brownfield land within the urban area of 
Aylesbury it is considered that there is not a reasonable likelihood of protected species 
being affected by this development. Therefore, no supporting ecological information is 
required and there is no objection towards this application from the ecology officer. The use 
of rain gardens within the site and the introduction of some additional planting areas, are 
opportunities to provide a number of biodiversity enhancements which would result in a net 
environmental gain on the site; further details of which can be secured by condition to 
ensure the development accords with the NPPF. As such that this matter is afforded 
moderate positive weight in the planning balance. 

Trees/ Hedgerows 

9.49 In regards to trees and hedgerows, Policies GP39 and GP40 of the AVDLP seek to 
preserve existing trees and hedgerows where they are of amenity, landscape or wildlife 



value.  

9.50 Whist there is some existing planting within the courtyard area of the business park that 
would be lost as a result of this current application, those trees are not considered to be of 
significant amenity, landscape, or wildlife value, and in any case would be replaced with a 
greater amount of planting and greenery within the site, details of which would be agreed 
and secured through a condition. 

9.51 Having regard to these the matters the development is considered to accord policies GP38, 
GP39 and GP40 of AVDLP and the advice within the NPPF. This matter is afforded neutral 
weight in the overall planning balance.  

Promoting healthy and safe communities 

9.52 The NPPF seeks to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places, promoting social 
interaction, safe and accessible development and support healthy life-styles. This should 
include the provision of sufficient choice of school places, access to high quality open 
spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation and the protection and enhancement of 
public rights of way, and designation of local spaces.  

9.53 Policies GP.86-88 and GP.94 of the Local Plan seek to ensure that appropriate community 
facilities are provided arising from a proposal (e.g. school places, public open space, 
leisure facilities, etc.) and financial contributions would be required to meet the needs of 
the development. 

9.54 The NPPG explains that planning obligations assist in mitigating the impact of 
unacceptable development to make it acceptable in planning terms. Planning obligations 
may only constitute a reason for granting planning permission if they meet the tests that 
they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related 
to the development, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind. These tests are set 
out as statutory tests in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 and as policy 
tests in the National Planning Policy Framework. By its nature permitted development 
should already be generally acceptable in planning terms and therefore planning 
obligations would ordinarily not be necessary. Any planning obligations entered into should 
be limited only to matters requiring prior approval and should not, for instance, seek 
contributions for affordable housing. 

9.55 Given the previously mentioned fall back position it is considered that the 74 flats i can not 
be factored into the calculation of s106 requirements.  The financial contributions required 
in relation to the remaining 72 ‘new build’ units are as follows: 

Leisure: 

9.56 Whilst a development of this quantum of dwellings would normally require an element of 
on-site open space provision, in this case, given the location of the development, within an 
existing business park in the urban area of Aylesbury, and bearing in mind that the scheme 
involves the conversion of existing buildings, it is acknowledged that this would not be 
feasible within the scheme.   However the developer would be required to make a financial 
contribution to off-site leisure provision towards a specified project which would be secured 
by a s106 legal agreement. The developer has provided a unilateral undertaking to address 
this which is being reviewed by the Local Planning Authority.  

Education:  

9.57 BCC Education has a statutory duty to ensure that there are sufficient school places in its 
area. There is an established mechanism to secure such contributions to provide requisite 
increases in school capacity as required by the County.  BCC’s current plan to meet the 
projected rising demand is to expand existing school provision as well as provide new 
secondary schools. BCC’s adopted S106 policy is such that the proposal would be in 
accordance with policy GP94 of the AVDLP. However, due to pooling restrictions, a 
contribution would not be sought in this instance. 
 



9.58 Overall it is considered that the development would adequately address the aims of the 
NPPF to achieve healthy communities and the requirements of AVDLP policies GP86-88 
and GP94. As such, it is considered this factor should be afforded neutral weight in the 
planning balance. 
 
 Making effective use of land 

9.59 Section 11 of the NPPF requires that planning policies and decisions should promote an 
effective use of land while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe 
and healthy living conditions, maintaining the prevailing character and setting, promoting 
regeneration and securing well designed, attractive and healthy places. 

9.60 Paragraph 122 of the NPPF relating to achieving appropriate densities states that in 
supporting development that makes efficient use of land, it should take in to account the 
importance of identified need for different types of housing and other forms of 
development, and the availability of land suitable for accommodating it. 

9.61 In this instance, the development would utilise previously developed land for residential 
development. The site is located within the strategic settlement of Aylesbury and therefore 
is in a highly sustainable location. As such, the proposal is considered to be an effective 
use of land. This matter is afforded neutral weight in the planning balance.  

 
9.62 Supporting high quality communications  

 
9.63 Paragraph 114 of the NPPF requires LPA’s to ensure that they have considered the 

possibility of the construction of new buildings or other structures interfering with broadcast 
and electronic communications services.  
 

9.64 The proposed development is located within an existing business park area and partially 
utilises the conversion of an existing building.  The erection of proposed mansard roof 
extension and the addition block to the rear is considered unlikely for there to be any 
adverse interference upon any nearby broadcast and electronic communications services 
as a result of the development. 
 

9.65 It is therefore considered that the proposal would accord with the guidance set out in the 
NPPF, and this factor is afforded neutral weight in the planning balance. 

Achieving well-designed places 

9.66 The NPPF in section 12 states that the creation of high quality buildings and places is 
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve. Good design 
is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better places in which to live and work 
and helps make development acceptable to communities. 

9.67 Policy GP35 of the AVDCLP requires development to respect and complement the physical 
characteristics of the site and the surroundings, the building tradition, ordering, form and 
materials of the locality, the historic scale and context of the setting, the natural qualities 
and features of the area and the effect on important public views and skylines. Policy GP45 
is also relevant and that any new development would also be required to provide a safe 
and secure environment for future occupiers of the site.  

9.68 The site is surrounded by existing commercial units; to the south east is the Merlin Centre; 
to the north east The Gatehouse and Barclays Bank; to the south west on the opposite side 
of Gatehouse Way is Warren House and an entertainment unit; and there is a depot 
building to the south of this site.  The existing Alton House buildings (units 1 – 9) which are 
to be converted into residential units would retain the character and appearance of the 
original commercial  buildings, and whilst a mansard roof is proposed to replace the 
existing hipped roofs, that would be reflective of the mansard style roof seen on the 
existing building (The Gatehouse) to the north east of the site. 
 



9.69 The existing Alton House buildings are two storey in height with hipped roofs, however, 
adjacent to the north-eastern boundary of the site ‘The Gatehouse’ is an existing 5-storey 
office building, and there is a mix of 3 and 4 storey buildings along Gatehouse Road.  In 
addition to the conversion of the existing building and the replacement of its roof with a 
mansard structure, it is also proposed to erect a new detached block of accommodation to 
the south east of the site, between the existing units 4a and 5.  the proposed new block 
would be 15.5m in depth by 42.5m in width, with a height of 12.5m to the eaves, and 15.5m 
to the top of the mansard roof.  The scale of the proposed mansard roof extension and the 
proposed 4-storey new block would be viewed in the context of the adjoining commercial 
units.  Whilst those units within the Merlin Centre to the rear of the site are of a much lower 
height, there are very tall, mature, trees along the south eastern site boundary such that 
the proposal would not be read in relation to those units and would relate visually to The 
Gatehouse and the other adjoining units within the existing business park. It is therefore 
considered that, although the proposed new block would be taller than the altered roof of 
the existing buildings, given its relationship with the surrounding area and in particular with 
The Gatehouse to the south, the design and appearance of the proposed development 
would not to result in significant harm to the character and appearance of the local area, or 
street scene.  
 

9.70 It is proposed that Sarnafil single ply membrane be used to cover the roofs (as was 
accepted in the previous permission), with raised seems to respect lead detailing.  The 
external appearance of the proposed underpass platform would match the materials of the 
existing units 1 and 9 to maintain a harmonious appearance with the rest of the building.   
 

9.71 The proposed new-build block would incorporate a window rhythm and brick detailing that 
would compliment the existing units (1-9).  Balconies incorporated within the front and rear 
elevations of the new block, serving the proposed first and second floor flats, would be 
similar to those approved for the adjacent existing units.  The proposed new block would 
have a central gabled feature within the front courtyard facing elevation which would 
provide a focal point and visual interest to the building.  The proposed materials for the 
walls of the new build would be required to be submitted by condition, with Sarnafil 
membrane to cover the roof, which is considered acceptable within this context.  
 

9.72 Opportunities for landscaping within the application site are minimal, the central courtyard 
area would be dominated by car parking, although that is similar to the existing situation 
and that shown within the fall back permitted development proposals.  However the current 
proposal would include  some, albeit limited,  betterment to the existing appearance and 
functionality of the site by the introduction of rain gardens. 
 

9.73 Overall the development is considered to accord with policy GP35 of AVDLP and the 
guidance set out in the NPPF. This matter is afforded neutral weight in the planning 
balance. 

Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

9.74 The site is not located in a Conservation Area nor would the proposal effect the setting of 
any listed buildings or other heritage assets. The existing buildings which are proposed to 
be altered by the proposed roof replacement are not listed or of any historical merit. 

Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

9.75 The NPPF at Section 14, ‘Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 
change’ advised at para 163 that planning authorities should require planning applications 
for development in areas at risk of flooding to include a site-specific flood risk assessment 
to ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere, and to ensure that the development is 
appropriately flood resilient, including safe access and escape routes where required, and 
that any residual risk can be safely managed. Development should also give priority to the 
use of sustainable drainage systems. 



9.76 The site is located in flood zone 1 (low probability of flooding) and consequently, no flood 
risk assessment is required under Environment Agency guidelines.   

9.77 BCC SuDS Team point out that the previous application 17/02085/APP to provide an 
additional 24 flats included a series of raised rain gardens within the parking areas to 
manage roof drainage as well as to enhance the local environment.  These same rain 
garden proposals are present in this current proposal.  A condition could be imposed to 
control the provision of this feature and that the development would not be commenced 
until a SUDS scheme has been submitted and approved by the Council including details 
set out future management ad maintenance responsibilities.  Subject to these details being 
supplied by condition, the proposed development has potential to be acceptable when 
assessed against paragraph 163 of the NPPF. 

9.78 Given the location of the site, in Flood Zone 1 it means that the risk from flooding is low on 
this site. The proposal is therefore considered to have a neutral impact in relation to flood 
risk and climate change issues as it will not result in the provision of housing within an area 
at significant risk of flooding.  

9.79 This matter is afforded neutral weight in the planning balance.  

c) Residential Amenity 

9.80 The NPPF at paragraph 127 sets out guiding principles for the operation of the planning 
system. One of the principles set out is that authorities should always seek to secure high 
quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land 
and buildings. AVDLP local plan policy GP8 states that permission for development will not 
be granted where unreasonable harm to any aspect of the amenities of nearby residents 
would outweigh the benefits arising from the proposal. 

9.81 Owing to the location of the site within an existing business park and mindful that the 
proposal would involve the conversion and alteration of an existing large office complex 
which is surrounded by existing commercial units and with no residential dwellings in close 
proximity, it is considered that the proposal would have no impact upon any existing 
residential amenities. 

9.82 Turning to the consideration of the amenity of future residents, the proposed development 
has been designed so as there would be no overshadowing or overbearing issues when 
considering the relationship of the proposed units within the new build block and mansard 
roof extension in relation to their impact upon the converted units with the existing 
buildings.   

9.83 There is no objection from an Environmental Health perspective to this current proposal 
subject to the previously agreed mitigation measures to alleviate any potential adverse 
impact upon the proposed flats from the noise of the adjoining commercial units.  These 
details could be secured through a suitable condition.  

9.84 With regards external amenity space, the ground floor units within the south eastern sides 
of units 4a, 5, and 6b, along with the new-build block, and the ground floor units within the 
south western sides of units 6b – 8a, would have views out onto the raised rain garden 
areas within the parking areas, but there would be no private garden areas.  Some 
balconies would be provided to the upper storey units. Whilst the proposed external 
amenity space is small, ,  it would be similar to that indicated within the fall back permitted 
development conversion scheme.   

9.85 Furthermore, the agreed prior approval for the conversion into 74 units and the erection of 
the replacement mansard roof were previously granted with similar arrangements.  In 
addition, the site is within walking distance of a park ‘Whitehill’ which provides a large 
amount of accessible public open space and trees.  

9.86 In light of the above, whilst it is acknowledged that the relationship of the proposed 
development (being residential flats) and the neighbouring commercial uses could be a 
potential source of conflict, measures could be implemented to overcome this such that it is 



considered to protect the amenities of the future occupants and as such would accord with 
policy GP8 of the AVDLP and with the NPPF.  This factor is afforded neutral weight in the 
planning balance.  

d)   S106/Developer contributions 
9.87 As noted above, a developer contribution would need to be secured in a Planning 

Obligation Agreement to secure its delivery, namely a financial contribution towards off-site 
sport and leisure provision.  The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010, 
Regulation 122 places into law the Government’s policy tests on the use of planning 
obligations. It is now unlawful for a planning obligation to be taken into account as a reason 
for granting planning permission for a development of this nature if the obligation does not 
meet all of the following tests; necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms, directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and 
kind to the development.  
 

9.88 In the context of this application the development is in a category to which the regulations 
apply. The requirement for a financial contribution towards off-site sports and leisure 
facilities, if the proposals were to be supported, would need to be secured through a 
Planning Obligation Agreement. These are necessary and proportionate obligations that 
are considered to comply with the tests set by Regulation 122 for which there is clear policy 
basis either in the form of development plan policy or supplementary planning guidance, 
and which are directly, fairly and reasonably related to the scale and kind of development. 

 

Case Officer: Mrs Nina Hewitt-Jones  

 


