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Report to Buckinghamshire Council Central Area Planning Committee 

Application Number: 23/00311/AOP 

Proposal: Outline planning application for demolition of existing 
structures and residential development up to 89 
dwellings, open space, landscaping, drainage features and 
associated infrastructure. Detailed approval is sought for 
principal means of access with all other matters reserved.  

 

Site Location: 

 

Land at Churchway Haddenham Buckinghamshire 
 

Applicant: Richborough Estates Ltd 

Case Officer: Philippa Jarvis 

Ward(s) affected: Bernwood  

Parish-Town Council: Haddenham Parish Council  

Date valid application received: 31 January 2023 

Statutory determination date: 2 May 2023 (EoT to 13/12/23) 

 

Recommendation  

The recommendation is that the application be deferred and delegated to the Service Director of 
Planning and Environment for APPROVAL subject to the satisfactory completion of a S106 
agreement seeking to secure various matters, the details of which have been set out in this 
report, and subject to the conditions as proposed (with any amendments or additions as 
considered appropriate) by Officers and receipt of no new material representations or if these are 
not achieved for the application to be refused for such reasons as the Service Director of Planning 
and Environment considers appropriate.  :  

 

1. Summary & Recommendation/ Reason for Planning Committee Consideration 

1.1. This application has been brought before Planning Committee at the request of Cllrs Lewin 
and Smith   Cllr Lewin requests a full discussion at committee and her previous comments 
about the need for a call in have not changed.  Cllr Smith considers a full public discussion 
to determine the outcome of the application is required because the site has been the 
subject of a previous refusal at appeal, there is considerable public concerns about the 
location of the development and it is contrary to both the VALP and the Neighbourhood 
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Plan.  There are also concerns about surface water drainage and the strategy needs to be 
understood by local residents.   

1.2. The application seeks outline permission with only access to be determined at this stage 
for a development of up to 89 dwellings on a site of just under 5 hectares located in open 
countryside on the northern edge of the village of Haddenham.   

1.3. The first key issue relates to the principle of development on this site.  Whilst Haddenham 
is identified as a Strategic settlement in VALP which in general terms, are the most 
sustainable locations for development, the site is located to the east of Churchway which, 
together with Stanbridge Road, provides a clear delineation of the main built footprint of 
the village in this part of the settlement.   The buildings immediately to the south of the 
site are considered to comprise a group of dispersed buildings outside the main built 
framework of the village within a predominantly countryside setting.  

1.4. The site is not allocated within VALP and whilst there is no defined settlement boundary 
for Haddenham, it is considered to lie outside the built framework, where new 
development is to be focussed, and within open countryside where policy S3 states that 
development will be restricted.   

1.5. The proposal would fundamentally change the character of the site and result in the loss 
of its pleasant agricultural / rural appearance.  Furthermore, given the character of the 
surroundings with a clear delineation between the built village and countryside beyond, it 
would be seen as an urban intrusion encroaching into the countryside around the village 
which contributes to its rural character and settlement identity.  

1.6. In a previous appeal decision in 2018 for a similar (albeit lesser amount of development on 
the same site) the Inspector found very significant harm to the character and appearance 
of the area; the appeal was dismissed.  Since that time the Redrow site (VALP allocation 
HAD007) has gained planning permission and is currently under construction.  The 
Applicant considers this to be a significant material change since the appeal decision.   

1.7. At the time of the appeal decision it was a draft allocation in the emerging local plan and, 
whilst the Inspector noted that the appeal proposal would be likely to appear ‘significantly 
less intrusive than it would appear within the existing open and largely undeveloped 
context that exists at present’ also stated that she was ‘unable to draw any firm 
conclusions on future changes to the local landscape and this reduces the weight I can 
attribute …”.   

1.8. However, the Redrow site lies wholly to the west of Churchway which remains a clear 
boundary to the built form of the village in this area.  In addition, the slightly set back 
nature of the buildings on HAD007 together with its planted / landscaped Churchway 
frontage, provides a softened edge to the development albeit the dwellings can / will be 
seen in approaches from the direction of the A418. 

1.9. In respect of the other relevant issues, the proposal would be acceptable.  Amended 
details have been provided in respect of drainage and biodiversity to demonstrate that 
there would be no adverse impacts, subject to the imposition of conditions.  Similarly, the 



transport impacts of the development would be acceptable subject to conditions and 
obligations to secure off-site improvements and various contributions to local sustainable 
transport schemes to ensure a good choice of alternative modes for residents, with some 
facilities within easy walking distance and others further but not beyond reasonable 
cycling and walking distances.  There would be no harmful impacts on heritage assets, 
with minor harm to a non-designated asset that would be outweighed by the scheme 
benefits.  There would also be loss of BMV but this would also be outweighed by the 
scheme benefits.  

1.10. No other adverse environmental or other impacts are envisaged.   In addition, 
commensurate contributions would be secured via S106 to mitigate the impact of the 
development on local infrastructure.  

1.11. It is concluded that overall the principle of development of the site would be contrary to 
the plan led, spatial strategy of VALP as set out in policies S2 and S3.  In addition, there 
would be a significant level of harm due to loss of the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
site and incursion of built development into the open countryside, beyond the existing 
and planned built up area of the settlement leading to a conflict with VALP policies NE4 
and BE3 to which significant negative weight should be given.  The exceptional 
circumstances set out in policy D3 do not currently exist and the proposal would conflict 
with criteria within it.  Overall, as a result, there is considered to be a conflict with the 
development plan.  

1.12. In terms of the material considerations, paragraph 11 of the recently updated version of 
the National Planning Policy Framework, 2023 (NPPF) remains relevant and the 
presumption set out in paragraph 11d is triggered as the Council cannot currently 
demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing.  This is because whilst the NPPF states 
at paragraph 76 that Council’s that have an adopted local plan less than five years old that 
identified at least a five year supply at the time its examination concluded, which applies 
to VALP, are no longer required to demonstrate a rolling 5 year supply, this policy is 
subject to transitional arrangements (set out in footnote 79).  This states that the policy in 
paragraph 76 should only be taken into account as a material consideration when dealing 
with applications made on or after the date of publication of this NPPF.   In the context of 
paragraph 11(d)(i) there are no clear reasons for refusal in this case and therefore 
paragraph 11(d)(ii) (sometimes referred to as the ‘tilted balance’) applies.  This states that 
permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of the development significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  

1.13.  The adverse impacts in respect of the spatial strategy, landscape, visual amenity, 
countryside loss and settlement identity are considered to be of significant negative 
weight.  In addition, there would be limited harm arising from loss of BMV and limited 
harm arising due to the harm to the setting of a non-designated heritage asset.  

1.14. In terms of the scheme benefits, these are considered to be the contribution to housing 
supply, providing a range of housing types, which in the context of a lack of 5 year supply, 
should be given significant weight.  In addition, the scheme proposes 30% affordable 



housing, in excess of the minimum policy requirement, to which significant weight should 
also be given.  Further economic and social benefits associated with the construction and 
occupation of the housing should be given moderate weight.  Further limited weight 
should be given to the sustainability credentials of the housing and to the wider benefits 
arising from off-site highway improvements, play facility provision and biodiversity 
enhancements.  

1.15. Overall, it is considered that the adverse impacts do not significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh these benefits and therefore permission should be granted.   

1.16. Whilst there is overall conflict with the development plan as a whole, material 
considerations indicate that permission should be granted.     

1.17. Therefore, it is recommended that the application be approved, subject to the prior 
completion of a S106 agreement to secure the matters set out in the report, with 
conditions as proposed in the report.  

 

2. Description of Site and Proposed Development 

Site Description 

2.1. The application site lies on the north-eastern edge of the village and comprises partly 
small paddocks and part of a former orchard together with the adjoining arable field to 
the north totally just under 5 ha.  It is bounded by Churchway to the west and by the 
Public Right of Way (bridleway) (HAD/4/1) to the south (also known as Green Lane), the 
south-west corner of the site being adjacent to the junction of Churchway with Stanbridge 
Road.  There is an existing field gate into the southern paddock parcel opposite Rosemary 
Lane and an existing gap in the hedgerow towards the northern end of the site giving 
access into the arable parcel.  A further field gate gives access to the south-east corner of 
the paddock land where a few agricultural buildings are located.  

2.2. The northern and western hedgerow boundaries of the northern arable field appear to 
have been regularly maintained whilst the boundaries of the southern part have been left 
to grow and include a number of mature hedgerow trees along the central (northern) 
boundary and along the boundary with the bridleway.   

2.3. The agricultural land comprises predominantly Grade 3a with a small area of Grade 2 in 
the northern corner (together comprising a total of 98% of the site).  The total area of best 
and most versatile land (BMV) is 4.8 ha.   

2.4. The site is bounded by farmland to the north and east.  A row of semi-detached dwellings 
and a single detached dwelling lie to the south, separated by Green Lane, which front 
Stanbridge Road.  To the south and east of these dwellings lies Bradmoor Farm, a former 
complex of farm buildings incorporating some new buildings (some of which are the 
subject of current applications for retrospective development) and now used for a variety 



of commercial uses including farm shop, café, other shops and leisure uses, beyond which 
lies further agricultural land.    

2.5. The built-up part of the existing settlement lies to the west and south of the site with its 
built extent contained by Churchway and Stanbridge Road; the properties opposite the 
site comprising mainly residential properties some of which lie within the Haddenham 
Conservation Area which extends up to the junction of Rosemary Lane with Churchway 
opposite the southern part of the western boundary of the site.  

2.6. To the north of Rosemary Lane on the western side of Churchway lies the site on which 
residential development is currently taking place (HAD007 – land north of Rosemary Lane) 
which was granted outline permission for 273 dwellings in 2020 and reserved maters 
approval for 153 dwellings in 2022.   

Proposed Development 

2.7. The application is in outline with only means of access to be determined at this stage.  The 
proposal, which has been amended during the course of determination to respond to 
various consultee comments and which resulted in the reduction in the number of 
maximum units proposed by 2, now comprises of the following documents:    

a) Site location plan (1:2500 - P16-0007_4) 

b) Location plan (1:5000 - P16-0007_22) 

c) Revised proposed site access junction with visibility splays (T22562/001 RevD) 

d) Revised proposed site access junction with visibility splays (T22562_002 RevC) 

e) Revised propose hedgerow removal /replacement (T22562_004 RevA) 

f) Access and pedestrian and cycle connectivity plan (T22562_005) 

g) Revised Illustrative Master Plan (P16-007_DE_030_01_J)  

h) Revised Illustrative Landscape Strategy (P16-0007_EN_0038_D_0001LS Rev G) 

i) Planning Statement, as updated by cover letter dated 27/10/23 

j) Design and Access Statement  

k) Updated Flood Risk Assessment (Oct 23), Sustainable Drainage Statement 
(updated November 2023), and further response dated May 2023    

l) Transport Assessment and Technical Note No. 1 dated April 2023 

m) Framework Travel Plan (updated April 2023) 

n) Updated Ecological Impact Assessment (October 23) 

o) Updated biodiversity net gain report (October 23) 

p) Arboricultural Report  

q) Revised Hedgerow Protection Plan (RSE_5040_HPP-1023_V2R1) 

r) Ground Investigation Study 

s) Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  



t) Agricultural Land Considerations  

u) Sustainability Report  

v) Noise Impact Assessment Report  

w) Air Quality Assessment  

x) Utilities Assessment 

y) Heritage Assessment  

z) Geophysical Survey 

aa) Housing Land Supply Statement 

 

2.8. The development is proposed to be served by the following points of access:  

• A single priority junction vehicular access off Churchway located towards the 
northern part of the site, opposite the very southern end of HAD007 (to the north 
of Downley Lodge).  It would be 5 metres in width and would involve the loss of 
around 30 metres of boundary hedgerow the majority of which would be replaced 
with a new hedge set back along the visibility splay.  Churchway would be widened 
at this point to include a turning right lane for traffic approaching the site from the 
south.  

• Three new pedestrian / cycle access points along Churchway, two of which will 
provide access to crossing points to be provided (one by altering the island at the 
northern end of the site proposed as part of the HAD007 scheme and the other to 
be provided at the southern end of the site just to the south of the Rosemary Lane 
junction.   The third is to be provided in the far southern corner of the site giving 
access to a new crossing to be provided to the western side of Churchway and a 
further crossing at the end of Green Lane to link to the existing bus stop on the 
eastern side of Stanbridge Road.   

• A new pedestrian crossing is also proposed from Stanbridge Road across the green 
central reservation to Churchway just south of the Rudds Lane junction.       

• A furtherpedestrian/cycle link to connect to the bridleway onto Green Lane is also 
proposed in the south-east corner of the site at the point of the existing paddock 
gate.   

2.9. The existing field gate and entrance points would be closed off and hedgerow planted 
across the gaps.  

2.10. As indicated above, the remainder of the reserved matters are not for determination at 
this stage but further details (in the DAS and other documents) as well as the illustrative 
plans (masterplan and landscape strategy) are provided to demonstrate how the site 
might accommodate the amount of development proposed.  There is no detailed 
information relating to the dwellings provided at this stage but the DAS and supporting 



planning statement confirms that there would be a range of dwelling types, sizes (from 1 
to 5 bed) and tenures accommodating a range of household types with an emphasis on 
starter and family housing.  The proposal would allow for a greater number of smaller 
units consistent with the HEDNA with 79% being 1-3 bedroom properties.  Dwelling types 
would range from larger detached to smaller semi-detached, terraced forms and 
apartments.   30% of the dwellings would be provided as affordable homes.  

2.11. The Illustrative masterplan indicates that the net developable area would be just under 3 
ha. (just over 60% of the site) providing a density of 30 dwellings per hectare.  The built 
development would occupy the majority of the site with open space and attenuation 
basins provided around the perimeter areas, particularly towards the northern boundary 
and south-east corner.   The total of the areas of open space, including SuDS, would 
amount to 1.93 ha.  Dwellings would generally be 2 storey, reducing to 1.5 storey towards 
the northern part of the site.  The affordable units, equating to 27 dwellings, would be in 
clusters of up to 10 dwellings comprising a mix of rented and shared ownership tenures.  

2.12. The Design and Access Statement sets out the following ‘Design Principles’:  

• Vehicular access off Churchway.  
• Primary street with integrated verges, trees and footpaths.  
• Secondary street with footpath to one side and reduced carriageway width.  
• Shared surfaces, some providing vehicular access,  along the rural edge with extended 

front gardens and planting to soften the transition from development to open space.  
• Private drives.  
• Focal space with keynote buildings and planting.  
• Outward facing development providing natural surveillance over open space.  
• Reduced dwelling height on the approach to Haddenham.  
• Proposed pedestrian loop and link to the junction of Churchway/Stanbridge Road.  
• Existing landscape infrastructure retained.  
• Public open space with proposed planting and natural grassland/wildflower meadows. 
• Potential footpath link to existing bridleway.   

2.13. The design proposals identify a hierarchy of street typologies with a principal street, 
secondary street and tertiary street.  A Placemaking plan identifies a Churchway / 
conservation area interface along the western edge and soft edge to the north.  
Continuous frontage development with focal spaces would be provided with focal 
buildings at key locations within the development and dual aspect buildings at corner 
edge locations.  2 character areas are identified, the soft green edge / Churchway 
interface located along the northern edge of the built area with the remainder described 



as ‘The Village’ (to reflect traditional layout and building types) with features set out for 
each. 

2.14. Green / blue infrastructure would be sited mainly towards the site boundaries but with 
the existing hedgerow between the two fields retained to provide a central linear green 
space with two gaps created to allow vehicular access to the southern part of the site.  

 

3. Relevant Planning History  

3.1. 90/02234/APP – erection of dwelling, refused January 1991.   

3.2. 97/02244/APP – erection of stables, tackroom and hay barn, refused December 1997.  

3.3. 17/012225/AOP – outline application for up to 72 dwellings, open space and associated 
infrastructure, refused on 31st July 2017. An appeal was subsequently lodged on the 3rd 
November, and following a hearing held on the 4th & 5th July 2018, the appeal was 
dismissed on 20th July 2018.   

  

4. Representations 

4.1. There have been a total of 56 individual objections received (relating to both the original 
and amended plans) including comments from Haddenham Parish Council, Haddenham 
Village Society, Haddenham Safe Walking and Cycling Group and The Rosemary Lane 
Action Group.  These have been clearly set in Appendix A.  The key concerns are:  

o Site remains unsuitable for development, and more so now that VALP in place – 
Haddenham has already grown significantly – build out of HAD007 is not 
‘gamechanger’ 

o Site has rural character, beyond confines of village 

o Loss of BMV 

o Lack of facilities / infrastructure to support further development 

o Site beyond reasonable walking distance to most facilities / lack of connections to 
existing cycle routes 

o Harm to landscape setting and rural character, including of bridleway 

o Highway safety 

  



5. Policy Considerations and Evaluation 

Introduction  

5.1. For the purposes of the determination of this application the development plan comprises 
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (2021) (VALP) and the Haddenham Neighbourhood 
Development Plan (2015) (HNP).  While the Minerals and Waste Local Plan is part of the 
Development Plan the site is not in a Minerals Safeguarding area nor comprises related 
development, and therefore the policies contained in the Minerals & Waste Local Plan are 
not relevant.  In accordance with S38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 
1990, the determination must be made in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.   

5.2. VALP is considered to be an up to date plan.  It was examined in accordance with 
paragraph 227 of the NPPF (Dec 2023) which states that “The policies in the original 
National Planning Policy Framework published in March 2012 will apply for the purpose of 
examining plans, where those plans were submitted on or before 24 January 2019.  This 
stipulation applies to the VALP.  The starting position is the Development Plan in the 
knowledge that it is consistent with the NPPF 2012 and policies should be given full weight.  
If there is any conflict with a later version of the NPPF then that has to considered as a 
material consideration.  

5.3. The HNP was made in 2015.It is of note that whilst it contains relevant policies, those 
relating to housing (which include settlement boundary and design policies) were quashed 
following a High Court Order on the 7th March 2016 made as a result of a challenge to the 
plan. 

5.4. The (recently updated) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2023) and National 
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) are important material considerations.  There are a number 
of relevant sections / policies and given that the Council cannot currently demonstrate a 5 
year supply of housing (as per the latest Council assessment dated September 2023) the 
implications of paragraph 11 will be fully considered.  It should be noted that, as explained 
in the summary section above, whilst the NPPF 2023 states at paragraph 76 that Local 
Planning Authorities that have an adopted local plan less than five years old that identified 
at least a five year supply at the time its examination concluded, which applies to VALP, are 
no longer required to demonstrate a rolling 5 year supply, this policy is subject to 
transitional arrangements (set out in footnote 79).  This states that the policy in paragraph 
76 should only be taken into account as a material consideration when dealing with 
applications made on or after the date of publication of this NPPF (December 2023).  The 
application under consideration was made in January 2023 therefore paragraph 76 cannot 
be taken into account as a material consideration.  The previos appeal decision of 2018 is 



also a material consideration and will be referred to where relevant to the issues identified 
below.  

5.5. The main issues to consider are the principle of development in this location; whether it 
provides for a satisfactory level and mix of affordable and other housing types, suitable to 
meet community needs; the impact on the character and appearance of the countryside, 
landscape and settlement character and nearby heritage assets; the impact on the 
transport network and whether it will promote sustainable transport modes; 
environmental issues including the impact on climate change, flooding and drainage, 
ecology, use of natural resources, including BMV, and building sustainability; and whether 
it makes provision for necessary infrastructure contributions to mitigate its impacts.   

 

Principle and Location of Development 

VALP: S1 (Sustainable development for Aylesbury Vale); S2 (Spatial strategy for growth) 
and S3 (Settlement hierarchy and cohesive development); D3 (Proposals for non-
allocated sites at strategic settlements, larger villages and medium villages). 

5.6. Policy S2 states that the primary focus of strategic levels of growth and investment will be 
at the most sustainable settlements, including Haddenham, which is to accommodate 
growth of 1082 new homes, supported by infrastructure.  Table 2 sets out the settlement 
hierarchy and does not identify any new allocations at Haddenham as the existing 
completions and commitments provide for the required level of growth identified in Policy 
S2.  The policy goes on to state that development that does not fit with the scale, 
distribution or requirements of the policy will not be permitted unless brought forward 
through neighbourhood planning.  The HNP does not allocate housing sites, the relevant 
chapter having been quashed following a High Court challenge.   

5.7. Policy S3 states that other than specific proposals which accord with the policies of the 
plan to support thriving rural communities and the development of allocations, new 
development in the countryside should be avoided where it would compromise the 
character of the countryside between settlements and result in a negative impact on the 
identities of neighbouring settlements or communities leading to their coalescence.  In 
addition, it states that regard will be had to maintaining the individual identity of the 
village and avoiding extensions that might lead to coalescence.  

5.8. Policy D3, which relates to proposals for non-allocated sites at strategic settlements and 
the villages, is also relevant.  This policy allows for larger scale development but only 
exceptionally where the council’s monitoring of housing development across Aylesbury 
Vale shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated rate.  
Proposals will need to be accompanied by evidence to show how the site will be delivered 
in a timely manner.  In addition, the proposal must contribute to the sustainability of the 



settlement, be in accordance with all applicable policies of the plan and fulfil all of the 
listed criteria (c – h) of the policy.   

5.9. The application site is outside the current and planned built limits of the village and lies in 
the countryside for the purposes of policy.  Its development would therefore conflict with 
the identified spatial strategy of policy S2 as whilst Haddenham is identified as a 
sustainable settlement the site and the proposal does not accord with the scale and 
distribution of development identified as appropriate within that policy, nor is it allocated 
though the HNP.  Furthermore, it would conflict with policy S3 in that it would compromise 
the character of the countryside beyond the settlement limits that is considered to be an 
important feature of the part of the village in which the site lies, contributing to its rural 
character, albeit the proposal would not result in any coalescence with neighbouring 
settlements.  This matter is assessed in detail below.  

5.10. As noted above, exceptionally, Policy D3 allows for larger scale development on non-
allocated sites only where the Council’s monitoring of housing delivery across Aylesbury 
Vale shows that the allocated sites are not being delivered at the anticipated rate; in 
addition, a number of criteria must be fulfilled. 

5.11. The Council’s monitoring information which reviews delivery on all the VALP allocated sites 
indicates that whilst some sites may not be being delivered as anticipated, other sites are 
delivering more than anticipated.   Overall, at this point in time (the relevant monitoring 
period being to end of the 2022/23 period) there is a slight surplus of delivery over the 
anticipated rates (against the projected delivery of 415, a total of 480 homes have been 
delivered). 

5.12. Therefore, the ‘exceptional’ circumstances identified in Policy D3 do not exist at present 
and it is considered that this policy does not provide any support for the scheme.  
Notwithstanding this position, it is of note that, in any event, the proposal does not comply 
with all of the criteria of the policy, specifically (e – which requires sites to be of a scale and 
in a location that is in keeping with the existing form of the settlement and not adversely 
affect its character and appearance) and (g – which requires that there is no adverse 
impact on environmental assets such as, amongst others, landscape).  As a result, whilst 
the proposal could be said to contribute to the sustainability of the settlement in respect of 
supporting its services and facilities, it is not in accordance with all the applicable policies 
of the plan.  These matters are considered in more detail below.  

5.13. Overall, having regard to the above, whilst Haddenham is recognised as a strategic 
settlement, it is considered that the principle of development as proposed in this location 
would conflict with the overall strategy of the plan as it lies in the countryside beyond the 
built footprint of the existing village, albeit on the edge of it, within an area that 
contributes positively to the rural setting of the village.  There are no exceptional 



circumstances in policy D3 terms, to justify its development at this time.  This results in 
conflict with policies S1, S2, S3 and D3. 

 

Affordable Housing and Housing Mix including Accessible Housing  

H1 Affordable Housing, H6a Housing Mix, H6c Accessibility 

Affordable Housing SPD 

Affordable Housing 

5.14. VALP Policy H1 states that a minimum of 25% of dwellings on sites of 11 dwellings or more 
should be affordable.  It also sets out a number of additional criteria that will need to be 
met in relevant circumstances, including that such housing will need to take account of the 
Council’s most up to date evidence of housing need and any available evidence regarding 
local market conditions.  

5.15. The application provides for 30% affordable housing which is above the minimum policy 
requirement.  The DAS and planning statement indicate that it will be dispersed across the 
development in clusters no greater than 10 units comprising a mixture of rented and 
shared ownership types with an indicative mix of 1-4 bed dwellings.  Given that this is an 
outline scheme, the details of that provision and its delivery will need to be secured 
through a S106 agreement which will set out the key requirements (tenure mix – 75% 
rented and 25% shared ownership, overall mix of housing sizes and types, avoidance of 
clustering).  Full details would be required through the submission and approval of an 
affordable housing plan, also secured through the S106 agreement.  The requirement to 
meet the appropriate Building Regulations standard M4(3) in accordance with Policy H6c 
will require the imposition of a condition in addition to any details being secured through 
the S106 agreement. 

5.16. In addition, and in order to further address VALP policy H6c which requires that all 
development will meet and maintain high standards of accessibility so all users can use 
them safely and easily, 15% of the affordable units will be required to be wheelchair 
accessible. and 15% Category 3 of Document M wheelchair accessible housing and 
remainder to meet category 2, accessible / adaptable housing.  The S106 would also need 
to secure these matters and with a suitably worded obligation. 

5.17. The scheme would therefore provide a policy compliant level of affordable housing subject 
to the above requirements being secured via S106 agreement and conditions.  This would 
be a significant benefit of the development.   

Housing Mix including Adaptable & Accessible Housing 

5.18. Local and national policy requires a mix of dwelling type and size to be delivered to ensure 
that it meets current demand and provides for inclusive and mixed communities.  In 



addition, national policy states that local planning authorities should plan for the needs of 
people with disabilities and the PPG refers to households with specific needs.  VALP policy 
H6a requires a mix of housing to be provided and H6c requires that all development meets 
and maintains high standard of accessibility.   

5.19. In terms of the market housing mix, this should satisfy the most up to date evidence at the 
appropriate time (consideration of reserved matters in this instance); at this time these 
requirements are set out in the HEDNA and this and any other relevant updated policy or 
evidence will be taken into account in the assessment of the reserved matters applications.  

5.20. This is an outline scheme and therefore the exact mix of housing has not yet been 
determined. However, the DAS indicates that it is intended to create a balanced residential 
development which offers a range of housing types, sizes (from 1 to 5 bed) and tenures. To 
ensure that the final mix which comes forward as part of the reserved matters scheme 
meets policy requirements, a condition can be imposed to ensure that regard is had to 
policy H6a of VALP which requires regard to be had to the HEDNA and any more recent 
relevant policy and/or guidance. 

5.21. As indicated above policy H6c requires that all housing meets at least category 2 accessible 
/ adaptable dwellings (unless unviable to do so). The applicant has confirmed that the 
illustrative masterplan provides for all dwellings to comply with the Nationally Described 
Space standards and M4(2) category housing with 10% of the general housing also 
complying with M4(3) category (wheelchair accessible) housing.  This should be secured 
through the imposition of an appropriate condition.  

5.22. VALP policy H5 relating to custom / self-build housing expects developments proposing 100 
dwellings and above to provide a percentage of serviced plots in this regard; however, as 
the proposal would provide below the threshold set, there is no policy requirement, and 
no such provision is to be made.   

5.23. Overall, it is concluded that the proposal would provide a good range of housing, with an 
appropriate percentage of affordable and accessible / adaptable housing to contribute to 
meeting the needs of the community and the overall housing supply of the district.  In this 
respect the development would accord with the relevant Development Plan policy, in 
particular VALP policies H1, H5, H6a, H6b, H6c and the benefits arising in this regard should 
be accorded significant weight.   

 

Countryside, Landscape, Visual Amenity and Settlement Character 

VALP policies BE2 Design of new development, NE4 Landscape Character and C4 Protection 
of Public Rights of Way 

Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment   



5.24. The above policies seek to ensure that new development reflects the character of the 
existing settlement in respect of, amongst other things, local distinctiveness, scale and 
landscaping; that it respects and complements the physical characteristics of the site and 
its surroundings, the historic scale and context of setting and the natural qualities and 
features of the area; and that that it includes landscaping to help buildings fit in with and 
complement their surroundings.   Furthermore, development should take a landscape led 
approach and have regard to Landscape Character Assessments, minimise impacts on 
visual amenity and be supported by appropriate mitigation to overcome any adverse 
impacts.  The integrity and connectivity of rights of way will be protected and enhanced. 

5.25. These policies are consistent with NPPF 2023 paragraph 180 which seeks to ensure that 
development contributes to and enhances the natural and local environment by 
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and wider benefits from 
the natural capital.  

Countryside / Settlement Character Impact  

5.26. It is apparent from a visual inspection of the site and its surroundings that it lies outside 
the main developed footprint of the village and within open countryside.  The eastern edge 
of the built framework of this part of the village is clearly defined by Churchway / 
Stanbridge Road with dense built development to the west and generally open countryside 
to the east.  Whilst there is some built development on the east side of Stanbridge Road 
just to the south of the site, this is limited to a short row of semi-detached houses and a 
single large, detached dwelling.  In addition, to the south and east of these lies Bradmoor 
Farm which comprises a complex of (formerly agricultural) buildings that now 
accommodate various commercial uses, including a shop and café.  This complex retains a 
rural character and setting, adjoined to the east and south by further open agricultural 
fields.  These are considered to comprise a group of dispersed buildings (as defined in the 
footnote to VALP policy D3) and thus do not form part of the continuous built form of the 
settlement. 

5.27. It is acknowledged that (since the previous appeal decision) the built footprint of the 
village to the west of the site on the opposite side of Churchway is being / will be extended 
by the recent permission for residential development on the site allocated through VALP as 
HAD007.  This allocation / development has resulted in the northern boundary of the 
village being extended and now defined by this development and that which had 
previously taken place on the former airfield on land to the west (the northern extent of 
these developments providing a relatively uniform boundary in this part of the village).  
Whilst the proposed development would not extend any further northward than these 
developments, it would still result in a considerable incursion into the countryside to the 
east beyond the current settlement footprint defined by Churchway itself and beyond the 



built footprint of buildings on the site to the south, which are in any event, considered to 
be outside the main developed built framework.   

5.28. The applicant notes that permission has been granted for residential developments 
(totalling 54 dwellings) at Fairfields Farm, a site around 1km to the south of the application 
site which lies on the eastern side of Stanbridge Road.  Other built development within this 
area to the east of Stanbridge Road is also highlighted in seeking to suggest that there is an 
‘evolving character along Churchway / Stanbridge Road’.  However, these recent 
residential developments lie some distance from the site between established frontage 
development and the garden centre.  There is a considerable countryside gap between 
them and the former agricultural complex at Bradmoor Farm and row of dwellings fronting 
the northern end of Stanbridge Road to the south of the application site and do not form 
part of the context of the site.  Nor is it agreed that the application site can be described as 
a ‘transitory’ site as suggested by the applicant.     

5.29. Despite the inclusion of areas of open space, retention of much of the existing boundary 
vegetation and proposed new planting, the proposed residential development will result in 
the loss of its current open, natural appearance resulting in an ‘urbanisation’ of the site.  In 
this context, the proposed development would be seen as a clear extension of the built 
footprint of the village into the open countryside on the east side of Churchway / 
Stanbridge Road at the northern end of the village.   

5.30. As such the proposal would result in a countryside intrusion that would not be in keeping 
with the existing form of the settlement and would adversely affect the countryside edge 
character.  This would result in conflict with policies S3 and D3.  

Landscape Character and Visual Impact 

5.31. As noted above, VALP policy NE4 seeks to ensure that development respects and 
complements the physical characteristics of the site and its surroundings, the historic 
context and the natural qualities and features of the area and recognises the individual 
distinctiveness of particular landscape character areas set out in the LCAs and minimises 
impacts on visual amenity and avoids the loss of important views and landscape features.   

5.32. The site is not within an AAL but lies approximately 600 m to the south of the Brill and 
Winchendon Hills LLA, the southern boundary of which is marked by the A418.   The 
Chilterns escarpment within the AONB can be seen in the far distance in views looking 
south but the site is not considered to fall within its setting.  

5.33. The site itself lies within LCA 9.9 A418 Ridge and LCT Low Hills and Ridges as identified in 
the Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment (AVLCA).  The AVLCA notes the 
contrast between the steep slopes north of the ridge (formed by the A418) and the gentler 
falls toward the vale to the south.  It also notes the open character associated with large 
scale arable use around the fringes of Haddenham changing to smaller paddocks near the 
settlement.  The overall guideline is to conserve and enhance through, amongst other 



things, conserving the pattern of smaller fields and woodland parcels by encouraging local 
woodland management and planting, reinforcing the existing field pattern and hedgerow 
trees, and to conserve and enhance the distinctive character of settlements and individual 
buildings.    As part of an audit of the AVLCA as a result of new development at the village it 
was recommended to include that new built development on the edge of the settlement 
should be integrated through sensitive design of buildings and boundaries, and sensitive 
use of materials and planting.   

5.34. The applicant’s LVIA provides a detailed assessment of the landscape character and visual 
impacts.  It includes the same viewpoints used in the earlier LVIA (for the 2018 appeal 
scheme) and provides verified montages from viewpoints 5 and 7 (both to the north of the 
site, one from the footpath running north from the village, HAD/19/2, part of the Aylesbury 
Ring (viewpoint 5) and the other from along Churchway).   It concludes in respect of 
landscape character that (summarised from the summary and conclusion section);  

• The proposed development will result in a nominal extension to the northern and 
eastern settlement edge; however, this is in the context of existing residential 
development directly south and west and the emerging development to the north 
of the CA and east of Stanbridge Road. 

• The landscape impacts result from direct changes, limited to the site area and 
associated with the change from existing agricultural enclosures to a residentially 
led development, including removal of hedgerow.  

• The development retains boundary hedgerows and trees and includes 
reinforcement planting with GI / open spaces within the western and northern 
edges, a basin in the south-east corner and new linear woodland belt on the 
eastern boundary 

• The significance of effect on the LCA will be ‘minor adverse’ at completion falling to 
negligible to minor at year 15 

• The LVIA has also considered impacts at a more detailed level and would result in 
‘moderate adverse’ effect at completion, falling to minor to moderate at year 15 

• In both instances the effects are limited and highly localised. 

5.35. In terms of visual amenity, the LVIA conclusions are (in summary):  

• Nature of visual impacts is heavily influenced by the limited visual envelope and 
containment of the site by existing built form and vegetation within this part of the 
settlement edge as well as bands of existing woodland and field boundary tree 
cover in the wider countryside.  This restricted visibility is reinforced by the 
presence of the A418 ridge to the north and generally flat / undulating landform to 
the south-east. Further views are distant and the village indiscernible.  



• Highest degree of effect is from high sensitivity receptors either directly adjacent or 
close to the site including a section of the bridleway and a small number of 
residential properties on Churchway.    

• A range of visual impacts are reduced once mitigation is fully established. Such 
effects will be highly localised and the consequential degree of impact arising would 
be expected with almost any development site which retains public access adjacent 
or close to its location 

• In other locations further from the site generally the significance of such effects is 
limited overall.  

• Night-time lighting will have the greatest impact on a small number of adjacent 
properties and is limited due to the small number of windows affected.  The low 
density on northern and western edge combined with minimal residential lighting 
as part of detailed design will minimise effects.  

5.36. The overall conclusion within the LVIA (summarised) is that for the majority of views the 
inherent mitigation for the scheme incorporating GI and open space with strategic 
landscape planting is successful in mitigating impacts in the longer term. The scheme will 
result in limited impacts at a localised level, limited to the site and its immediate context. 
These are seen in the context of the existing settlement edge including emerging 
development at HAD007. The proposal will not result in significant landscape and visual 
effects overall. 

5.37. In considering the conclusions of the applicant’s LVIA, the findings of the Inspector in the 
previous appeal decision are relevant albeit the HAD007 site did not have planning 
permission (though it was a draft allocation in the emerging plan) at the time.  The 
following points are of particular note and commentary is provided setting out how they 
compare with the current scheme:   

5.38. At paragraph 18 the Inspector notes that “the introduction of substantial built form would 
fundamentally change the character of the site and its pleasant agricultural and rural 
appearance “.  The impact of the current scheme would be essentially the same, and 
arguably exacerbated given that the scheme is for a greater number of dwellings.   

5.39. Paragraph 18 goes on “from viewpoints 7 and 17 the full extent of the development would 
be evident in the fieldscape, where even with extensive landscaping the proposal would 
form an intrusively urban departure in open countryside.”  These viewpoints are from the 
north of the site along Churchway and from the end of Rosemary Lane, directly opposite 
the site’s existing field gate entrance.  It is considered that the same conclusion can be 
reached in respect of the current scheme, notwithstanding that the HAD007 development 
would now be seen to the right of viewpoint 7.  Whilst this has resulted in an extension to 
the built form on the western side of Churchway, the view across the application site 
remains of uninterrupted agricultural fields.  The additional built development has not 



significantly altered the perception of the site itself as being part of the open countryside.  
This impact is demonstrated by the Applicant’s photomontage.   

5.40. The Inspector went on to say that the impact of the proposal as noted above would also be 
evident from viewpoint 5 (Aylesbury Ring footpath to the north of the village).  However, 
this view is now affected by the development on HAD007 which lies to the south and which 
would screen much of the development site in this view.   The much closer viewpoint 6 is 
along the southern edge of the HAD007 site and it is agreed that the majority of the site 
would be obscured by existing (and proposed) properties.   

5.41. The Inspector found the proposal would have a very significant adverse effect on the 
landscape in these collective views – this would be reduced somewhat as a result of the 
views from the north being affected by the HAD007 development but would remain 
significantly adverse.   

5.42. Views of residents and others from immediately opposite the site at the end of Rosemary 
Lane (viewpoint 16), from the end of Rudds Lane (viewpoint 8) and the junction of Green 
Lane and Churchway (viewpoint 9), would be unaffected by the development of HAD007.   
Currently these views provide open uninterrupted views of the countryside edge across the 
site, albeit the built development on the eastern side of Stanbridge Road to the south of 
the site is evident.  The existing boundary hedge partially screens these views but does not 
alter the perception and character of the site as being part of the open countryside 
surrounding the village.   

5.43. The Inspector went on to consider views from close proximity to the south and along 
Green Lane and whilst noting that the boundary hedge would screen the development to 
an extent, the changed character of the site would still be clearly evident as parts of the 
built form would be visible to users of the bridleway above the hedge and in gaps in the 
boundary.  The visual effects of the development were also found to be evident in mid-
range views from the east.  The Inspector found that this would have a detrimental effect 
on this part of the countryside which he categorised as being moderately adverse.   

5.44. Views from the east would now be slightly affected by the extended built footprint of the 
settlement resulting from HAD007 the front part of which would be seen in the 
background.  However, the existing built footprint of the village would have formed a 
partial backdrop to the development, with the HAD007 site now extending further north, 
this backdrop would be extended.  Nevertheless, it is considered that there would still be a 
perception of the village extending out into the open countryside with built development 
becoming more apparent / closer in these views than is currently the case.   This is 
considered to still represent a moderately adverse impact.  

5.45. The Inspector then considered viewpoints further south (12 and 20) and concluded that 
there would be a limited adverse effect.  This would be unchanged.  In views further from 
the north, the Inspector noted that the site would be seen against the backdrop of the 
village and with increased distance from the site, would have limited impact from the 



A418.  In longer range views from higher ground to the north (within the AAL) the 
Inspector found the development would be barely perceptible.  This would be the same 
with the current scheme.  

5.46. The Inspector’s overall conclusions were that in long range views there would be a 
negligible impact, in mid-range views a moderate effect and in localised views the 
development would have a ‘very significantly harmful effect on the character and 
appearance of the area”.   

5.47. It is acknowledged that the development of the site at HAD007 has affected some of the 
viewpoints that have been assessed within the LVIA such that in some cases, it will screen 
much of the development (viewpoints 5 and 6) and in others it will be seen as part of the 
extended built footprint of the village forming a backdrop to the proposal (viewpoints 11, 
13 and 19).   It will also form part of the context of the view in approaches from the north 
but as the new development on this site is all to the west of Churchway, it remains the case 
that the application site will still be seen as part of the open countryside to the east of and 
clearly separated from the built form of the village by Churchway.   In addition, the 
development of HAD007 has had little effect in terms of altering the open nature of the 
site itself and the views from the existing built edge of the village (Churchway / Stanbridge 
Road).   Nor does its development affect to any meaningful degree the rural, open nature 
and context of Green Lane.  

5.48. The Inspector commented in the context of the then proposed allocation at HAD007 that if 
it came to fruition, “I acknowledge that the appeal proposal would be likely to appear 
significantly less intrusive than it would appear within the existing open and largely 
undeveloped context that appears at present”.  However, she went on to state that “I am 
unable to draw any firm conclusions on future changes to the local landscape and this 
reduces the weight I can attribute to any modifying effect development at adjoining sites 
may have on the context for this development.”  Given these comments and the context in 
which they were made, it is considered that the Applicant’s suggestion that this 
development is a very significant material consideration that significantly changes the 
context of the site is not an entirely accurate assessment.  The Inspector was careful to 
note that the views given were only ‘likely’ and that she was unable to draw any firm 
conclusions.   

5.49. Given that the site is now being built out and its impact can now more accurately assessed, 
it is considered that the Applicant’s conclusion in the LVIA that the impacts will be limited 
at a localised level underplay the actual impacts overall.      

5.50. It is acknowledged that the illustrative landscape strategy, to be augmented through a 
detailed landscape scheme, demonstrates that the impact of the built scheme will in time 
be reduced and will have some benefits in terms of reinstating and enhancing existing 
hedgerow boundaries.  The visual impact of the built elements of the scheme and the 
overall change in character of the site will nevertheless be clearly evident and would be 



seen as an intrusion into and urbanisation of the countryside in this part of the village.   It is 
not considered that the building out of HAD007 or the additional development that has 
taken place / been permitted along Stanbridge Road some distance from the site (which 
does not in any event extend as far eastwards) change its context such that the overall 
impact of the development can be characterised as ‘limited’ as contended by the 
Applicant.      

5.51. Overall, it is considered that the landscape and visual impacts, whilst mainly of a localised 
nature, would be significantly harmful and would not be mitigated to an acceptable degree 
by the proposed mitigation.  The proposal therefore conflicts with VALP policies NE4 and 
BE2.  Furthermore, to the extent that the rural character of Green Lane would be adversely 
affected, there would be conflict with policy C4.  

 

Green infrastructure and networks (including public open space) 

VALP Policy I1 Green Infrastructure   

5.52. The provision of multi-functional Green Infrastructure (GI) is an important element of the 
wider provision of infrastructure necessary to support healthy, sustainable communities in 
both urban and rural communities and the NPPF states that decisions should enable and 
support healthy lifestyles through its provision.    

5.53. In general terms green infrastructure (GI) is the term used to encompass all ‘green’ 
elements of a scheme; it comprises a network of ANGsT (Accessible Natural Green Spaces) 
compliant high quality, multi-functional green spaces that are intended to improve 
connectivity of towns and villages and the wider countryside, primarily to provide for a 
connected network of ‘green’ links providing pathways for humans, animals and plants.  It 
can include a wide variety of uses and habitats including woodland, water courses, ponds, 
footpaths, cycleways and other recreational routes and uses consistent with the multi-
functional approach that is now advocated through the NPPF.  Policy I1 requires all 
development over 10 dwellings to provide for accessible natural green space to meet 
standards set out in Appendix C on site.  

5.54. The standards for ANGsT at appendix C, set out the precise type of on-site provision 
depending on the nature and location of the proposal, existing open space provision in the 
area and the quantity of space needed.  The standards clarify that in addition, the 
quantitative and access standards for areas of play (LEAPs, NEAPs, MUGAs and skateboard 
parks) as set out in the Fields in Trust (FiT) publication will be required.  These are 
considered separately below.   

5.55. The policies of VALP are consistent with the approach in NPPF 2023 which seeks to provide 
inclusive developments that support healthy lifestyles through the provision of a GI 
network that comprises of a range of different typologies and performs a range of 
functions.  The standards comprise quantitative and accessibility elements to ensure that 



such areas are within reasonable distance of people and meet Natural England’s belief that 
everyone should have access to good quality natural GI.  Long term stewardship of these 
areas is vital to ensure that they are maintained to high standards in perpetuity.  

5.56. The site contains some existing natural features, mainly in the form of boundary 
hedgerows and trees, which are to be integrated into the green infrastructure (GI) 
provision providing a good basis for links around and through the site which are capable of 
being retained within the proposed layout.  The application is accompanied by an 
illustrative landscape strategy which identifies areas of open space, existing and proposed 
new hedgerow and tree planting, including the reinforcement and enhancement of field 
boundaries.  The illustrative masterplan shows that surfaced and mown paths will connect 
these areas which are mainly around the perimeter of the site with a ‘green link’ provided 
through the centre of the site focussed on the retained hedgerow.  

5.57. The applicant states that 39% (1.9ha.) of the site would be open space but this includes the 
SuDS basins which for the purposes of the above standards are not counted towards the 
amount of public open space which amount to around 1.6 ha.    

5.58. In terms of the overall quantity of space, the Parks and Recreation Officer has confirmed 
that the illustrative plans demonstrate that the amount and nature of the GI accords with 
the required standards in VALP.  It makes good use of the existing natural features on the 
site and will be suitably enhanced through the proposed tree mitigation plan and ecology / 
biodiversity enhancements (set out in more detail below).   

5.59. The proposed development would, in principle, provide for an acceptable amount, location 
and form of GI the provision, future management and maintenance of which can be 
secured via conditions / obligations with full details to be set out in reserved matters 
applications.  As such the proposal would accord with local and national policy.  

 

Play Areas / Sport and Recreation 

HNP CES1: Play Facilities 

VALP Policy I1 and I2 (Sports and recreation) and Appendices C and D 

Fields in Trust (FiT) National Guidance   

5.60. VALP policy fully reflects the current national approach in respect of this issue whereby 
such provision should be considered as an element of the overall multi-functional GI, albeit 
certain elements need to be considered separately and the standards reflect those 
provided within the FiT guidance.  These policies also provide the basis for securing 



appropriate financial contributions towards off-site sport and recreation facilities that 
cannot be practically provided on site.  

5.61. VALP policy I1 states that recreation facilities can be provided on the same site as the 
publicly accessible GI provided they are compatible with it; such land is in addition to that 
required as GI.  Whilst such facilities can co-exist in a properly master-planned approach 
they must be treated separately so that they can viably function.  HNP policy CES1 
encourages new play facilities in new developments provided compatible with amenities of 
local residents and maintain natural surveillance.  Appropriate long-term arrangements for 
management and maintenance, including where necessary, financial contributions, should 
be secured.   

5.62. In respect of the FiT guidance, a LEAP is required to be provided on site as well as a 
contribution to off-site facilities (Table 2), to be secured as a proportionate financial 
contribution through the S106 agreement.  The illustrative masterplan indicates that a 
suitably sized area of land can be provided in a location where is will be overlooked by 
nearby residential properties.  Its management and maintenance will be secured through 
the S106 agreement to include a bond and commuted sum in the event that the open 
space land is to be transferred to the Parish Council.  

5.63. In respect of other sports and recreation provision, VALP policies allow for such provision 
to be made through necessary and proportionate contributions to the enhancement of off-
site facilities; Appendix D sets out how such off-site requirements will be calculated, 
though the detailed operation of the relevant policies are to be set out in a new SPD.   In 
the absence of the new SPD the existing Ready Reckoner (Companion document to the 
Sport and Leisure Facilities SPG, 2005) has been updated (2022) to reflect the changes in 
facility costs.  It is considered that it provides a reasonable basis on which to calculate the 
contributions required (where facilities are not provided on site) to reflect the impact of 
the development on local facilities arising from the additional demand to be generated.   
The requirement for such facilities to be provided on site will depend on the nature and 
location of the proposal, existing facilities in the area and the quantity / type needed.  In 
this case such facilities will be more appropriately provided off site, and a proportionate 
financial contribution will be sought to upgrade local provision.  

5.64. Overall, it is considered that the proposed on-site provision will be appropriate and 
acceptable and that a contribution towards other facilities, which can only practicably be 
provided off site, will be justified.  This will ensure compliance with VALP policies I1 and I2 
and HNP policy CES1.  It will also accord with the NPPF which seeks to ensure healthy, 
inclusive communities that promote social interaction and enable and support healthy 



lifestyles through the provision of safe and accessible green infrastructure and sports 
facilities and layouts that encourage walking and cycling.  

 

Trees and Hedges 

HNP Policy SL3 (Enhancing, Protecting and Providing new natural environment habitats, 
trees and hedgerows) 

VALP Policy NE8 (Trees, hedgerows and woodlands)  

5.65. HNP policy SRL3 seeks to ensure that development is sympathetic to trees of high or 
moderate value and are landscaped with native species and habitats that support the local 
character.  VALP Policy NE9 takes an approach that is consistent with the balanced 
approach of the NPPF in that it seeks to ensure that development enhances the district’s 
tree resources, that development resulting in the loss of trees or hedgerows that make an 
important contribution to the character and amenities of the area will be resisted and that 
where the loss of trees is considered acceptable, adequate replacement with trees 
sympathetic to local tree species will be required.  The loss of native hedgerows should be 
compensated for and a net gain achieved and retained / new hedgerows should where 
possible be protected by appropriate buffers.   This accords with NPPF paragraph 174 
which states that decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural environment by 
recognising the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services, including the 
economic and other benefits of trees and woodlands.    

5.66. The application is accompanied by a detailed Arboricultural Impact Assessment which was 
reviewed by the Tree Officer.  It is noted that boundary trees will be retained together with 
an individual tree within the site, in addition to the partial retention of a group of trees, 
also within the central area required to enable access between the north and south fields.  
The orchard within the middle of the southern field would also be lost but this is 
considered to be of low value in addition to which approximately 28 metres of the internal 
hedgerow would be removed, though the remaining hedgerow would be actively managed 
as a benefit given that the existing hedge is in a state of decline.  Further hedgerow would 
be lost along the Churchway frontage to facilitate the access points. This would comprise 
31 metres to provide the vehicular access and a further 15 metres to provide the link from 
the internal footpath.  Replacement hedgerow planting is indicated in both areas adjoining 
the new access points.     

5.67. The Tree Officer has no objection to the proposals subject to conditions to secure an 
Arboricultural Method Statement with Tree Protection Plan.  Details of what should be 



included in these reports is set out in the full response (included in Appendix 1 to this 
report).    

5.68. It is concluded that overall, whilst there would be a loss of hedgerow, the proposal will 
provide appropriate replacement and enhancement in terms of tree and hedge cover and 
will ensure that the new development will be satisfactorily assimilated into its countryside 
setting, in accordance with policies NE9 of VALP and SRL3 of the HNP.     

 

Ecology 

HNP Policy SRL3 (Enhancing, Protecting and Providing new natural environment habitats, 
trees and hedgerows) 

VALP policy NE1 (Biodiversity and geodiversity) (moderate weight) 

5.69. HNP policy SRL3 seeks to ensure that proposed development can demonstrate net gain in 
biodiversity and wherever possible buildings provided integrated swift nesting features.  
Ecological information should accord with BS42020.      

5.70. VALP policy NE1 seeks to help deliver the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity 
Action Plan (BAP) targets in the biodiversity opportunity areas.  A long-term monitoring 
and management plan will be required for biodiversity features on site. Furthermore, there 
is a need to ensure a biodiversity net gain overall, with VALP policy NE1 providing the most 
up to date local guidance in this matter, as it is considered to be generally consistent with 
the national guidance in the NPPF and other up to date (DEFRA) guidance.  Full detail on 
the levels of biodiversity net gain (BNG) (through the use of a biodiversity metric) and 
associated Habitat Impact Assessment calculations have been sought in order to ensure 
that net gains overall can be achieved.  It is of note that whilst a net gain of 10% is often 
referred to, and has now been set in law, it comes into effect from January 2024 and is 
relevant to the consideration of this application.   

5.71. The relevant development plan policies remain consistent with the latest NPPF 2023 
Paragraphs 185 and 186 which seek to ensure that new development minimises impacts on 
biodiversity and provides net gains overall. NPPF 2023 paragraph 124 seeks to encourage  



multiple benefits from both urban and rural land and to take opportunities to achieve net 
environmental gains such as new habitat creation.  

Biodiversity Impacts & Net Gain  

5.72. There have been discussions with the applicant as the information originally submitted did 
not provide appropriate clarification of the hedgerows, or that biodiversity net gain trading 
rules had been satisfied; in addition, further bird (nesting skylark) surveys were required.   

5.73. The Applicant provided amended details including an updated Ecological Impact 
Assessment (EIA) which confirmed that a 5 metre buffer would be retained to all 
hedgerows, that the small section to be removed in the southern part of the site frontage 
is considered to unlikely to have an significant ecological impact on its function and 
unlikely to sever any transitory route for wildlife.  New hedgerows are proposed by way of 
offset.  The further bird survey demonstrated that whilst the northern field has potential 
for skylark nesting, none were observed during the surveys (a total of 3 were carried out). 

5.74. The applicant’s ecological impact assessment concludes that the site is considered to have 
limited flora though hedgerows and trees are deemed moderate in biodiversity value.  
Overall, the proposal offers opportunities to improve biodiversity on site through improved 
habitats by the creation of tree, grassland, wildflower meadows and hedgerow areas.  The 
SUDS features are also identified to provide opportunity for areas of wet waterbodies and 
associated vegetation.  Bat and bird nest boxes would be incorporated together with insect 
houses, log piles and mammal holes in fencing.   

5.75. The updated BNG report shows that, overall, the DEFRA metric shows a 10.1% biodiversity 
net gain as a result of the landscape proposals and 12.45% gain in hedgerow habitat.  The 
development will therefore comply with both local policy and national legislation.  

5.76. Following the receipt of the further information and survey work as requested, the Ecology 
Officer has confirmed that there is no longer an objection to the proposal subject to the 
imposition of conditions to secure a revised BNG report and associated metric to ensure 
that appropriate net gain can be achieved at the reserved matters stage, to require a 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) and Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) and to ensure that the development is carried out in accordance 



with the approved EIA.   A condition to secure a lighting strategy for biodiversity is also 
recommended.   

5.77. The need for a detailed management plan to ensure that the overall net gain for 
biodiversity is acknowledged as essential by the applicant and it is agreed that this can be 
secured via a suitably worded condition for a LEMP.   

Protected Species  

5.78. In respect of protected species, various assessments were undertaken (GCN, bats, badgers 
and reptiles, invertebrates, water vole, otter, white-clawed crayfish as well as birds as 
noted above).  The EIA concludes that whilst there would be loss of some habitats of low 
diversity value and potential for species to be affected, there are no direct impacts such as 
to require the need for any specific licensing.  However, as noted above, new suitable 
enhanced habitats are to be provided as part of the development and precautionary 
measures taken pre and during construction to minimise impacts in accordance with all 
legislation requirements.   

Conclusions 

5.79. Overall, it can be concluded that the proposal will protect and enhance the biodiversity and 
geodiversity of the site and provide for a net gain overall.  Suitable conditions will secure 
necessary protection, mitigation and compensation and a Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan will ensure suitable management of these areas in perpetuity.  This will 
accord with VALP policy NE1 and policy SRL3 of the HNP.    

 

Agricultural Land & Soils 

VALP policy NE7 Best and most versatile agricultural land (BMV)  

5.80. VALP policy NE7 states that subject to the development allocations set out in the VALP the 
Council will seek to protect BMV for the longer term.  It seeks to ensure that where BMV is 
proposed for development, those areas on site should preferably be used as green open 
space and built structures avoided and that where significant development would result in 
the loss of BMV consent should not be granted except in certain circumstances.  These 
include the requirement to demonstrate that there are no otherwise suitable sites of 
poorer agricultural quality that can accommodate the development and that the benefits 
of the proposed development outweighs the harm resulting from the significant loss of 
agricultural land.  These policies reflect the approach in paragraph 180 of the NPPF 2023 
which states that decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 



environment by, amongst other things, recognising the wider benefits from natural capital 
including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land.     

5.81. The supporting agricultural land report confirms that the site comprises 98% BMV totalling 
4.8 ha. of which 0.4 Ha (8.2%) is Grade 2, 4.4 ha (89.8%) Grade 3a.   The proposal will 
therefore result in the loss of BMV.  However, the report also confirms that the majority of 
the land around the village is of a similar quality therefore there is a lack of alternative 
poorer quality land in the area.  The applicant also suggests that the economic benefits of 
the BMV are very limited and refers to the findings of the previous Inspector who found 
the loss would not be significant and would result in no conflict with the NPPF.   

5.82. Whilst there is no definition of what is to be considered as ‘significant development’ in the 
context of the policy NE7 it is considered that it would be reasonable to conclude that the 
proposal would fall within this definition given the size of the site.   However, the applicant 
argues that it is not ‘significant development’ mainly based on the threshold for 
consultation with Natural England (being 20 ha.) but also by a consideration of the 
quantum of land in combination with the availability of high quality land in an area.  In 
respect of this latter factor, it is of note that the applicant has only considered land around 
Haddenham itself whereas there is no basis for that limitation within policy.  

5.83. The Inspector, in considering the previous appeal, found that the total amount of 
agricultural land that would be lost would be ‘relatively small’ (at around 5 hectares) and 
resulting loss of land from agricultural production would not be significant.  It is unclear 
how the term ‘relatively small’ was assessed.  She went on to conclude that there would be 
no conflict with the relevant guidance in the Framework and therefore it did not weigh 
against the proposal. VALP policy NE7 was not in place at that time.  

5.84. However, the proposal must be considered under the current policy context which is 
intended to guide decisions outside the plan-making / allocation system and it is 
considered that it would be appropriate to consider the proposal as ‘significant 
development’ in this context.  As it would result in the loss of BMV it will not be supported 
unless meeting both the policy criteria - that is that there are no other suitable sites of 
poorer agricultural quality that can accommodate the development and the benefits of the 
development outweighs the harm resulting from the loss of agricultural land. 

5.85. The proposed layout is illustrative only but does indicate that areas of open space would 
be provided across the northern part of the site where the highest grade of BMV is located 
thus would satisfy this part of the policy.  In terms of the other policy tests, whilst it is the 
case that at Haddenham, and even throughout the wider vale area, the majority of the land 
is BMV, no detailed information has been submitted regarding alternative sites.  In terms 
of the other test, the benefits of the development are considered in more detail below but 
on balance it is considered that the loss could be outweighed by the benefits of the 
development.  Notwithstanding this, there remains a conflict with policy NE7.  It is 



considered that, in the circumstances, moderate weight should be given to the conflict 
with policy and the harm arising.  

 

Transport matters and accessibility  

HNP policies TGA2 (Car and cycle parking standards), TGA3 (On-site walking and cycling), 
TGA4 (Cycle and pedestrian networks), TGA5 (Restricting urbanization) 

VALP: T1 (Delivering the Sustainable Transport System), T2 (Supporting and Protecting 
Transport Schemes), T4 (Capacity of the transport network to deliver development), T5 
(Delivering transport in new development), T6 (Vehicle parking), T7 (Footpaths and cycle 
routes), T8 (Electric Vehicle Parking) 

Impact on highway network  

5.86. The application is supported by a Transport Assessment (TA) to demonstrate the impact of 
the development.   The TA has been updated at the request of the Highways Officer to 
ensure that the modelling takes into account the updated analysis of the A418 / 
Churchway / Dadbrook Junction incorporating the required visibility splays.  This 
demonstrates that there may be a minor level of queueing in the AM peak but that this 
cannot be considered to result in severe impacts.  Indeed, with the maximum level of 
visibility available at the junction, its performance will improve with even greater levels of 
capacity than originally assessed.  (Please refer to the second set of highway comments 
provided in Appendix A at 4.2). The junction improvements would be required to serve this 
development therefore if they have not been implemented as part of the development of 
HAD007 (in respect of which there is a condition that they are provided prior to first 
occupation) they will need to be provided as part of this development – either a condition 
or obligation should secure that the junction improvements are carried out in a timely 
manner.  

5.87. Other than the above, no other off site mitigation works are necessary to mitigate the 
vehicular traffic movements of the development.  It is noted that local residents are 
concerned regarding the use of Rudds Lane / Rosemary Lane as a ‘cut-through’ to the 
station and other areas to the west.  It will be noted that some of the off-site active travel 
links include an alteration to the junction of Rudds Lane with Churchway to reduce the 
radii to discourage HGV use; in addition to this, the applicant will be required to submit a 
construction traffic management plan (CTMP) which will require all traffic to turn right out 
of the site to access the A418.  Once the site is occupied, it may be the case that some 



vehicular traffic does use Rudds Lane and / or Rosemary Lane but given the likely levels of 
traffic generation this is unlikely to be at a significant level.  

5.88. The information submitted demonstrates that the traffic generated by the development 
can be satisfactorily accommodated within the local highway network subject to 
improvements to the A418 junction.  

Safe and suitable access 

5.89. Access is to be determined at this outline stage.  As noted above, the site would be served 
by a single point of vehicular access sited towards the northern end of the Churchway 
frontage with right hand turn lane provided for traffic approaching from the south.  This 
would necessitate the removal of part of the boundary hedge (31 metre length).  The 
Highway Officer is satisfied that the proposed main vehicular access will provide a safe and 
suitable access for the site.   The applicant provided a Road Safety Audit which identified 
some concerns mainly regarding pedestrian safety – these are addressed below.  

5.90. The development of HAD007 has necessitated the re-positioning of the 30mph sign further 
north along Churchway. This would be secured via a Traffic Regulation Order, at the 
developers cost, secured via the S106 agreement.  This would involve the introduction of a 
gateway feature along Churchway to the north of the proposed access.   There may also be 
a need to require these works as part of this current proposal in the event that they have 
not been provided in time to serve the development; this can also be secured through the 
S106 agreement.  

5.91. Overall, it is concluded that the proposal will be served by a safe and suitable access and 
thereby accord with policy.   

Sustainable transport links / active travel  

5.92. The key objective of government policy in the NPPF is to achieve sustainable development 
and a vital part of this is to ensure that development, particularly significant development, 
is in a location that is or can be made sustainable from a transport aspect.  A key 
consideration of NPPF paragraph 106 is that policies should provide for high quality 
walking and cycling networks and that sites are in locations where the number of journeys 
can be minimised and are supported by sustainable transport.   

5.93. The policies of VALP are generally consistent with the above approach and seek to ensure 
opportunities to maximise the use of sustainable modes are achieved and that otherwise 
development provides for any necessary improvements.  The HNP aims to enhance internal 
and external connectivity through the use of public transport, to ensure that public space is 
non-threatening, neighbourly and sociable and that walking and cycling is facilitated as the 



main means of access for all residents of the village.  A further objective is to secure 
developer contributions to provide and enhance cycle and pedestrian connections.  

5.94. The Government now positively encourages the use of ‘physical’ modes of sustainable 
transport through Active Travel which seeks to make walking, cycling and wheeling the 
preferred choice for everyone to access facilities such as schools and local amenities as 
well as for leisure purposes.  This will help improve public health, save money and by 
reducing the use of the car, reduce vehicle emissions and the need for upgrades and other 
work to the road network.    

5.95. The extent to which the site will be connected to the local area and provide suitable 
pedestrian and cycle links has been the subject of much discussion.  This has resulted in the 
following features proposed as part of the development:  

• A proposed 3m wide shared surface pedestrian/cyclist loop around the site 

• Links from the above onto Churchway (3 points one at northern end of site and 2 at 
southern end) 

• 2 links also onto the public bridleway (Green Lane)  

• Widening of footway to 2 metres along western side of Churchway (slight 
narrowing to 1.8m by 1A Rosemary Lane) 

• New crossing from southern end of the site to link to western side of Churchway 
between Rosemary Lane and Rudds Lane 

• New crossing to link across Churchway just to north of Rudds Lane 

• Upgrading of pedestrian island in middle of Churchway / Stanbridge Road to south 
of site with connections from the site across the end of Green Lane and then on to 
the west side of the road and to the PO / shop 

5.96. In addition to the above, the applicant has provided a Framework Travel Plan which 
includes measures such as promotion of public transport services, provision of Real Time 
Passenger Information (RTPI), distribution of maps showing safe cycle routes and other 
measures to encourage use of cycles, lift share promotions, Travel Plan (TP) information 
packs to all residents, appointment of TP coordinator, details of parking provision, use of 
surveys and provision of annual monitoring report.  A condition will be imposed to ensure 
that a fully detailed TP is provided at the reserved matters stage setting out the various 
measures / targets and timing for their implementation and delivery as well as details of 



how the plan will be managed, with monitoring to be undertaken in consultation with the 
Council.  

5.97. The applicant has also agreed to the following financial contributions (to be secured 
through the S106) which are necessary to mitigate the impact of the development:  

• £25,000 towards upgrading the existing and providing new RTPI at the closest bus 
stops (which are around 80m to the south of the site along Stanbridge Road)  

• £10,000 towards the TRO required to extend the 30mph limit along Churchway 
(dependent on whether brought forward first as part of HAD007) 

• £18,000 towards safety scheme at the Stanbridge Road / Woodways crossroads to 
potentially include proposals identified as part of the Haddenham-wide Streetscape 
Improvements project to e.g. provide raised tables  

• £55,662 towards implementation of Haddenham–Aylesbury cycleway 

• £1000 per annum for TP monitoring 

• S106 Monitoring fee  

5.98. Overall, it is considered that the proposal will provide safe and attractive connections to 
maximise sustainable modes and encourage active travel.  

Public Transport  

5.99. The site is within reasonable walking distance of existing bus stops as noted above and the 
proposal will provide enhanced provision through improved RTPI at the bus stops.  

5.100. The site is located some 2 km from the station, it being at the opposite side of the village.  
However, this is just within reasonable walking distance (approximately 25 mins) with 
access via existing routes (eg. Churchway, Banks Road) and within cycling distance.    

5.101. As noted above, the framework travel plan sets out a number of measures to ensure that 
the residents of the site are fully informed of the sustainable options to provide knowledge 
and information of a good choice of modes of transport.   

Parking  

5.102. At this outline stage, the adequacy of car and cycle parking provision cannot be assessed as 
there are no detailed layouts to consider.  However, it will be appropriate to secure 
suitable levels as per the new adopted VALP standards (which supersede those set out in 
the HNP) and a condition will be needed to ensure that the reserved matters applications 



provide for such parking to meet the Council’s latest standards and policy.   Conditions are 
recommended to secure provision in accordance with the Council’s standards.  

Refuse Collection 

5.103. In respect of the collection of refuse, further detail on this matter would be assessed at the 
reserved matters stage. However, the applicant has provided a refuse vehicle tracking plan 
based on the illustrative layout, which has been amended following comments from the 
Waste & Recycling Officer.  The amended plan seeks to demonstrate that the proposal can 
be safely accessed by refuse vehicles and final confirmation from the Waste & recycling 
officer is awaited. 

5.104. It is likely that bins would be provided for in external areas in a convenient location within 
the garden for the dwellings and communal bin collection areas will also be provided as 
appropriate. 

Response to comments of Parish Council  

5.105. The Parish Council has raised a number of specific concerns (which are detailed in the 
Appendix) regarding highways issues, in particular seeking further contributions in respect 
of local schemes.  The Highway Officer has provided a response as follows:  

• Each of the obligations and conditions have been carefully considered in terms of 
their location, feasibility and justification, it would not be proportionate at this 
stage to request any further contributions. 

• The attached conditions and obligations make a significant contribution towards 
the measures identified within the Haddenham Streetscape project: The Rudds 
Lane junction improvements will make HGV access more difficult, additional 
pedestrian/cyclist crossings over Churchway/Stanbridge Road will improve 
pedestrian safety and the contribution towards a safety scheme at the Stanbridge 
Road/Woodways junction potentially including raised tables either side of the 
crossroads will lower road speeds. All of these aspects were identified as part of the 
project and will have a significant positive impact for local residents.  Further 
mitigation would not be justified. 

• With regards to the A418 junction, the modelling and assessments undertaken do 
not highlight any particular issues regarding safety or capacity at this junction 
caused by this proposal (subject to the mitigation proposed) therefore no further 
mitigation would be justified in this case. 

• In terms of road damage, this will be covered in the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan which can be conditioned, as part of this, the developer will be 



expected to fund the repair of any damage caused that can be traced back to the 
construction vehicles. 

•  With regards to the pedestrian and cycling link at the HAD007 site, this refers to a 
different scheme. 

• The Framework Travel Plan is assessed by the Transport Strategy team who have 
been heavily involved in the discussions about the Streetscape proposal.  If 
permission is to be granted a condition will be imposed to require the submission of 
a fully detailed TP which will also be subject to assessment.    

Conclusions in respect of transport matters / accessibility 

5.106. It is concluded that the proposal would not have a harmful impact on the local highway 
network and would be served by safe and suitable access points and a range of sustainable 
transport choices with improved walking and cycling links to connect to local amenities and 
facilities, subject to appropriate conditions and obligations.   

5.107. Therefore, subject to appropriate obligations and conditions, the proposal would accord 
with local and national policy, in particular with the aims of VALP policies T1, T4, T5, T6, T7 
and T8 and HNP policies TGA3, 4 and 5.  It could be implemented without harm to highway 
safety and convenient and sufficient parking, cycle parking and electric vehicle parking can 
be secured via suitable conditions.    

 

Flooding and drainage 

VALP policies I4 (Flooding) and I5 (Water Resources and Wastewater Infrastructure)  

5.108. National policy seeks to ensure that flood risk in an area is managed and reduced through 
the local plan by undertaking a strategic flood risk assessment, together with a sequential 
approach to development, locating vulnerable developments in areas at lower risk of 
flooding. Development proposals will be assessed through flood risk assessments where 
appropriate, a sequential approach to site appraisal and where necessary the exceptions 
test as set out in the NPPF and NPPG.  

5.109. VALP Policy I4 requires, amongst other things, the submission of site-specific flood risk 
assessments (FRAs) where the development is over 1 hectare in size or includes areas of 
flood zones 2 or 3.   All development must demonstrate that the sequential test has been 
passed; the exception test will not apply to sites allocated in the plan. It goes on to require 
that development layouts are informed by drainage strategies including SuDS, and 
including demonstration that surface water will be effectively managed and will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere taking into account climate change modelling and effects.  
This policy reflects national policy guidance.  

5.110. The site is located in Flood Zone 1 which has a low risk of surface water flooding.  
Information from the Groundwater Flood Map indicates that the site does lie in an area at 



risk of groundwater flooding but that infiltration maps indicate lower levels of water table 
and overall there is considered to be a low risk of groundwater flooding.  However, there 
have been issues within the wider area, in particular related to the areas on the western 
side of Churchway.    

5.111. There have been detailed discussions with the Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) who 
initially raised a holding objection due to insufficient information in particular related to 
surface water drainage.   The applicant therefore undertook further assessments and 
submitted further documents in the form of an updated Sustainable Drainage Statement 
(SDS) and FRA.   

5.112. The LLFA has reviewed all the information and confirmed that their initial objection can be 
removed, subject to the imposition of conditions.  These seek to ensure that further 
groundwater monitoring is undertaken during winter periods to clarify whether further 
amendmentss will be needed to the design of the SuDS basins.   Further assessment of the 
use of the proposed SuDs basins (in south east and south west corners of the site) which 
are proposed to drain into the Thames Water (TW) public surface water sewer system 
which drains to the existing pond located on Rudd’s Lane revealed that whilst there are 
concerns related to flood risk associated with this pond, the significant betterment post 
development compared with the current situation  means that the proposal will be 
acceptable.  TW has confirmed that the proposed discharge will be acceptable.    

5.113. The LLFA also confirms that there will be sufficient attenuation storage to ensure that flood 
risk off site is managed over the lifetime of the scheme.  The applicants were also 
requested to consider further means of on-site SuDS techniques as required by VALP policy 
I4.  The use of additional features such as lined / unlined permeable paving, rain gardens 
and tree pits are all referenced in the SDS.     

5.114. In respect of foul drainage, suitable connections can be made to the public sewers and, as 
noted above, TW has confirmed that the drainage scheme will be acceptable.  

5.115. It is concluded that the proposal will make appropriate provision for surface water and foul 
drainage and will secure measures to avoid / improve flood risk and will not result in 
increased flood risk elsewhere.  Therefore, subject to the imposition of conditions to 
require a fully detailed drainage scheme and details of a whole-life maintenance plan the 
proposal will satisfy VALP policy I4.     

 

Historic Environment / Archaeology   

VALP policy BE1 Heritage Assets  

Conservation Areas SPD   

5.116. The NPPF recognises that the effect of an application on the significance of a heritage asset 
(including its setting) is a material planning consideration.  VALP policy BE1 requires all new 



development to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, 
including setting, seeking enhancement where possible.  This policy reflects national policy.  
The HNP does not contain specific policies, but its vision and objectives recognise the sense 
of history in the village and the historic environment of the conservation area and many 
listed buildings.   

5.117. The site does not lie within the conservation area but lies close to the edge of the northern 
section which encompasses parts of Rosemary Lane and Rudds Lane up to the boundary 
with Churchway.  The CA appraisal notes that this section lies within character area 1, 
Rudd’s Lane and Rosemary Lane and is characterised by sporadic historic development 
interspersed with modern infill.  The applicant’s Heritage Assessment states that the site is 
not the focus of any key views but is located at the periphery of a key view looking south 
towards the conservation area from the Outer Aylesbury Ring public footpath, though this 
view is now altered by the development on HAD007.   It goes on to conclude that the 
proposal will result in a neutral impact on the significance of the conservation area, in line 
with conclusions of the previous Inspector.  It also concludes that it will not adversely 
impact the nearby listed buildings (Grade II Forge Cottage and Witchert House).  It does 
acknowledge that it will alter agricultural land adjacent to The Cider House, a building of 
‘local note’, considered to be a non-designated heritage asset, but given the absence of 
any historical functional relationship between the two, this would only result in minor 
harm, due to the change in its setting.    

5.118. The Heritage Officer concurs with these findings and notes that given the previous appeal 
decision and history, it would not be reasonable to raise a heritage objection at this stage. 
The previous Inspector found the impact to be neutral impact due to the limited extent 
that the site contributes to its setting nor was there any evidence of any harmful impact 
arising from the traffic movements generated.  The minor level of harm to the non-
designated heritage asset noted.  Paragraph 209 of the NPPF requires that the effect of an 
application on the significance of a non-designated asset should be taken into account in 
determining the application.  In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect the 
non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement is required having regard to the 
scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.  Taking this into 
account and the minor level of harm identified and taking a balanced judgement it is 
considered not to outweigh the benefits of the scheme and as such, overall, there would 
be compliance with policy BE1 in this regard.    

5.119. In respect of archaeology, the application site lies within a wider area which has provided 
numerous discoveries of prehistoric and Roman finds and features. The field directly to the 
north produced c.40 flints during a fieldwalking survey and three Neolithic/Bronze Age 
enclosures have been recorded further north- west. Other findspots in the immediate 



vicinity of the site include Roman metalwork and a large Roman pit and post-holes have 
been recorded in fields to the east of the site. 

5.120. The applicant’s heritage assessment states that no prehistoric or Roman period finds or 
features are recorded nor were any identified by the geophysical survey.  Some features 
were recorded in the field to the north of the site during fieldwalking and indicate the 
potential for currently unrecorded below ground remains.  As such the Archaeology Officer 
has no objection subject to a staged condition to secure pre-commencement trial 
trenching and in situ retention or recording as appropriate in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation.    

5.121. Thus, it is concluded that with the imposition of an appropriate condition, the proposal 
would ensure appropriate protection for and enhancement of the historic environment 
and thus complies with relevant national and local policy in this regard.    

 

Raising the quality of place making and design 

VALP BE2 Design of New Development  

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Design SPD 

5.122. The above policies seek to ensure that development is responsive to its context and 
provides a high quality, sustainable design. Specifically in respect of built form it seeks to 
ensure that proposals respect and complement the local distinctiveness and vernacular 
character of the locality, in terms of ordering, form, proportions, architectural detailing and 
materials.   The Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Design SPD seeks to provide detailed guidance 
for place making.  The NPPF 2023 also emphasises that development should make effective 
use of land whilst at the same time safeguarding and improving the environment and  
states that the creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is 
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve.   The use of 
design codes is encouraged.     

5.123. The application being outline does not provide any detail to be approved at this stage 
regarding the layout and built character of the proposal albeit the DAS sets out a number 
of principles including that there would be a hierarchy of street typologies with a 
Churchway / conservation area interface along the western edge and a ‘soft’ edge of the 
north with the main built areas providing a ‘village’ character to reflect traditional layout 
and building types.  The layout would also include frontage development with focal spaces 
and buildings.   The illustrative masterplan also gives an indication of how the site could be 
laid out.  As indicated above, the site would be connected to the village through new links 
albeit they would cross over existing roads which currently form the boundary to the 



existing built framework of the village.  A condition would be appropriate in this instance to 
ensure that these general principles are taken through to any reserved matters application.  

5.124. Having regard to the above matters and acknowledging that further consideration would 
have to be given to these specific matters at the detailed design stage, it is concluded that 
the development of the site itself could achieve a high quality, beautiful and sustainable 
place notwithstanding that it would nevertheless be seen as a ‘add on’ to the village in a 
way that is not sympathetic to the landscape and visual amenity of the site and its 
surroundings as well as the settlement pattern in this part of the village as identified in the 
paragraphs above relating to the impact on countryside, landscape and settlement 
character. Thus, it has been demonstrated that the development could be designed in a 
way to accord with Policy BE2 (b) albeit would fail to accord with the other criteria for the 
reasons set out in the earlier section of this report.   

 

Building sustainability 

VALP policy C3 (Renewable Energy)  

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Design SPD 

5.125. The application is accompanied by an Energy and Sustainability statement.  The statement 
has considered VALP policy and guidance in the SPD and confirms that low carbon 
technology in the form of air source heat pumps are to be used for all dwellings in addition 
the ‘fabric first’ approach uplifting on the requirements of approved document part L.  In 
addition, it is proposed that water consumption will be minimised to 110 litres per day and 
waste will be minimised during both construction and occupation through reuse and 
recycling. 

5.126. It is concluded that the scheme has the potential to provide a good level of sustainability in 
its buildings and other elements, in some areas in excess of the minimum requirements.  
The proposal therefore accords with policy C3 and the guidance in the SPD subject to a 
condition to secure an updated and detailed assessment at the reserved matters stage.    

 

Environment and Amenity of Existing and Future Residents  

VALP policy BE3 (Protection of the amenity of residents) and NE5 (Light pollution, air 
quality and contaminated land)  

5.127. The relevant policies seek to ensure that a good standard of built environment is provided 
having regard to a number of factors.  In terms of existing adjoining residents, those likely 
to be most affected are those in Churchway opposite the site and those immediately to the 
south of the site fronting Stanbridge Road.  However, these properties are separated from 
the site by the road and lane which, when taken together with the likely set back from the 
site boundaries of the actual dwellings, are unlikely to result in any significant impacts.  It is 



intended that existing hedgerow and trees along these boundaries will be retained and 
supplemented with additional planting, adding a further screening effect.   

5.128. The following matters are also relevant to the future residents:    

Noise and Air Quality  

5.129. The Noise Impact Assessment concludes that based on the results of a baseline noise 
survey the recommended guideline noise criterion for external amenity spaces is likely to 
be met without the need for specific mitigation.  Regarding internal noise, two plots were 
found to meet the criteria with the use of double glazing.  Overall, there would be a 
commensurate level of protection for future occupiers.  

5.130. The accompanying air quality report concludes that measures can be put in place to 
minimise emissions during construction and these can be secured via condition.   Once 
occupied, the proposal would not significantly influence local air quality; in addition, local 
monitored pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of the site were identified to be below 
the relevant air quality objectives.  

Contamination 

5.131. The site is understood to have previously only been used for agricultural purposes but 
includes the demolition of some agricultural buildings.  The submitted report suggests a 
number of further actions and surveys to include an asbestos survey for these buildings.  It 
concludes that the potential risk from contamination is considered to be very low if not 
negligible but recommends that an intrusive ground investigation is completed ahead of 
any development works to determine underlying ground conditions and any contaminative 
status, to include presence of hazardous ground gases.  It Is considered that in these 
circumstances, it would be necessary to impose a condition to deal with these matters.     

Construction stage impacts 

5.132. In terms of the construction stage of the proposed development, the workings on the site 
and associated vehicle movements will have some effects.  However, most of these can be 
controlled and minimised though a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CEMP) which 
will cover a number of matters such as hours of operation, deliveries & construction 
including vehicle routing, on-site parking and storage, traffic management and measures to 
prevent damage and inconvenience arising from the use of local roads.  

Lighting 

5.133. At this outline stage there is no indication of what lighting is proposed but this can be 
controlled at reserved matters stage to ensure that the impact on the built and natural 
environment is minimised.  In this regard it is noted that the Ecology Officer has 



recommended a condition to ensure that any lighting does not adversely affect the 
biodiversity of the site.  

Built environment / living conditions for proposed occupiers 

5.134. In terms of the proposed occupants, as the application is in outline only it is not possible to 
specifically assess the quality of the proposed individual dwelling plots and how they relate 
to each other.  However, the DAS and accompanying sketch masterplan show that it should 
be possible to ensure a good standard of layout and amenity.   Whilst in this particular 
instance a condition to secure a Design Code for the site is not considered to be necessary  
but a condition to ensure that the principles within the DAS would be translated into any 
reserved matters submission would be appropriate.  

Conclusions  

5.135. It is concluded that overall, a good standard of built environment and amenity will be 
provided for the occupiers of existing and proposed dwellings, in compliance with the 
above policies.  

 

 

Supporting high quality communications 
VALP policy I6 (Telecommunications)   

5.136. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to ensure that they have 
considered the possibility of the construction of new buildings or other structures 
interfering with broadcast and electronic communication services. Given the nature and 
location of the proposed development, it is considered unlikely for there to be any adverse 
interference upon any nearby broadcast and electronic communications services as a 
result of the development.  

5.137. In accordance with VALP policy I6, developers are also expected to have explored the 
option of providing on-site infrastructure, including ducting to industry standards in any 
new residential development for efficient connection to existing networks. This policy 
reflects paragraph 114 of the NPPF which states that a reliable communications 
infrastructure is essential for economic growth and social well-being and that policies 
should prioritise full fibre connections to existing and new developments.  The applicant’s 
Utilities Assessment Report confirms that the area has a well-established network of 
underground and overground infrastructure, with assets presently running along the 
entirety of Churchway, with a suitable connection identified along the western boundary 



with some diversionary / protection works required.  A planning condition will ensure that 
this is adequately addressed.  

5.138. Overall, it is considered that the proposal would accord with policy I6 of the VALP and with 
the guidance set out in the NPPF in this regard.  

 

Community Facilities & Infrastructure Impacts and Developer Contributions 

VALP policies – I2 Sports and Recreation, I3 Community facilities, infrastructure and assets 
of community value, Appendix D - The Standards for Sports and Recreation 

HNP policies CES1 Play Facilities 

5.139. As noted in various sections above, there are a number of specific matters that would need 
to be secured via planning obligations, as conditions would not be appropriate. These are:  

• 30% Affordable housing and details thereof (e.g.tenure split, pepper-potting, etc) 

• Provision and future management & maintenance of on-site GI and play areas to 
include commuted sums (should these areas be transferred to the Parish Council) 
or other suitable arrangements and a bond to enable these areas to be delivered 
should they fail to come forward as part of the development 

5.140. In addition, the development will generate a need for various forms of community and 
other infrastructure to mitigate its impact.   However, some facilities can only be provided 
off-site as part of wider provision.  In the absence of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) it 
is necessary and justified to seek a number of financial contributions to provide for these.  

5.141. The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and the National Planning Policy 
Framework state that obligations to secure such contributions within a section 106 
agreement must meet the following tests: 

• Necessary to make the development acceptable  

• Directly related to the development, and 

• Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 

Financial Contributions towards Sustainable Transport / off-site highway works 

5.142. As indicated in the transport section above, improvements to off-site footway / cycleway 
connections in the vicinity of the site are required to provide suitable and safe links to the 
existing network and access to local amenities.  Improvements to the A418 / Churchway / 



Dadbrook junction are also necessary to mitigate the impact of the development and must 
be provided prior to first occupation.  

5.143. Other contributions towards local sustainable transport schemes including some identified 
as part of the local Streetscapes Project, including a contribution towards the necessary 
Traffic Regulation Order, should it not come forward in a timely manner through the 
development of HAD007, are justified to mitigate the impacts of the development.  A travel 
plan monitoring fee will also be necessary to enable annual monitoring and review.  

Education  

5.144. The Education Officer has confirmed that there is insufficient school capacity locally.  
Primary schools are currently full or oversubscribed and there is a project to consider 
options to expand one of more of these schools.   The catchment secondary school is 
operating at close to capacity, over the recommended limits, and contributions will go 
towards expansion schemes to ensure that the demand generated by this and other local 
developments can be met.  The contributions are based on the per pupil cost likely to be 
generated by the development is therefore necessary and justified.  The amount is 
calculated based on the latest related DfE costs and in accordance with well-established 
principles. 

5.145. The Education Officer has confirmed that the contributions will be allocated to the local 
community infant or junior schools or St. Marys CE School and Princes Risborough 
Secondary School. 

Sport and Recreation  

5.146. The development will increase demand for the provision of local and wider sport and 
recreation facilities, including sports playing pitches and hard courts and community 
centres.  It is not feasible to accommodate such facilities on site due to the amount of land 
that is required and the need to optimise the delivery of housing and there is a lack of 
capacity in the local area.  The HNP identifies a need to provide a larger community facility 
for local cultural and sporting events and policy SRL2 allocates land at Banks Park, 
encompassing the existing village hall and library, for improved community facilities.    
Therefore, under the relevant policies, a proportionate contribution based on the 
estimated population arising from the development using the Council’s Ready Reckoner is 
justifiably sought to ensure the necessary associated provision. The relevant projects to be 
referred to will be agreed through the S106 negotiations having regard to the CIL 
regulations. 

Health Facilities  

5.147. The NHS Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and Berkshire West Integrated Care Board (BOB 
ICB) has provided a detailed response indicating that there is currently insufficient primary 
medical care capacity locally.  Primary care services are already operating under extreme 



pressure and physical constraints, and the lack of space hampers the delivery of additional 
services.  The ICB has therefore requested appropriate financial contributions.   

5.148. The local Phoenix Health Centre is already operating above recommended ‘best practice’ 
capacity and therefore additional floorspace is required to cater for the further increased 
demand. The contribution sought is based on the floorspace required to provide for the 
increased population arising from the development and the build costs associated with the 
works / project proposed which in this case would involve the conversion of an existing 
room within the existing health centre building.  A contribution of £85,899 is sought based 
on these figures and the likely increased population arising from the development.   

5.149. It is considered, by officers, that without the contribution the impacts of the development 
would not be appropriately mitigated and would adversely impact on the delivery of 
healthcare for new and existing residents. 

 

 

6. Other Matters 

Housing Land Supply 

6.1. The applicant has suggested that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing 
land supply (HLS) and thus the tilted balance of NPPF paragraph 11 should apply.  The 
Council has recently published the 5 year Housing Land Supply Position Statement 
(September 2023) which confirms that there is a 4.5 year supply of housing sites for the 
period 2023-28, representing a shortfall of 811 dwellings. .   As indicated above, the NPPF 
2023 has introduced changes to the requirements for a 5 year housing land supply to be 
demonstrated as set out in paragraph 76, but given that this application was submitted 
before the publication of the NPPF 2023, this policy does not apply.   

6.2. In this context, it is noted that, notwithstanding that going forward a 5 year supply cannot 
currently be demonstrated, there has been a good delivery of housing with past 
completions currently exceeding the targets with a total surplus of 228 dwellings over the 
period 2013-23.  

6.3. The applicant has contended from the outset that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 
year supply, mainly based on the argument that there is insufficient evidence of the 
deliverability of a number of the identified sites.  Whilst the lack of a 5 year supply is now 
acknowledged, this is as a result of the updated assessment that has been undertaken by 
the Council.  The applicant has not provided any detailed comments on this update, though 
maintains the position that it is significantly less.     

 



7. Weighing and balancing of issues / Overall Assessment  

Introduction  

7.1. This section brings together the assessment that has so far been set out in order to weigh 
and balance relevant planning considerations in order to reach a conclusion on the 
application. 

7.2. In determining the planning application, section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In addition, Section 
143 of the Localism Act amends Section 70 of the Town and Country Planning Act relating 
to the determination of planning applications and states that in dealing with planning 
applications, the authority shall have regard to: 

a. Provision of the development plan insofar as they are material, 

b. Any local finance considerations, so far as they are material to the application 
(such as CIL if applicable), and, 

c. Any other material considerations 

7.3. The NPPF is a significant material consideration and the proposal should be assessed 
against relevant policies.  In particular, paragraph 11 is of relevance.  

7.4. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
It states that for decision-taking this means:  

(c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 
without delay; or  

(d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 
important for determining the application are out-of-date (footnote 8), granting 
permission unless   

i. the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.   

7.5. Footnote 8 has been amended in the latest version of the NPPF and states: 

“This includes, for the applications involving the provision of housing, situations where:  (a) 
the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply (or a four year supply, if 
application, as set out in paragraph 226) of deliverable housing sites (with a buffer, if 
applicable, as set out in paragraph77) and does not benefit from the provisions of 
paragraph 76 or (b) where the Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was 
below 75% of the housing requirement over the previous three years.” 



7.6. Paragraph 76 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities are not required to identify 
and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum 
of five years’ worth of housing for decision-making purposes if the following criteria are 
met: 

a) Their adopted plan is less than five years old; and 

b) That adopted plan identified at least a five year supply of specific, deliverable sites at 
the time that its examination concluded. 

7.7. Paragraph 76 does apply to planning decision made in the VALP area however there is a 
further transitional requirement identified in footnote 79 which requires that the 
exception contained in this paragraph should only be taken into account as a material 
consideration when dealing with applications made on or after the date of the publication 
of this version of the Framework.  That date being 20th December when a further edition of 
the NPPF was published which corrected errors in the 19th December publication. 

7.8. In this instance the application was submitted 31st January 2023 and does not benefit from 
the exception in paragraph 76. 

7.9. It should be noted that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not 
displace S38(6) and a planning application should be determined in accordance with the 
relevant policies of the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  

Accordance with the Development Plan  

7.10. Having regard to the detailed assessment above, it is noted that there is compliance with a 
number of policies of the development plan.  However, given the sites location in open 
countryside beyond the built-up limits of the settlement, outside the areas allocated for 
development within the spatial strategy and the harm that would arise to the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside, landscape character / visual amenity and 
settlement identity, there would be conflict with polices of the VALP and with the aims and 
objectives of the HNP.  Overall, having regard to the extent of the harm arising and 
resultant conflict with those policies, it is concluded that the proposal does not comply 
with the development plan as a whole.   

7.11. Paragraph 11 (c) of the NPPF does not therefore apply.  It is of note that the applicant does 
not agree and considers that the proposal does accord with the development plan, it being 
contended that the extent of landscape / visual harm is limited such that the proposal 
accords with the relevant policies.  However, it is considered that the assessment of these 



impacts has been understated; nor does the applicant fully address the issue of effect on 
settlement identity or with the overall spatial strategy of the plan.  

7.12. In the context of the ‘presumption’, it is therefore necessary to consider the implication of 
NPPF paragraph 11(d) which is ‘triggered’ by virtue of the lack of a demonstrable 5 year 
housing land supply.   

Assessment under NPPF paragraph 11(d) 

7.13. The first part of this paragraph (i) indicates that the ‘presumption in favour of granting 
permission’ will not apply if “the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or 
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed”.  The policies referred to in this paragraph are those in the NPPF and are set out 
in footnote 7 to the policy.  They relate to habitats sites, and/or designated SSSIs, Green 
Belt, Local Green Space, AONBs, National Parks (or within Broads Authority), Heritage 
Coast, irreplaceable habitats, designated heritage assets and areas at risk of flooding or 
coastal change.    

7.14. The only policies of relevance to this case are those related to designated heritage assets.  
However, it has been concluded (above) that there would be no harm caused to the 
affected designated assets and their settings (Haddenham Conservation Area and nearby 
listed buildings).  Therefore, in the context of the above policies, there is no clear reason 
for refusing the development proposed thus the presumption does apply and the proposal 
needs to be assessed against part (ii).  

The adverse impacts  

7.15. As set out in detail above, the proposal would result in a development in the open 
countryside beyond the existing and planned limits of the settlement resulting in a clear 
conflict with the spatial strategy of the VALP for which there do not exist any exceptional 
circumstances.  This runs counter to NPPF policy that states that the planning system 
should be genuinely plan-led.  Significant weight should be given to this harm.   

7.16. The landscape and visual impacts, whilst mainly of a localised nature, would be significantly 
harmful and would not be overcome by the proposed mitigation.  The scheme would result 
in a clear intrusion into the countryside surrounding the settlement, the boundary of which 
in this part of the village is clearly delineated by Churchway and would fail to be 
sympathetic to the character and distinctiveness of the settlement form as the site 
contributes significantly to the rural edge character of this part of the village.  This would 
also fail to satisfy the policies of the NPPF which seek to ensure that planning decisions 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by recognising the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside and ensure that developments are sympathetic to 



local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting.  Significant weight should be given to the harms arising in this regard.  

7.17. There would be a loss of BMV and related economic benefits to which, in the light of the 
amount of land involved and its value, moderate weight should be given.  

7.18.  There would be a minor level of harm to a non-designated heritage asset, to which in the 
circumstances, limited weight should be given.  

7.19. The concerns and objections of the Parish Council, local amenity societies and other 
residents have been addressed in the above report.   It is considered that there are no 
other matters which raise any justifiable adverse impacts.  

Benefits  

7.20. The main benefit of the scheme is the contribution it will make to the authority’s housing 
supply, which in the context of a lack of a 5 year supply, should be given significant weight.   
The applicant has provided information to show that, whilst they would not build out the 
site themselves, they have a track record of working with housebuilders and delivering 
sites within the five-year period (and refer specifically to the Station Road, Stoke 
Mandeville site within the Council’s area as an example); in addition, there are no known 
legal or constraints which could delay implementation and they have confirmed a 
willingness to accept a condition to require submission of reserved matters within a short 
timescale.  

7.21. The site will also make a valuable contribution to affordable housing which at 30% will 
provide a level that exceeds the minimum policy requirement.  A range of housing types 
and sizes are also proposed, contributing to local community needs, though that is a 
requirement of policy.   Overall significant weight should be given to these benefits.    

7.22. The economic and social benefits that can be associated with such development, such as 
contributing to the local and wider economy are acknowledged.  Overall, moderate weight 
should be given to these benefits.  

7.23. The Applicant contends that the provision of GI and open space will bring recreational and 
wildlife benefits to the wider area.  However, the amount of open space provided is 
required to meet the needs of the residents and satisfy policy.  There would however be 
biodiversity benefits over and above that required by policy / legislation to which some 
limited weight can be given and it is acknowledged that the provision of the play area 



provides a facility that may be used by existing local residents to which limited weight can 
also be given.   

7.24. The development would be constructed to a high standard of energy efficiency including 
the use of heat pumps and a ‘fabric first’ approach that exceeds building regulations.  
Moderate weight can be given to these benefits.  

7.25. The Applicant also suggests that the various measures to be secured through the S106 
should also be considered as benefits, but in the main these are necessary to mitigate the 
impact of the development.  To the extent that they may benefit the wider community, for 
instance the improvements to the road junctions and provision of crossings and RTPI at the 
bus stops, they would provide benefits of limited weight.  

Conclusion on paragraph 11(d)  

7.26. Having regard to the [footnote 7] policies of the NPPF, there is no clear reason for refusal.  
Overall, taking into account the above, it is concluded that, notwithstanding the significant 
weight that should be given to the adverse impacts, they do not significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  Therefore, permission should be granted subject to 
the proposed conditions and a S106 agreement.     

Overall S38(6) balance 

7.27. It is concluded that whilst there is conflict with the development plan overall, there are 
material considerations, i.e. the policies of the NPPF in particular the application of 
paragraph 11, that indicate that permission should be granted.   

7.28. Local Planning Authorities, when making decisions of a strategic nature, must have due 
regard, through the Equalities Act, to reducing the inequalities which may result from 
socio-economic disadvantage.  In this instance, it is not considered that this proposal would 
disadvantage any sector of society to a harmful extent. 

7.29. The protection of property and the peaceful enjoyment of possession under Article 1 of the 
Human Rights Act, and the right to respect for private and family life under Article 8 of the 
Human Rights Act have been taken into account in considering any impact of the 
development on residential amenity and the measures to avoid and mitigate impacts. It is 
considered that the proposed development would not infringe on these rights. 

7.30. It is considered that there are no other reasons why permission should not be granted, 
subject to conditions as identified and to the prior completion of a S106 agreement to 
secure the obligations set out in the report necessary to mitigate the impact of the 
development.  

 



8. Working with the applicant / agent  

8.1. In accordance with paragraph 38 of the NPPF (2023) the Council approach decision-taking 
in a positive and creative way taking a proactive approach to development proposals 
focused on solutions and work proactively with applicants to secure developments.  

8.2. The Council work with the applicants/agents in a positive and proactive manner by offering 
a pre-application advice service, and as appropriate updating applications/agents of any 
issues that may arise in the processing of their application.   

8.3. In this instance  

• The applicant was provided with pre-application advice,  

• During the course of the consideration of the application, there has been a 
continual and considerable dialogue with the applicant with a view to seek to resolve 
issues as they arose.    

• The applicant was provided the opportunity to submit amendments to the 
scheme/address issues arising.  

• The application was considered by the Committee where the applicant/agent had the 
opportunity to speak to the committee and promote the application.   

9. Recommendation  

9.1. The recommendation is that the application be deferred and delegated to the Director of 
Planning and Environment for APPROVAL subject to the satisfactory negotiation and 
completion of a S106 agreement to secure the requirements set out in the report, such 
approval to be subject to the conditions set out below (with any amendments or additions 
as considered appropriate by Officers), or to refuse if a satisfactory S106 agreement cannot 
be completed for such reasons as officers consider appropriate.   

 

Recommended conditions: 
 
1.     Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout and scale, (herein after called “the reserved 

matters”) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before 
any development begins and the development shall be carried out as approved.  

 

Reason: The application is for outline planning permission.  

  

2.     Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning Authority 
no later than 18 months from the date of this permission.  



  

Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions and to enable the Council to 
review the suitability of the development in the light of altered circumstances and to comply 
with the provisions of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended 
by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  

  

3.     The development hereby permitted shall begin no later than two years from the date of 
approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.  

  

Reason: To prevent the accumulation of planning permissions: to enable the Council to review 
the suitability of the development in the light of altered circumstances and to comply with the 
provisions of Section 92(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 
51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  

  

4.     The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following 
approved plans:   

a.     Drawing No. P16-0007_4 (Site Location Plan)  

b.     Drawing No: T22562/001 Rev.D (Proposed site access junction with visibility splays)  

c.     Drawing No; T22562/002 Rev. C (Proposed site access junction swept path analysis 01)  

d.     Drawing No: T22562/005 (Access and pedestrian and cycle connectivity plan).  

  

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.  

  

5.     No other part of the development shall be occupied until the [principal] means of vehicular 
access has been provided in accordance with the approved planning drawings and constructed 
to the appropriate Buckinghamshire Council access standards.  

  

Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway 
and of the development.  

   

6.     Development shall not commence until a construction traffic management plan (CTMP) has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The CTMP shall 
provide for the following:  

• The routing of construction vehicles.  

• Construction access details, temporary or otherwise.  



• The parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors.  

• Loading and unloading of plant and materials storage of plant and materials used in 
constructing the development.  

• Operating hours.   

• The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative displays and 
facilities for public viewing, where appropriate.  

• Wheel washing facilities.  

• Before and after construction condition surveys of the highway and a commitment to 
fund the repair of any damage caused.  

  

The approved CTMP shall be adhered to throughout the construction period.  

    

Reason: This is required prior to commencement of development in order to minimise danger, 
obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway.   

  

7.     No dwelling shall be occupied until the minimum vehicular visibility splays of 43m from 2.4m 
back from the edge of the carriageway from both sides of the new access onto Churchway 
have been provided in accordance with the approved plans and the visibility splays shall 
thereafter be kept clear from any obstruction between 0.6m and 2.0m above ground level.  

 

Reason: To provide adequate visibility between the access and the existing public highway for 
the safety and convenience of users of the highway and of the access.   

  
8.     No dwelling shall be occupied until the off-site highway works shown in principle on drawing 

T22562.001 rev D have been laid out and constructed in general accordance with the approved 
plans.  For the avoidance of doubt the works shall comprise of the following: 

• Dropped Kerb Crossings to the new footway on western side of Churchway with the 
pedestrian refuge being lengthened to 3m. 

• 3m shared footway/cycleway leading to the pedestrian island along Churchway to the 
north and down to the crossing across Stanbridge Road to the south. 

• Dropped Kerb Crossings across both Stanbridge Road and Churchway incorporating the 
central reserve. Raised signage on the central reserve to provide sight lines to 
pedestrians. 

• Pedestrian Only link and dropped kerb crossing to bus stop on the western side of 
Churchway, to connect to upgraded footway provision on the western side of 
Churchway. 



• Pedestrian Crossings in line with the Haddenham wide streetscape proposals including 
the tighter Rudds Lane Junction Radii. 

• Raising the kerb height to 140mm to allow near level boarding and improve accessibility 
at the closest bus stops.  

Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway 
and of the development. 

  
9.   No dwelling shall be occupied until the off-site highway works shown in principle on drawing 

816813/6104B approved as part of application 17/02280/AOP have been laid out and 
constructed in general accordance with the approved plans. For the avoidance of doubt the 
works shall comprise of the junction improvement works at the Churchway/A418 Junction.  

  
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway 
and of the development. 

  

10. Plans and particulars submitted for the reserved matters pursuant to Conditions 2 and 3 shall 
be in general accordance with the principles set out within the Design and Access Statement 
and with the illustrative masterplan (drawing no: P16-007_DE_030_01_J) and the Illustrative 
Landscape Strategy (drawing no: P16-0007_EN_0038_G_0001LS Rev G) and shall include the 
following details:  

a) any proposed access road(s) including details of horizontal and vertical alignment;  

b) any existing access points within the application site that are not required for the 
development and which are proposed to be closed when new accesses forming part of 
the development are brought into use;  

c) the layout and specification of  

(1) any internal roads not covered by a above,  

(2) footpaths,  

(3) parking, including electric vehicle charging points, turning and loading/unloading 
areas (including visibility splays),  

(4) cycle parking areas,  

(5) cycle storage facilities  

6) access facilities for the disabled and  

(7) individual accesses;  

d) the materials to be used on the external faces of all the buildings to which the details 
relate;  



e) the positions, design, materials and type of boundary treatment (including all fences, 
walls and other means of enclosure) to be provided;  

f) details for all hard landscaped areas, footpaths and similar areas, including details of 
finished ground levels, all surfacing materials, and street furniture, signs, lighting, refuse 
storage units and other minor structures to be installed thereon;  

g) contours for all landscaping areas, together with planting plans and schedules of plants, 
noting species, sizes and numbers/densities, details of all trees, bushes and hedges which 
are to be retained and a written specification for the landscape works (including a 
programme for implementation, cultivation and other operations associated with plant 
and grass establishment);  

h) a waste strategy including details of bin and recycling storage;   

i) Details of any external lighting to any building(s), parking   

j) turning and / or manoeuvring areas, roads, footpaths, green ways and open space areas.;  

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and to comply policies H6c, 
BE2, NE1, NE8, T8 and I1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  

  

11. An energy statement / natural resources strategy to demonstrate how the energy hierarchy 
has been applied and how the development minimises the use of natural resources shall be 
submitted prior to or at the same time as the first reserved matters application for the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority.  It shall address / consider the following:  

a.     How energy use is reduced / minimised, In particular through the use of sustainable 
design and construction methods, 

b.     how water efficiency and minimisation of use are to be encouraged 

c.     measures to promote waste minimisation and recycling 

d.     Provision of an efficient energy supply, with priority to decentralised supplies. 

e.     making use of renewable energy,  

f.      making use of allowable solutions 

g.     a feasibility study for district heating and cooling utilising technologies such as 
combined heat and power, including biomass or other low carbon technology 

The development shall be implemented in accordance with the approved strategy.  

  



Reason: To maximise energy efficiency and use of natural resources / renewable energy to 
comply with policy C3 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.  

12.  The landscape details to be submitted pursuant to condition 2 above shall include the 
following: 

a) a scaled plan showing all existing trees, shrubs and hedgerows to be retained, including 
crown spreads and trees and plants to be planted;  

b) location, type and materials to be used for hard landscaping including specifications, 
where applicable for: 

i. permeable paving 

ii. soil volume calculations for new trees 

iii. tree pit design  

iv. underground modular systems  

v. sustainable urban drainage integration  

vi. use within tree Root Protection Areas (RPAs);  

c) a schedule detailing species, sizes and numbers/densities of all proposed trees/plants; 
including support measures, guards or other protective measures; biosecurity procedures 
including best working practices to reduce the spread of pests and disease.  

d) specifications for operations associated with plant establishment and maintenance that 
are compliant with best practice; methods to improve the rooting environment for 
retained and proposed trees and landscaping including watering, weed control, pruning, 
etc. 

e) types and dimensions of all boundary treatments  

  

There shall be no excavation or raising or lowering of levels within the prescribed root 
protection area of retained trees unless already agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Unless required by a separate landscape management condition, all soft 
landscaping shall have a written five-year maintenance programme following planting.  

  

Reason: To ensure satisfactory landscaping of the site in the interests of amenity, to 
safeguard and enhance the character and amenity of the area, to provide ecological, 
environmental and biodiversity benefits and to maximise the quality and usability of open 
spaces within the development in accordance with Policy NE8 of the VALP, and the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

13.  All planting, seeding or turfing included in the approved details of landscaping shall be carried 
out in the first planting and seeding season following the occupation of the development 
hereby permitted or the completion of the development, whichever is the sooner.  Any 
retained trees, hedgerows or shrubs forming part of the approved landscaping scheme which 
within a period of five years from the occupation or completion of the development, 
whichever is the later, die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be 
replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless the Local 
Planning Authority gives written consent to any variation. 



Reason: To ensure a satisfactory and continuing standard of amenities are provided and 
maintained in connection with the development and in accordance with Policy NE8 of the 
VALP. 

  

14.  No works or development (including for the avoidance of doubt any works of demolition/site 
clearance) shall take place until an Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) with Tree 
Protection Plan (TPP) has been submitted in accordance with current British Standard 5837 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

Ground protection measures including protective fencing shall be erected or installed prior to 
the commencement of any works or development on the site including any works of 
demolition and shall conform to current British Standard 5837 specification guidance. The 
approved fencing and/or ground protection measures shall be retained and maintained until 
all building, engineering or other operations have been completed. No work shall be carried 
out or materials stored within the fenced or protected areas without prior written agreement 
from the Local Planning Authority. The development thereafter shall be implemented in strict 
accordance with the approved details. 

The AMS and TPP shall include: 

a) Detailed plans showing location of the protective fencing including any additional ground 
protection whether temporary or permanent; 

b) Details as to the location of proposed and existing services and utilities including 
sustainable drainage, where these are close to Root Protection Areas (RPAs); 

c) Details as to the method, specification and materials to be used for any "no dig" cellular 
confinement systems where the installation of no-dig surfacing is within the Root 
Protection Areas of retained or planted trees is to be in accordance with current nationally 
recognised best practice guidance  British Standard BS 5837 and current Arboricultural 
Guidance Note ‘Cellular Confinement Systems Near Trees’ (area within the development to 
which it applies); demonstrating that they can be accommodated where they meet with 
any adjacent building damp proof courses. 

d) Details of all proposed Access Facilitation Pruning, including root pruning, as outlined in 
current British Standard 5837 guidance shall be carried out in accordance with current 
British Standard 3998. 

e) All phases and timing of the project, including phasing of demolition and construction 
operations, in relation to arboricultural matters. 

f) Siting of work huts and contractor parking; areas for the storage of material and the siting 
of skips and working spaces; the erection of scaffolding are to be shown on the submitted 
TPP 

g) Tree Protection Sign-off by the retained Arboricultural consultant prior to commencement 
of on-site activities and a reporting log, detailing timescales for return visits. 

 

The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  



Reason:  The details are required prior to commencement of development to ensure that the 
crowns, boles and root systems of the shrubs, trees and hedgerows are not damaged during 
the period of construction, in the long-term interests of local amenities and accordance with 
Policy NE8 of the VALP and BS5837. 

15.  Before any construction works hereby approved are commenced, a revised Biodiversity Net 
Gain Report and associated Biodiversity Metric demonstrating that Biodiversity Net Gain can 
be achieved, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The BNG Report should adhere to best practice and include:  

a) A Summary of key points;  
b) Introduction to the site, project, planning status, certainty of design and assumptions 

made, the aims and scope of the study and relevant policy and legislation;  
c) Methods taken at each stage; desk study, approach to BNG and evidence of technical 

competence;  
d) Baseline conditions of the site including; important ecological features and their influence 

on deliverability of BNG, baseline metric calculations and justifying evidence, and a 
baseline habitat plan that clearly shows each habitat type and the areas in hectares;  

e) Justification of how each of the BNG Good Practice Principles has been applied;  
f) Proposed Design to include a proposed habitat plan and details of what will be created. 

This can be taken from the site layout plan, illustrative masterplan, green infrastructure 
plan or landscape plans. The plan should clearly show what existing habitat is being 
retained and what new habitat will be created. It should be easy to identify the different 
habitat types and show the areas in hectares of each habitat or habitat parcel;  

g) Biodiversity Metric spreadsheet, submitted in excel form that can be cross referenced with 
the appropriate plans. A small sites metric is also available for sites less than 0.5ha or fewer 
than 9 dwellings and under 1ha;  

h) Implementation Plan including a timetable for implementation.  
i) BNG Management and Monitoring Plan  
The development shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

Reason: This is required prior to commencement to ensure that the development achieves 
Biodiversity Net Gain to accord with policy NE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, policy SRL3 
of the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.  

16.  No development shall take place (including demolition, ground works, vegetation clearance) 
unless and until the Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEcMP) has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The content of the LEcMP shall 
include the following.  

a) Description and evaluation of features to be managed.  
b) Ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence management.  
c) Aims and objectives of management which will (without limitation) include the provision of 

biodiversity net gain within the Site as shown within the Biodiversity Gain Plan  
d) Appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives.  
e) Appropriate details of biodiversity enhancement features  



f) Prescriptions for management actions.  
g) Preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of being rolled 

forward over a thirty-year period).  
h) Details of the body or organization responsible for implementation of the plan.  
i) Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures.  
 

The LEcMP shall also include details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by which the long-
term implementation of the plan will be secured by the developer with the management 
body(ies) responsible for its delivery. The plan shall be for no less than 30 years. The plan shall 
also set out (where the results from monitoring show that conservation aims and objectives of 
the LEcMP are not being met) how contingencies and/or remedial action will be identified, 
agreed and implemented so that the development still delivers the fully functioning 
biodiversity objectives of the originally approved scheme. The approved plan will be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

Reason: This is required prior to commencement to ensure appropriate protection and 
enhancement of biodiversity, to make appropriate provision for natural habitat within the 
approved development and to provide a reliable process for implementation and aftercare to 
accord with Policy NE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, policy SRL3 of the Haddenham 
Neighbourhood Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.  

17.  Before any construction works hereby approved are commenced, a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) and Habitat Management Plan (HMP) detailing, in full, measures to 
protect existing habitat during construction works and the formation of new habitat to secure 
a habitat compensation and biodiversity net gain as detailed within the Biodiversity Net Gain 
Report, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Within 
the CEMP/HMP document the following information shall be provided:  

a)  Current soil conditions of any areas designated for habitat creation and detailing of 
what conditioning must occur to the soil prior to the commencement of habitat creation 
works (for example, lowering of soil pH via application of elemental sulfur);  

b)  Descriptions and mapping of all exclusion zones (both vehicular and for storage of 
materials) to be enforced during construction to avoid any unnecessary soil compaction on 
area to be utilised for habitat creation;  

c)  Details of both species composition and abundance where planting is to occur; 

d)  Details of pre-commencement badger survey;  

e)  Proposed management prescriptions for all habitats for a period of no less than 30 years  

f)  Assurances of achievability;  

g)  Timetable of delivery for all habitats; and  

h)  A timetable of future ecological monitoring to ensure that all habitats achieve their 
proposed management condition as well as description of a feed-back mechanism by which 
the management prescriptions can be amended should the monitoring deem it necessary.  



All ecological monitoring and all recommendations for the maintenance/amendment of 
future management shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall be undertaken and thereafter maintained in accordance 
with the approved CEMP and HMP. 

Reason: This is required prior to commencement to ensure that the development achieves a 
net gain in biodiversity and to accord with Policy NE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, policy 
SRL3 of the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and the National Planning policy Framework. 

18.  No dwelling shall be occupied until a “lighting design strategy for biodiversity” for the 
proposed development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The strategy shall:  

a)  identify those areas/features on site that are particularly sensitive for bats and that are 
likely to cause disturbance in or around their breeding sites and resting places or along 
important routes used to access key areas of their territory, for example, for foraging; and  

b)  show how and where external lighting will be installed (through the provision of 
appropriate lighting contour plans and technical specifications) so that it can be clearly 
demonstrated that areas to be lit will not disturb or prevent the above species using their 
territory or having access to their breeding sites and resting places.  

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications and locations set 
out in the strategy, and these shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the 
strategy.  

Reason: Many species active at night are sensitive to light pollution. The introduction of 
artificial light might mean such species are disturbed and/or discouraged from using their 
breeding and resting places, established movement corridors or foraging areas. Such 
disturbance can constitute an offence under relevant wildlife legislation. And to accord 
with policy NE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, policy SRL3 of the Haddenham 
Neighbourhood Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

19.  The development shall be implemented in accordance with the agreed recommendations 
within the Ecological Impact Assessment (RammSanderson, July 2023). The condition will be 
considered discharged following; a written statement from the ecologist acting for the 
developer testifying to the plan having been implemented correctly.  

Reason: To ensure that measures are undertaken in accordance with submitted plans for 
the benefit of important wildlife and to accord with Policy NE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury 
Local Plan, policy SRL3 of the Haddenham Neighbourhood Plan and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

20.  No works (other than demolition) shall begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the 
site, based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and 
hydro-geological context of the development, has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall also include:  



a) Assessment of SuDS components as outlined within the CIRIA SuDS Manual (C753) and 
provide justification for exclusion if necessary.  

b) Water quality assessment demonstrating that the total pollution mitigation index equals or 
exceeds the pollution hazard index; priority should be given to above ground SuDS 
components  

c) Existing and proposed discharge rates and volumes  
d) Full construction details of all SuDS and drainage components  
e) Detailed drainage layout with pipe numbers, gradients and pipe sizes complete, together 

with storage volumes of all SuDS components  
f) Calculations to demonstrate that the proposed drainage system can contain up to the 1 in 

30 storm event without flooding. Any onsite flooding between the 1 in 30 and the 1 in 100 
plus climate change storm event should be safely contained on site.  

g) Details of proposed overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance or 
failure, with demonstration that such flows can be appropriately managed on site without 
increasing flood risk to occupants, or to adjacent or downstream sites.  

 

The development shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details 
before the development is completed. 

Reason: The reason for this pre-construction condition is to ensure that a sustainable drainage 
strategy has been agreed prior to construction in accordance with Policy I4 of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework to ensure that there is a 
satisfactory solution to managing flood risk.  

21.  Prior to the occupation of any dwelling, a verification report carried out by a qualified drainage 
engineer must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to 
demonstrate that the Sustainable Drainage System has been constructed as per the agreed 
scheme.   

Reason: The reason for this pre-occupation condition is to ensure the Sustainable Drainage 
System is designed to the technical standards in accordance with Policy I4 of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

  

22.  Prior to the occupation of the development a whole-life maintenance plan for the site must be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan shall set out 
how and when to maintain the full drainage system (e.g. a maintenance schedule for each 
drainage/SuDS component), with details of who is to be responsible for carrying out the 
maintenance. The plan shall also include as as-built drawings and photographic evidence of the 
drainage scheme carried out by a suitably qualified person. The plan shall subsequently be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

Reason: The reason for this prior occupation condition is to ensure that arrangements have 
been made and agreed for the long-term maintenance of the drainage system to ensure that it 
is as required under the National Planning Policy Framework. 



  

23.  No reserved matters application shall be submitted, until the applicant, or their agents or 
successors in title, have undertaken archaeological evaluation in form of trial trenching in 
accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant 
and approved by the planning authority. Where significant archaeological remains are 
confirmed these will be preserved in situ.  

Where significant archaeological remains are confirmed, no reserved matters application shall 
be submitted until the applicant, or their agents or successors in title, has provided an 
appropriate methodology for their preservation in situ which has been submitted by the 
applicant and approved by the planning authority.  

Where archaeological remains are recorded by evaluation and are not of sufficient significance 
to warrant preservation in situ but are worthy of recording no reserved matters application 
shall be submitted until the applicant, or their agents or successors in title, have secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme 
of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved by the planning 
authority.  

The archaeological investigation should be undertaken by a professionally qualified 
archaeologist working to the agreed written scheme(s) of investigation which should be based 
on our on-line template briefs.  

 

Reason: To ensure that any affected underground heritage assets are appropriately protected 
and recorded to accord with policy BE1 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework.  

 

24. No dwelling shall be occupied until the estate roads which provide access to it from the 
existing highway have been laid out and constructed to binder level in accordance with the 
details to be approved pursuant to condition 1 and 9 above.  The estate roads shall be fully 
completed as approved before occupation of the 95% of the dwellings in the whole 
development.   
Reason: In order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the 
highway and of the development.  

 

25. No dwelling shall be occupied until the scheme for parking, garaging and manoeuvring to 
serve that dwelling has been provided in accordance with the approved plans and that area 
shall not thereafter be used for any other purpose.  
Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off, park and turn clear of the highway to minimise

 danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the adjoining highway. 

  



26.  Prior to the commencement of the construction of the estate roads details of measures to 
facilitate the availability of a high-speed broadband connection to the occupants of the 
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior to the 
occupation of the building to which it relates.  

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt to ensure a satisfactory form of development and to comply 
with the National Planning Policy Framework and policy I6 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.  

 

27. Notwithstanding the Travel Plan submitted with the outline application, prior to any 
development above ground, a Travel Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. For the avoidance of doubt the Travel Plan should include the Travel 
Information Pack to be provided to residents. Thereafter the development shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the 
development.  
 
Reason: In order to influence modal choice and to reduce single occupancy private car 
journeys and comply with National and Local Transport policy and to comply with Policies T4 
and T5 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan and with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

28. The sizes and types of dwellings to be submitted pursuant to condition 1 above shall have 
regard to the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (2017) or latest evidence 
of housing need.  

  

Reason: To ensure that the development provides a mix of dwellings to meet the latest evidence 
of the needs of the community to accord with the National Planning Policy Framework and 
policies H1, H6a and H5 of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.  

  

29. The proposed dwellings shall be designed to provide an appropriate level of accessibility and 
adaptability, with all dwellings compliant with Category 2 (Part M4(2) of the Building 
Regulations and 15% of the affordable units compliant with Category 3 (Part M4(3) of the 
Building Regulations) unless demonstrated by an accompanying report that the development 
would be unviable to do so.  
  

Reason: To ensure that the development provides an accessible and inclusive development 
and to comply with policy H6c of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan.  

  
Informative Points: 

1. Conditions – pre-commencement: “1, 11, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 24, 29” 
Before occupation – “16, 17, 22, 23, 26”  



During use – ‘7, 10, 12, 23”  

 
2. The applicant is advised that the off-site works will need to be constructed under a Section 

278 of the Highways Act legal agreement. This Small Works Agreement must be obtained 
from the Highway Authority before any works are carried out on any footway, carriageway, 
verge or other land forming part of the highway. A minimum period of 3 weeks is required 
to process the agreement following the receipt by the Highway Authority of a written 
request. Please contact Development Management at the following address for 
information:- 
Development Management, 6th Floor, County Hall, Walton Street, Aylesbury, 
Buckinghamshire, HP20 1UY  
Telephone: 0845 2302882 
Email: highwaysdm@buckinghamshire.gov.uk 

 

3. No vehicles associated with the building operations on the development site shall be parked 
on the public highway so as to cause an obstruction. Any such wilful obstruction is an offence 
under S137 of the Highways Act 1980. 

 

4. It is an offence under S151 of the Highways Act 1980 for vehicles leaving the development 
site to carry mud onto the public highway. Facilities should therefore be provided and used 
on the development site for cleaning the wheels of vehicles before they leave the site.  
 

5. It is contrary to section 163 of the Highways Act 1980 for surface water from private 
development to drain onto the highway or discharge into the highway drainage system. 
The development shall therefore be so designed and constructed that surface water from 
the development shall not be permitted to drain onto the highway or into the highway 
drainage system.  

6. Notification of intention to connect to the public sewer under S106 of the Water Industry 
Act Approval and consent will be required by Thames Water, under the Water Industry Act 
1991. Contact Development Services Team 0345 606 6087.  

  

7. The developer should note that the site drainage details submitted have not been 
approved for the purposes of adoption. If the developer wishes to have the sewers 
included in a sewer adoption agreement with Thames Water (under Sections 104 of the 
Water Industry Act 1991), they should contact them at the earliest opportunity. Sewers 
intended for adoption should be designed and constructed in accordance with Sewers for 
Adoption guide for developers, as supplemented by Thames Water’s requirements.  
  

8. You are advised that planning obligations have been entered into in connection with this 
development. 

 

  

mailto:highwaysdm@buckinghamshire.gov.uk


APPENDIX A:  Consultation Responses and Representations 

 

A1 Councillor Comments 

Councillor Sue Lewin: I recommend that this application is called in to committee. It was previously 
rejected on appeal and very little appears to have changed. There is considerable local concern about the 
development and the continued inability of infrastructure to keep up.  

Councillor Greg Smith: I recommend that this application is called in to committee. It was previously 
rejected on appeal and very little appears to have changed. There is considerable local concern about the 
development and the continued inability of infrastructure to keep up.  

 
A2 Parish/Town Council Comments 

Haddenham Parish Council (HPC) oppose the applications on the following principal grounds 
(these comments update/supersede original submission):  

The Parish Council OBJECTS for the following reasons:  

1. Since the 2017 there has been a significant material change in circumstances with the adoption of 
the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). This is not an allocated site for development in the VALP. It 
conflicts with the spatial strategy for Aylesbury Vale and cannot be considered small-scale or 
infilling. The proposal therefore conflicts with VALP policies S1, S2 and S3.  

2. The VALP was informed by the 2017 HELAA (Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment) 
which assessed the site under reference HAD002 as “unsuitable” for development. It says: “the site 
is not well related to the rest of Haddenham as it is located in the open countryside east of 
Stanbridge Road highly exposed on three sides”. The application is outside the generally accepted 
settlement footprint with Churchway/Stanbridge Rd forming a natural north-south village 
boundary. The site has a distinctly rural character, and the introduction of built development would 
be harmful. The proposal is contrary to VALP policies D3 and NE4.  

3. The 2017 planning inquiry into 17/01225/AOP found that the site was graded as “best and most 
versatile agricultural land”. The proposal is therefore contrary to VALP policy NE7 with its 
presumption against development and its objective of seeking to protect best and most versatile 
farmland for the longer term.  

4. Haddenham is a “strategic settlement” currently growing by 50% with over 1000 homes being built 
in a relatively short period on the edges of what essentially is a village. It lacks several of the 
facilities of a market town or of the other “strategic settlements”. In the absence of any effort by 
AVDC to prepare a proper plan for this growth, Haddenham has suffered what is widely regarded in 
the literature as a particularly poor form of development with large housing estates tacked onto 
the settlement’s edges.  

5. Haddenham’s public services are already struggling to cope with growth. At the time of writing only 
2 of the 3 large allocated sites have completed; the 3rd has yet to be fully approved. The Parish 
Council has met with two of our first school heads who have described the impact on their schools 
as “profound”. It is apparent from the Integrated Care Board’s objection to this application that the 
local health service is under similar pressure. While S106 has contributed capital assets for sport, 
there are no additional revenue streams for teachers or health staff having to manage within 
existing budgets. In the interests of community sustainability, the Parish Council does not wish to 
see any further major development in the current VALP plan period.  

6. Buckinghamshire Council’s stated position is that it has a 5-year housing land supply in the Vale 
area, so there is no overriding need to approve this application. The site should be put forward and 



assessed under the Local Plan for Bucks and denied a prior hearing. This is a premature and hostile 
application which should be refused without further ado.  

The application states that detailed approval is sought for “principal means of access with all other matters 
reserved”. However, the Parish Council notes that various supporting information has been submitted 
including a travel plan, some flooding & drainage details, biodiversity net gain, baseline habitat plan etc. 
The Parish Council therefore makes additional comments as follows.  

Traffic impact: Haddenham Streetscape project. The Parish Council and Buckinghamshire Council have 
jointly funded a village-wide traffic impact feasibility by leading transport consultants Phil Jones Associates. 
The project, known as Haddenham Streetscape, is a Neighbourhood Plan, and therefore a Buckinghamshire 
Council, commitment. The proposals have been subject to public consultation and contain proposals for 
traffic calming and for a 20mph zone. The Parish Council is pleased to note reference to the Streetscape 
project in the Highways Development Management team’s response and in the draft S106 inclusion of 
£18,000 for Stanbridge Rd/Woodways junction improvements. The Parish Council would welcome 
discussion about inclusion of proposals for the entire length of Stanbridge Rd in order to reduce overall 
speeds (as evidenced) and improve crossing safety.  

Traffic impact: A418 junction improvements. Cuddington & Haddenham Parish Councils have met jointly 
about accident and pedestrian & cycling safety concerns at the off-set Churchway/Dadbrook junction with 
the A418. The two Parish Councils have jointly commissioned a feasibility for improvements from Phil Jones 
Associates, and requests that Buckinghamshire Council includes S106 funding for a more comprehensive 
junction alteration. Can we please discuss.  

Traffic impact: Junction of Churchway /Stanbridge Road/Rosemary Lane/Rudds Lane/ Green Lane. The 
Parish Council is pleased to see the Highways comments that refer to the Streetscape project and the 
essential improvements for pedestrians and cyclists navigating these busy roads that are already needed 
without the additional traffic generated by this proposal. It is good to see the junction improvements at the 
top of Rudds Lane to make HGV access more difficult and we request in addition that the signage is 
improved to ‘unsuitable for HGVs’.  

Walking & cycling: It is essential that a walking & cycling link is secured via the HAD007 Redrow site 
southwards to Dollicott via both Rudds Lane and Platers Rd, and westwards to the station and Co-op 
supermarket via the business park and/or airfield site. Can we please discuss.  

Travel Plan: this contains no reference to Haddenham Streetscape, to our walking & cycling network, nor to 
our Electric Vehicle Club and charging initiative; details available on request.  

Drainage – The Parish Council notes the reference to discharge to Rudds Pond, and thence to the north-
south watercourse through the village. The Parish Council has assumed default responsibility for managing 
Rudds Pond and for Banks Pond further south. The watercourse itself runs through or between individual 
gardens, is partly culverted, and cannot be said to be managed, or capable of taking any significant flow. 
The Parish Council asks that the LLFA section contact the Parish Council to discuss our concerns.  

Adoption of assets: The Parish Council has a track record of adopting infrastructure on new development, 
including open spaces, playgrounds, and streetlights. We therefore ask that any S106 agreement gives the 
Parish Council priority for such adoption in preference to a management company to avoid undue service 
charges for new residents.  

14. Roads damage: In view of the extensive damage to village roads caused by construction traffic, the 
Parish Council requests Buckinghamshire Council includes a S106 obligation on the developer to pay for 
road resurfacing on completion.  



CONSULTATION RESPONSES (generally summarised) 

 

A3 EXTERNAL  

Environment Agency – do not wish to be consulted on / comment but provided standard advice.    

 

Thames Water – direct response not received. [response made via LLFA] 

 

Buckingham and River Ouzel Internal Drainage Board – site is outside the Boards district, therefore no 
comments.   

 

Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust (ICB) – Bucks Oxon & Berks West Integrated Care Board (BOB ICB) 
– object on grounds of insufficient primary medical care capacity locally.  The projected population increase 
arising from the development (228 new patients, 2.5 persons per unit) will require care from the Phoenix 
Health Primary Care Network, incorporating 3 practices including Haddenham Medical Centre. These 
services are already operating under extreme pressure and physical constraints such as lack of space. 
Whilst working to promote different ways to enable access to care, BOB ICB request appropriate S106 
contributions; they consider this is justified as the current funding is based on existing residents living in the 
area, rather than providing for the projected population and this creates significant challenges in area of 
high population growth as the necessary additional health infrastructure is needed at an early stage to 
serve the residents as they occupy the development. 

At present, the Phoenix health centre has a current patient ratio of 17 per sq.m. with best practice being a 
figure of 16.75 per sq.m. thus it is already at over-capacity and additional floorspace is needed to provide 
for the increased patients.  The identified project would involve the conversion of an existing admin room 
to a clinical room within the centre thus increasing capacity.  It is estimated that 15.1 sqm is required to 
serve the development impact which at current building costs, would amount to contribution of £85,899.  

 

CPDA – in order to maintain dark skies in the area, a small number of street lights would be allowed and 
this would require max. speed limit of 30 mph; landscaping should provide strong visual cues 
differentiation public and private areas and take into account ability to see passing activity;  active 
surveillance across the development should be present; footpath and cycle paths should provide clear 
sightlines and balance between providing links and minimising potential for anti-social or offending and be 
actively surveyed.  Parking should be visible from the dwelling it serves and an appropriate level of lighting 
sought; natural surveillance should e provided for play areas and utility meters provided in public areas.    

 

 

A4 INTERNAL  

A4.1 LLFA (SuDS) – original objection due to lack of information, specifically to demonstrate that XXX 

Following submission of further information (July and September/October 2023): no objection subject to 
imposition of conditions; acceptance that risk of groundwater emergence low, though recommend that 
monitoring undertaken during winter to confirm whether any impact on the proposed SuDS features.  



Attenuation basins designed to accommodate 1 in 100 yr plus climate change event with restricted 
greenfield discharge rates. The south western basin discharges to the drain along Green Lane and 
thereafter to culvert beneath the road and on to a watercourse.  The south eastern basin proposed to 
maintain existing natural catchment which currently drains into public sewer on on to Rudds Lane pond.  
Although there have been flooding concerns with this pond the existing natural drainage feeds into the 
pond  and existing greenfield rate has been reduced provide a significant betterment. TW has confirmed 
that the proposed discharge rate is acceptable.  A new outfall pipe will be constructed across Stanbridge 
Road / Churchway and following requests the applicant has demonstrated that this can be undertaken by a 
gravity connection with only minor alterations to existing utilities.  

The submitted drainage strategy also shows that there I potential to integrate futher SuDS features within 
the wider design such as permeable paving, rain gardens and tree pits which will deliver a wide benefit. The 
indicative details and calculations demonstrate that in principle it is feasible to appropriately manage 
surface water run0off.  

Conditions relating to the requirement for a detailed surface water drainage scheme and whole-life 
maintenance plan are recommended.      

 

A4.2 Highway Authority – original comments:  

The applicant has submitted an outline planning application for up to 91 dwellings and associated works. It 
should be noted that this planning application will solely deal with new vehicular and pedestrian access, 
and all other matters are reserved to be dealt with at a later date. The following highway comments will 
therefore assess the traffic impacts, access arrangements, highway safety, and the accessibility and 
sustainability of the proposed development. 

  

It is important to note that the Highway Authority raised no objections to application no. 17/02280/AOP 
subject to conditions and informatives. That application was for 273 dwellings to the west of Churchway 
(opposite the application site). That application gained outline permission on the 9th December 2020.  

  

Furthermore, the Highway Authority also commented on application no. 17/01225/AOP for the erection of 
up to 72 dwellings on the same site as this current application. This application was recommended for refusal 
by the Highway Authority due to insufficient information.  

  

The applicant was unable to submit the required information before the application was determined and the 
application was ultimately refused by the Local Planning Authority on the 31st July 2017. One of these reasons 
for refusal was insufficient highways information and this application was then taken to appeal (no. 
17/00103/REF). However, at the appeal stage, the applicant was able to resolve the outstanding highways 
issues. Importantly, the applicant had proposed further amendments to the Churchway/A418 junction 
providing a three-car flare giving  

additional space for vehicles turning left onto the A418. Their subsequent assessment showed that the 
amended junction would operate within capacity. Ultimately, the Highway Authority raised no objections 
subject to S106 Obligations, conditions and informatives.   

 



SUSTAINABLE ACCESS 

Public Transport – Bus Services 

The site is located approximately 100 metres away from the nearest existing bus stops which are located to 
the south along Churchway and Stanbridge Road. There is a proposed footway going through the internal 
site linking to the bus stops to the south which will aid pedestrian accessibility. Whilst it would be the 
Council’s preference to introduce this footway along the site frontage/Churchway, I accept that previous 
discussions at the appeal stage for 17/00103/REF have shown that this is not achievable due to limitations 
along this route. Therefore, I am prepared to accept this internal route instead. However, I must request that 
this route and No. 9 on the Illustrative Masterplan – ‘Proposed Pedestrian Loop’ is made into a shared use 
3m wide pedestrian/cyclist route to comply with the latest guidance contained in LTN 1/20. The Council’s 
Senior Strategic Access Officer has also recommended that the Pedestrian Loop is cycling compliant for 
children who may wish to cycle to school and that a cycling compliant link is introduced to help them safely 
cross Stanbridge Road and Churchway. As well as this, the Strategic Access Officer has asked for no. 12 – 
‘Potential footpath link to existing bridleway’ to be a 3m wide shared use footway/cycleway to make wider 
connections and I would need to see these changes implemented on amended plans. Buckinghamshire 
Council’s Transport Strategy team have future plans for a cycleway between Haddenham and Aylesbury, and 
the bridleway to the south of the site will form the start of this, and as such we must ensure that suitable 
cycle links into this bridleway can be achieved. 

  

The Council’s Transport Strategy Team have also requested that this development make a financial 
contribution towards the development and delivery of the footway/cycleway connecting Haddenham to 
Aylesbury. The specific amount will be clarified after further internal discussions. The exact route has not 
been determined yet but this project is a priority for the Council, therefore there is certainty over the project. 
The route will either run alongside the A418 or will be a ‘greenway’ style route following the rights of way to 
Dinton and beyond. Any financial contribution will be used towards the feasibility/consultation/delivery of 
this route which will provide a benefit to both the future residents of the site and to other residents of 
Haddenham and Aylesbury. Internal discussions are ongoing regarding this issue and I will provide an update 
in a future response. 

  

The applicant is providing dropped kerb crossing points firstly to cross the side road to get to the bus stop on 
the eastern side of Stanbridge Road and secondly to cross both Stanbridge Road and Churchway to get to the 
bus stop on the western side of Churchway. The pedestrian island in the middle of Stanbridge Road and 
Churchway must be 3m long and 4m wide in accordance with LTN 1/20. Having measured this island, this can 
be accommodated, but I will need the tarmacked area to be widened to 4m. This would address the above 
point raised by the Strategic Access Officer who requires a safe crossing point for children cycling to school. 
Furthermore, I also require the western footway along Churchway to be widened to 2m where possible to 
help improve pedestrian accessibility to and from the site. A similar proposal for a pedestrian/cyclist island 
has been identified as part of a Haddenham wide Streetscape Improvements project, although slightly to the 
south of the current proposals. We are discussing this internally and will confirm what is the ideal location 
for this feature. 

  

The No. 280 bus generally provides a half hourly service to Aylesbury, Thame and Oxford. I consider that this 
service has the potential to be a viable alternative to the private car because the bus service operates on a 
frequent basis and would be attractive to commuters who can use the bus to get to Aylesbury Town Centre 



in approximately 20 minutes. In order to increase the attractiveness of this service the Council’s Passenger 
Transport Officer requires a financial contribution of £25,000 to upgrade one existing Real Time Passenger 
Information (RTPI) unit, and to provide one new RTPI unit at the closest bus stops. He also requires kerb 
works to be carried out by the applicant to upgrade both stops to raise kerb height to 140mm to allow near 
level boarding and improve accessibility and I would need the applicant to commit to this and to provide a 
drawing of these works. For the avoidance of doubt, these works would need to be undertaken by the 
applicant under a S278 Agreement with the Council. If any further information is required I would the 
applicant to contact Buckinghamshire Council’s Passenger Transport team on 
passtrans@buckinghamshire.gov.uk. 

 

Public Transport – Train Services 

The nearest train station is in Haddenham, and it is approximately 1 mile away from the site. I consider that 
there is good pedestrian connectivity to this train station and the 280 bus would allow residents to get to this 
station within 4 minutes. The station is also within 5000m cycle catchment and would be accessible for 
residents who are cyclists.  

  

Footways 

As previously stated, there is an internal footway which will provide connections to the wider footway 
network in Haddenham. However, this must be widened to 3m, and blue shared use signs implemented along 
this route. Accessible amenities in Haddenham are within an 800m walking distance (Planning for Walking, 
2015) and include Haddenham Post Office, Haddenham Community Junior School and Morrisons Daily. The 
routes to these amenities should ideally be well lit;if additional street lighting is deemed acceptable by other 
consultees, I would also support this. 

I must also request that a 3m wide internal footway/cycleway links up to the pedestrian island in the middle 
of Churchway that was implemented as part of application 17/02280/AOP. This will allow residents from 
both developments to safely cross Churchway to reach the other and will help provide more external 
permeability for this site. 

Finally, the tactile paving at the vehicular access on Churchway does not appear to link into any other 
pedestrian facility on the opposite side of the carriageway and I would need this issue to be rectified. The 
current layout could result in mobility/visually impaired users getting “stranded” in the carriageway or 
increase the likelihood of slips/trips/falls as they attempt to step off the carriageway on the west side of 
Churchway. 

  

Cycling 

All amenities within Haddenham are within 5000m cycle catchment and would be accessible via low-speed 
residential routes. In order to encourage cycling throughout the village and wider, the Council’s priority is for 
the provision of the Haddenham – Aylesbury cycleway and as mentioned above, funding will be required 
towards this.   

Overall, the site is considered sustainable in transport terms in the context of the requirements of the NPPF 
and would not be reliant on the use of the private motor vehicle. I consider that the site would have good 
bus services and cycle infrastructure nearby. 

 

mailto:passtrans@buckinghamshire.gov.uk


Vehicular Access / Highway Safety 

The site is located off Churchway along a section of road subject to a 30mph speed limit. A new access is 
proposed in the form of a new priority-controlled T-junction shown in the Drawing titled “Proposed Site 
Access Junction With Visibility Splays”. The new access is shown as 5.5m, I consider this to be acceptable.  

I must request that a new ghost island right turn lane is installed, and this must be designed in accordance 
with Paragraph 6.10 of DMRB CD 123. The potential for any issues surrounding slowing and turning 
manoeuvres would be reduced by the introduction of the right turn lane which would provide safer refuge 
for turning vehicles and reduce the potential for rear end shunts. I also require the applicant to conduct a 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit on the proposed access layout in order to identify any potential highways safety 
issues. Furthermore, the applicant would need to make sure that the existing right turn lane associated with 
application no. 17/02280/AOP, and the new right turn lane can operate in tandem safely and this should also 
be covered in the Road Safety Audit. Our Network Safety Team have raised a concern with the current access 
arrangements as vehicles could attempt to squeeze past stationary traffic that are waiting to turn right into 
the proposed development, potentially overrunning the existing kerb line. Introducing a right turn lane here 
would resolve this issue and prevent potential conflicts between vehicles.  

Given that the road fronting the site access is subject to a 30mph speed limit, Manual for Streets requires 
visibility splays of 2.4m x 43m in both directions and I am satisfied that these splays can be achieved within 
the public highway. I will secure these splays by way of condition.  

The applicant has also produced a swept path analysis of a 11.2m long refuse vehicle entering and exiting the 
site from the main road. I can confirm that it can do this in a safe manner when turning left and right out of 
the access and when turning into the access from the right turn lane and from Churchway. This tracking will 
need to be redone with the new right turn layout making sure that these vehicles don’t overrun into opposing 
lanes. Please note that the Council now uses a 10.2m long refuse vehicle so the amended tracking should 
now be done with this vehicle. 

 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

Trip Generation 

The applicant has interrogated the TRICS Database to determine the expected trip generation for the 
proposed development. The site selection criteria was as follows:  

• Land Use – Residential, Privately Owned 

• Regions – United Kingdom (excl. Northern Ireland and Greater London) 

• Units – 25 to 200 dwellings 

• Data Range – 01/01/2014 to 30/06/2022 

• Days – Weekdays 

• Locations – Suburban Area, Edge of Town 

  

The applicant determined that 46 total trips could be generated in the AM peak and that 43 trips could be 
generated during the PM peak. Having conducted my own TRICS assessment using the same search 
parameters as the applicant, I can confirm that these figures are accurate and offer a robust assessment of 
the likely trip generation.   



Vehicle Distribution 

The applicant has determined the likely distribution pattern of the proposed development traffic by using 
the 2011 National Census ‘Location of usual residence and place of work by method of travel to work’ dataset 
(dataset WU03EW). This dataset provides information on the movements in and out of each area associated 
with journeys to work. 

The applicant used the Aylesbury Vale 022 Middle-Layer Super Output Area (MSOA) dataset to identify where 
people within the MSOA are travelling to. Optimal travel routes were estimated using online maps and the 
proportion using each highway route was identified. Having assessed the Trip Distribution/Census Data in 
Appendix E, I can confirm that I am happy with the trip distributions that the applicant has calculated. The 
applicant calculated that 76.7% of trips will likely head north along Churchway up to the junction with the 
A418, then 44.5% of these trips will head east along the A418 toward Aylesbury and 32.2% of trips will head 
west along the A418 toward Thame. 8.6% of trips will head west along Woodways toward the centre of 
Haddenham. 5.1% of trips continue south down Stanbridge Road and so on. I am satisfied that these trip 
distributions are the most accurate breakdown of where people within Haddenham are likely to work as it 
has been based on the latest Census data. 

  

Traffic Assessment 

The applicant has conducted a detailed assessment at the site access junction, the A418 Aylesbury 
Road/Dadbrook/Churchway junction, the Churchway/Stanbridge Road/Rudd’s Lane junction, the 
Churchway/Banks Road/Woodways junction and the Stanbridge Road/Woodways junction. The applicant has 
obtained 2022 observed traffic flows based on the manual classified turning counts undertaken on the 1st 
November 2022 (following the DfT guidance, November is considered a ‘neutral’ month and is therefore 
acceptable for the capture of traffic flows) at each of the aforementioned junctions. The applicant has chosen 
an assessment year of 2028, and this is acceptable as it is 5 years in advance when the development will likely 
be built and occupied. The observed traffic flows have been growthed to 2028 levels using TEMPRO and I 
consider this to be appropriate.  

  

Committed Developments  

The applicant has identified a number of committed developments in the area which will create additional 
traffic movements across the surrounding highway network. 

 Firstly, to the north of Haddenham, on land adjacent to Haddenham Airfield, planning permission has been 
granted for a large-scale residential development including retail provision consisting of a convenience store 
and a care home. The majority of the site has been fully built and occupied, however there are still 25 
residential dwellings and a 69-bed care home yet to be completed. The applicant has derived the trip 
generation for the remainder of this development from the trip rates within the TA report for that site. 

Secondly, on land west of Churchway, the HAD007 site will comprise 273 dwellings, all of which are yet to be 
built and occupied. 

Finally, to the south, on land north of Aston Road, planning permission has been granted for a residential 
development consisting of 311 dwellings. Construction work has begun on this site, and most of the dwellings 
are currently occupied (some 228 out of 311). In the TA report for this site, traffic forecasts were undertaken 
for up to 350 dwellings, which projected 180 traffic movements during the AM peak, and 195 during the PM 
peak. 



The applicant has added the committed development flows to the 2028 base flows and then in addition to 
the development traffic on top of the 2028 base flows. This will provide the most accurate assessment into 
the performance of these junctions in 2028.  

  

Assessed Junctions  

The applicant assessed the following junctions using the PICADY or ARCADY modules of Junctions 10: 

• Junction 1 - Site Access – Priority Junction 

• Junction 2 - A418 Aylesbury Road/Churchway/Dadbrook – Staggered Crossroads Junction 

• Junction 3 - Churchway/Stanbridge Road/Rudd’s Lane 

• Junction 4 - Churchway/Banks Road/Woodways – Double Mini-roundabout Junction 

• Junction 5 - Stanbridge Road/Woodways – Crossroads Junction 

Each of the junctions were assessed (where applicable) using the following scenarios: 

• 2022 Base 

• 2028 Base 

• 2028 Base + Committed Development 

• 2028 Base + Committed Development + Development Traffic 

  

Junction Capacity Assessments 

Site Access 

The applicant assessed how the site access would operate in 2028 with the committed development flows 
and the proposed development flows. The results of this modelling have been displayed below: 

  

The modelling shows that the Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) for the site access is at its maximum at 0.06 
during the AM peak and there is no notable queuing on any approach in either the AM or PM peaks.  The 
junction will continue to operate well within capacity as it is far below the theoretical capacity of 85% RFC on 
all approaches. I am satisfied that the impact cannot be considered severe.  

 

 A418 Aylesbury Road/Churchway/Dadbrook Junction   

The applicant has assessed how the staggered crossroads junction would operate in 2028 using PICADY. The 
modelling has also considered the committed flows and development flows. The results of this modelling are 
displayed below: 

 



  

The modelling shows that the junction would approach capacity in the AM peak when adding the committed 
flows and the development flows to the 2028 base flows. However, before commenting further, I must 
ensure that this above modelling incorporates the junction improvements that were secured as part of 
appeal ref no. 17/00103/REF and I require clarification regarding this matter. For the avoidance of doubt, this 
involved providing a three-car flare on Churchway for vehicles turning left onto Aylesbury Road, alongside 
the widening of the kerb radii. 

  

 Churchway/Stanbridge Road/Rudd’s Lane Junction 

  

The applicant has modelled this junction using PICADY. The junction has been assessed as separate models, 
due to the unusual layout which includes a short link connecting Churchway and Stanbridge Road. The 
modelling results have been displayed below. 

  



  

 

  

 

  

  



The above tables show that the junction operates well within capacity in both the AM and PM peaks. There 
are almost no queues and minimal delays. I am therefore satisfied with the operation of this junction and can 
confirm that it will continue to operate within capacity when including the vehicles from the committed 
development and the proposed development.  

  

Churchway/Banks Road/Woodways – Double Mini-roundabout Junction 

The applicant has also modelled the double mini-roundabout junction at Churchway/Banks Road/Woodways 
using ARCADY. The modelling results are displayed below: 

 

  

  

The above table shows that the junction will continue to operate well within capacity during both the AM 
and PM peaks. The maximum RFC in the AM peak for the 2028 Base + Committed + Development is 0.53 on 
Junction 1 Link and in the PM peak 0.42 on Banks Road. There is a neglible increase in queuing and in delays 
on all approaches to the mini-roundabout however this cannot be considered a severe impact. 

  

 

 

 



Stanbridge Road/Woodways – Crossroads Junction 

The applicant has modelled the crossroads junction between Stanbridge Road and Woodways using the 
PICADY module of Junctions 10. This shows the impact on junction performance in 2028 when the 
development and other committed developments will be operational. The results of this modelling are 
displayed below: 

  

 

The above table shows that the junction will continue to operate well within capacity during both the AM 
and PM peaks. The maximum RFC in the AM peak for the 2028 Base + Committed + Development is 0.52 on 
Stanbridge Road (S) LT and in the PM peak 0.58 on Stanbridge Road (S) LT. This table shows that there is 
plenty of reserve capacity at the junction. There is a neglible increase in queuing and in delays on all 
approaches to the crossroads however this cannot be considered a severe impact and this shows that there 
is unlikely to be any material impact on the operation of the junctions. 

 

Junctions Conclusion 

  

The applicant is not proposing any physical mitigation measures at any of the junctions in order to 
accommodate the development traffic however some financial contributions are proposed in line with that 
agreed for the previous Appeal (Ref no. 17/00103/REF) at the development site. 

  

However, before I can agree the extent of any physical mitigation or financial contributions, I require 
confirmation that the junction improvements to the Churchway/A418 junction that were requested as part 
of appeal no. 17/00103/REF and planning application no. 17/02280/AOP have been included in the junction 
modelling.  



Layout 

It is noted that this application is outline in nature with only access to be assessed at this point, however for 
future reference I have some comments on the internal layout: 

  

I must request measures within the site where shared use paths cross the road. I require a raised crossing 
where pedestrians/cyclists have priority, and these routes should be a consistent height to the pavement 
causing a raised table for vehicles which also acts as a traffic calming/safety feature. Following LTN 1-20 (and 
the updated Highway Code that states that pedestrians/cyclists have priority) side road junctions along 
cycleways should now be designed along the lines of page 108 and 109 of LTN 1-20. 

  

Each Parking space must be 2.8m x 5m wide and be provided in line with the VALP parking standards. Each 
parking space should also have at least 6m of turning space adjacent. EV charging points must be provided 
at each new dwelling to comply with policy T8 of the VALP. 

  

Refuse vehicle tracking of a 10.2m long vehicle must be provided, alongside suitably located bin stores in line 
with the guidance contained in Manual for Streets. 

  

Pedestrian connectivity must be maximised throughout the site with well-connected, continuous 2m wide 
footways and tight radii for minor internal junctions. 

  

Shared space use should be kept to a minimum and should only be used on minor side roads serving less 
than 25 dwellings. For the avoidance of doubt, the Highways Development Management Delivery Team will 
only adopt shared space of 5.5m wide. 

  

Summary 

Mindful of the above, I require additional information before I can comment further. 

 

Further comments in respect of amended plans / documents received:  

I previously commented on this application on the 22nd February 2023. In my comments, I requested the 
following additional information: 

• The internal route and No.9 on the Illustrative Masterplan – ‘Proposed Pedestrian Loop’ shall be 
made into a shared use 3m wide pedestrian/cyclist route to comply with the latest guidance 
contained in LTN 1/20. 

• The Strategic Access Officer requested that the Pedestrian Loop is cycling compliant for children 
who may wish to cycle to school and that a cycling compliant link is introduced to help them safely 
cross Stanbridge Road and Churchway. The pedestrian island in the middle of Stanbridge Road and 
Churchway must be 3m long and 4m wide in accordance with LTN 1/20. 

• As well as this, the Strategic Access Officer has asked for no. 12 – ‘Potential footpath link to existing 
bridleway’ to be a 3m wide shared use footway/cycleway to make wider connections. 

• The Council’s Transport Strategy Team have also requested that this development make a 



• financial contribution towards the development and delivery of the footway/cycleway connecting 
• Haddenham to Aylesbury. 
• The Council’s Passenger Transport Officer requires a financial contribution of £25,000 to upgrade 
• one existing Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI) unit, and to provide one new RTPI unit at the 

closest bus stops. He also requires kerb works to be carried out by the applicant to upgrade both 
stops to raise kerb height to 140mm to allow near level boarding and improve accessibility and I 
would need the applicant to commit to this and to provide a drawing of these works. For the 
avoidance of doubt, these works would need to be undertaken by the applicant under a S278 
Agreement with the Council. 

• I also requested that a 3m wide internal footway/cycleway links up to the pedestrian island in the 
middle of Churchway that was implemented as part of application 17/02280/AOP. 

• The tactile paving at the vehicular access on Churchway does not appear to link into any other 
pedestrian facility on the opposite side of the carriageway and I would need this issue to be 
rectified. 

• I requested that a new ghost island right turn lane is installed, and this must be designed in 
accordance with Paragraph 6.10 of DMRB CD 123. I also required the applicant to conduct a Stage 1 
Road Safety Audit on the proposed access layout to identify any potential highways safety issues. 
Furthermore, the applicant also needed to make sure that the existing right turn lane associated 
with application no. 17/02280/AOP, and the new right turn lane can operate in tandem safely and 
this should also be covered in the Road Safety Audit. 

• Updated refuse vehicle tracking will need to be provided with the new right turn layout. 
• I required confirmation that the junction improvements to the Churchway/A418 junction that were 

requested as part of appeal no. 17/00103/REF and planning application no. 17/02280/AOP have 
• been included in the junction modelling. 
• Following on from this, the applicant has provided an updated technical note on the 11th April 2023 

to address these above issues. 
• Firstly, the ‘Proposed Pedestrian Loop’ has been upgraded to a 3m wide shared surface route for 

both pedestrians and cyclists and this is shown in drawing no. T22562.001 rev A. The pedestrian 
island in the middle of Churchway and Stanbridge Road to the south of the site has also been 
upgraded in accordance with LTN 1/20 and this drawing also depicts this arrangement. The 
applicant has also widened the footway on the western side of Churchway to 2m wide to better 
accommodate pedestrians of all abilities. There is a slight narrowing of 1.8m next to the garden 
wall of 1A Rosemary Lane however this narrowing only lasts for a few metres before the footway 
widens out to 2m again and this is acceptable. 

• However, one of the requests from our Strategic Access Officer has not been implemented and I 
must request that pedestrian/cyclist links that are 3m wide connect the site into the existing 
bridleway. This refers to no. 12 on the Illustrative Masterplan. 

• The applicant has agreed to a financial contribution of £25,000 to upgrade one existing Real Time 
Passenger Information (RTPI) unit, and to provide one new RTPI unit at the closest bus stops. They 
have also committed to undertaking kerb works to upgrade both stops to raise the kerb height to 
140mm to allow near level boarding and improve accessibility. I will condition this in a later 
response if other issues are resolved. 

• As previously stated, the Council’s Transport Strategy Team have requested that this development 
make a financial contribution towards the development and delivery of the footway/cycleway 
connecting Haddenham to Aylesbury. We have now discussed this internally with the Transport 
Strategy Team and have agreed upon a contribution of £55,662. The financial contribution 



calculated in 2017 was based on a per dwelling rate of £500 however given the rise in inflation this 
has been growthed up to £611.68 per dwelling to align with 2023 prices. 

• Also as noted in my previous response, a similar proposal for a pedestrian/cyclist island has been 
identified as part of a Haddenham wide Streetscape Improvements project, although slightly to the 
south of the current proposals. After discussing this internally it has been agreed that the best 
approach would be for the applicant’s proposal to combine with the streetscape improvements 
along Rudds Lane. Below I have attached a rough screenshot image of what these off-site highways 
works would entail. 

 

The applicant’s proposed dropped kerb pedestrian crossings would remain going across both Stanbridge 
Road and Churchway and this would tie into the junction improvement works at Rudds Lane. The works 
would involve reducing the junction radii and providing a new pedestrian crossing point. The streetscape 
study has since identified this area for improvement and stated that a reduced radii would discourage 
HGVS from utilising Rudds Lane, and as this is the case, I must request that these works are undertaken. I 
would need the applicant to commit to this and to provide an indicative drawing of these works. For the 
avoidance of doubt, these works would need to be undertaken by the applicant under a S278 Agreement 
with the Council. 

The applicant has also shown on drawing no. T22562.001 rev A that the 3m wide internal footway/cycleway 
will link up to the pedestrian island in the middle of Churchway that was implemented as part of 
application 17/02280/AOP. The pedestrian island will provide refuge in the middle of the road for 
pedestrians and cyclists looking to cross from the proposed development site over to the housing 
development to the west of Churchway. LTN 1/20 specifies that refuges should be at least 3m long to 
protect cyclists, wheelchair users and mobility users and I would like the applicant to investigate whether 
this refuge can be lengthened in the direction of travel for pedestrians/cyclists. For the avoidance of doubt 
there are mechanisms available to allow the costs to be split between the two sites dependant on the 
outcomes of the applicant’s investigation. 

On my previous response, I raised concern with the fact that the tactile paving at the vehicular access on 
Churchway did not appear to link into any other pedestrian facility on the opposite side of the carriageway. 
However, the applicant has now removed this crossing by the site access as crossings are now being 
provided to the north and south along Churchway and this has resolved my concern. 

Vehicular Access / Highway Safety 

The applicant has installed a new ghost island right turn lane, and this has been designed in accordance 
with Paragraph 6.10 of DMRB CD 123. This is shown on drawing T22562.001 rev A. I can confirm the 
acceptance of this right turn lane in principle, and I have recently received the results of the applicant’s 
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit. The RSA raised three issues which were as follows: 

• No details have been provided in respect of surface water drainage or other services and it is 
therefore not possible to ascertain whether there will be any safety implications. 

• The highway works include the provision of an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing on Churchway 
north of the proposed development access, the proposed crossing utilises the recently constructed 
central refuge island associated with the development proposals on the western side of 
Churchway. Observations during the site inspection noted a drainage gulley is located on the 
western side of Churchway at the crossing. The retention of the drainage gulley creates a hazard 
and may result in pedestrian trip or fall whilst traversing the grating. 



• There is concern that the layout of the proposed uncontrolled pedestrian crossing on Churchway 
south of the proposed development access which utilises the existing central island between 
Churchway and Stanbridge Road. The layout of the crossing results in pedestrians using the crossing 
to observe traffic approaching from multiple directions. In addition, the retention of the large 
traffic sign on the central island restricts visibility to and from the crossing point. A combination of 
these issues may increase the risk of pedestrians being struck by passing traffic. 

• The Design Organisation has responded to each of these issues raised by the Audit Team, and I 
have included their responses below and afterwards I will assess each of their solutions below: 

• In response to the first point above, the design organisation has stated that the drainage will be 
dealt with at detailed design/reserved matters stage, and I am satisfied with this approach. 

• In response to the second point above, the design organisation has stated that the drainage gulley 
will be relocated away from the crossing at detailed design stage, and I am satisfied with this 
approach. 

• In response to the final point above, the design organisation has identified two changes required to 
overcome the issue. Firstly, they will provide a new pedestrian-only link to the bus stop (north on 
Churchway) by creating a gap in the hedgerow and connecting to the footway provision proposed 
by HAD007. The second change they are proposing is to raise the height of the existing directional 
signage (within the central island at the junction of Churchway and Stanbridge Road). I am 
prepared to accept these solutions as the additional pedestrian link will provide a further choice of 
pedestrian routes and the raising of the signs will mean that pedestrians and cyclists will be visible 
to approaching traffic from both directions. 

 

Finally, I can confirm that our Network Safety Team have also seen the RSA and are agreeable in principle. 
The applicant has also produced updated vehicle tracking showing that a 10.2m long refuse vehicle can 
safely utilise the new site access layout including the right turn lane. 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

In my previous response, I stated that before I could agree the extent of any physical mitigation or financial 
contributions, I required confirmation that the junction improvements to the Churchway/A418 junction 
that were requested as part of appeal no. 17/00103/REF and planning application no. 17/02280/AOP have 
been included in the junction modelling. 

The applicant has confirmed in their most recent Technical Note that the junction improvements to the 
Churchway/A418 junction that were requested as part of the previous appeal, and planning application ref. 
17/02280/AOP, have been incorporated into their analysis. 

They go on to state that this was set out in paragraphs 7.14 and 7.15 of their Transport Assessment where 
it states as follows: “The full output file for the junction, showing the geometry and capacity calculations for 
both the current year and 2028 base traffic levels are included as Appendix G.” and “The junction has also 
been assessed for the committed development and development traffic scenarios using the geometries 
taken from the mitigation proposals specified in the TA report of the Land West of Churchway development 
(HAD007); the output file for the mitigation scenario is included as Appendix H.” 

Therefore, I can confirm that the 2022 and 2028 base assessments were undertaken using the existing 
junction layout; whilst the 2028 base + committed and 2028 base + committed + development assessments 
were undertaken using the mitigation improvements (three-car flare along Churchway and widening of the 
kerb radii). 



Having checked through both Appendix G and H of the Transport Assessment, I can confirm that the 
mitigation scenario has been modelled acceptably as the flare length geometry data has been updated and 
so has the carriageway width data in Appendix H in comparison to Appendix G. I therefore consider the 
modelling to be accurate for the A418 Aylesbury Road/Churchway/Dadbrook Junction that was contained 
in the previous Transport Assessment as the mitigation scenario has been modelled for the 2028 base + 
committed and 2028 base + committed + development assessments.  

 

The modelling shows that the junction would approach capacity in the AM peak when adding the 
committed flows and the development flows to the 2028 base flows. However, the junction will still 
operate within capacity with plenty of reserve and the RFC in both the AM and PM peaks on all arms will 
increase by neglible amounts. The development will not have a noticeable impact on the operation of the 
junction beyond what has already been committed for the year 2028 and any minor increase in queuing 
and in delays on all approaches cannot be considered a severe impact and this shows that there is unlikely 
to be any material impact on the operation of the junction. It is also important to note that as part of the 
assessment of application ref. 17/02280/AOP a development of 72 dwellings on the current application site 
was included the junction with mitigation was found to operate acceptably. 

However, the applicant has now provided an updated analysis of the A418 Aylesbury 
Road/Churchway/Dadbrook Junction. This updated analysis includes a greater level of visibility than used in 
the initial assessment above. The applicant has considered the extent of the adopted highway boundary 
and thus the ability of whoever implements the junction mitigation scheme to trim any overhanging 
vegetation within the adopted highway as part of the improvement works. The updated analysis below 
incorporates the same splays as those proposed by planning application ref. 17/02280/AOP.  

The updated analysis has been included in Appendix A within the technical note and shows that with a 
much higher level of visibility to the left of Churchway at 139m and to the right of Dadbrook at 248m 
compared to the analysis in the applicant’s TA in Appendix H which showed a visibility to the left of 
Churchway at 49m and to the right of Dadbrook at 44m. 

The results in the applicant’s latest table demonstrate that the junction performance has improved on all 
counts compared to the initial analysis in their Transport Assessment. There is an even greater level of 
capacity at the junction and queues and delays have lessened. 

I am satisfied that the junction will still operate within capacity in both scenarios and the impact of the 
proposed development cannot be considered severe. 

Should this development come forward before the Land West of Churchway development (HAD007), I 
would require the mitigation works that were agreed as part of application no. 17/02280/AOP to be 
implemented. These junction improvement works are shown in drawing no. 816813/6104B on that 
previous application. The highway works would need to be secured through a S278 Agreement of the 
Highways Act 1980 and shown on a plan. For the avoidance of doubt, should the opposing development 
come forward before this current development they will be required to undertake the mitigation and the 
onus of this development will fall away. 

Beyond this, I do not require any further physical mitigation measures at any of the junctions to 
accommodate the development traffic however some financial contributions are proposed in line with that 
agreed for the previous Appeal (Ref no. 17/00103/REF) at the development site. These are as follows: 

In summary, I require the following to be included in the S106 Agreement: 

• £1000 per annum for 5 years for the monitoring of the Travel Plan (£5,000 in total from this site) 



• £25,000 to upgrade one existing Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI) unit, and to provide 
• one new RTPI unit at the closest bus stops. 
• £10,000 towards the Traffic Regulation Order to extend the existing 30mph speed limit on 
• Churchway. I am aware that this contribution is also attached to application ref 17/02280/AOP, and 

as above, if the opposing development comes forward first the onus on this development will fall 
away. 

• £18,000 towards a safety scheme at the Stanbridge Road/Woodways crossroads potentially 
including proposals identified as part of a Haddenham wide Streetscape Improvements project 
which could include raised tables on Stanbridge Road either side of the crossroads. 

• £55,662 towards the implementation of the Haddenham/Aylesbury cycleway 
• £2,082 Section 106 monitoring fee  

Summary 

Mindful of the above, I require additional information before I can comment further. 

 

Further / final comments 

The following additional information was also requested: 

• The Strategic Access Officer asked for no. 12 – ‘Potential footpath link to existing bridleway’ to be a 
3m wide shared use footway/cycleway to make wider connections. 

• I requested that the applicant combine their proposals with the streetscape proposals across Rudds 
Lane. The applicant’s proposed dropped kerb pedestrian crossings would remain going across both 
Stanbridge Road and Churchway and this would tie into the junction improvement works at Rudds 
Lane. The works would involve reducing the junction radii and providing a new pedestrian crossing 
point. 

• I requested that the applicant investigate whether the refuge in the middle of Churchway can be 
lengthened in the direction of travel for pedestrians/cyclists to 3m. 

• Updated refuse vehicle tracking will need to be provided with the new right turn layout. 
 

Following on from this, the applicant has provided updated plans on the 4th July 2023 to address the above 
matters. 

On the latest site plan, the applicant has demonstrated that the pedestrian/cyclist links that lead into the 
bridleway at the south of the site are 3m wide. I am satisfied with this arrangement and consider that the 
Strategic Access Officer’s request has been met. 

The applicant has now combined their proposal to introduce dropped kerb pedestrian crossings going across 
both Stanbridge Road and Churchway with the streetscape improvements along Rudds Lane. The works along 
Rudds Lane will see the junction radii reduced and will provide a new pedestrian crossing point. I welcome 
the introduction of these junction improvement works at Rudds Lane and consider that it supports the 
streetscape proposals. 

The applicant has also shown on drawing no. T22562.001 rev C that the pedestrian island in the middle of 
Churchway that was implemented as part of application 17/02280/AOP is to be lengthened to 3m. This will 
help to protect cyclists; wheelchair users and mobility users and I welcome its inclusion. 

Finally, the applicant has provided updated vehicle tracking of a 10.2m long refuse vehicle. This tracking 
shows that the vehicle can safely make a turn both left and right out of the site and into the site. I am satisfied 
with this arrangement.  



Summary 

Mindful of the above, I do not have any objections to this proposal subject to securing S106 obligations, 
conditions and informatives.   

 

 

A4.3 Affordable Housing (summary) – the proposal which includes 30% affordable housing (which 
exceeds the minimum policy requirement) is welcomed.   Further advice is given regarding the mix and 
tenure (which should take account of the most up to date evidence re: housing need and VALP policy – 
currently indicates need for 80% affordable rent / 20% intermediate housing (current preference for 2 & 3 
bed shared ownership).  Compliance with VALP policy to secure accessible / adaptable dwellings should be 
required and that dwellings are broadly in line with Nationally Described Space Standards, are not 
distinguishable from the market housing, and avoid clustering (usually 15 houses / 18 flats though max. of 
10 units would be appropriate for this site).  Controls to secure occupation should also be applied.  

The applicant will need to supply an affordable housing plan at the next stage of the application process 
showing the location, tenures, sizes, mix and the wheelchair user dwellings that will be supplied, taking in 
to account the points above.  

 

A4.4 Trees – Acceptable subject to conditions to secure appropriate level of information at reserved 
matters stage, to include hard and soft landscape scheme and its implementation, arboricultural method 
statement and tree protection plan. 

Detailed comments:  

Existing Trees 

• The level of loss required is generally acceptable, although it is recommended that any subsequent 
application does not necessitate any additional removal. 

 

New Trees 

• The outline proposals detail a number of new trees. Some of these trees look to be in very close 
proximity to the dwellings and thus may not allow for inclusion of medium to large species within 
the internal urban areas. It would be expected that better provision for street tree planting be 
included within a reserved matters application. Set back of dwellings further from internal roads 
will be required to achieve this. This is in the interests of meeting the objectives set out in 
Paragraph 131 of the NPPF, which states: “Trees make an important contribution to the character 
and quality of urban environments, and can also help mitigate and adapt to climate change. 
Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, that opportunities are 
taken to incorporate trees elsewhere in developments (such as parks and community orchards), that 
appropriate measures are in place to secure the long-term maintenance of newly-planted trees, and 
that existing trees are retained wherever possible”. 

 

I would also refer the applicant to Paras 130 (a,b); 153 and 174 (a,b), which will any new tree planting will 
also be assessed against.  

 



• Breaking up large areas of hardstanding/parking – Tree planting should be incorporated to provide 
high level of canopy cover within these areas, with soil volume requirements shown to be 
achievable and associated underground planting pits to aid establishment. 

• Species Selection – Principle DES11 of the SPD includes that species such as Black Poplar are of 
particular importance within the area and are suitable for boggy, or wetter areas. 
Species which are double flowering will be resisted. Shallow rooted and short-lived species will be 
resisted within the urban parts of the development (e.g. Cherry and Silver Birch), as these often 
cause footpaths and highways to raise and do not offer any particular long term benefit. 

• Service Routes – These will need to be detailed at Reserved Matters stage, as they should be 
routed outside of the Root Protection Areas of retained trees and adequately distanced from new 
trees and should be shown on both the updated Tree Protection Plans and Landscaping Plans. 

• Positioning of New Trees – New trees should largely be in communal areas, or within highway 
parameters, rather than under individual ownership, as there is a substantially greater chance of 
successful establishment and continued contribution to the development, ecosystem services, the 
climate and amenity provision (placemaking). Trees should be set well away from private dwellings, 
to ensure that their full canopy spread can be achieved without the need for constant pruning, or 
excessive pressure for removal.  

• Landscaping plans must also include calculations of soil volume requirements and planting pit 
specifications..   

 

A4.5 Ecology – original objection due to lack of information (related to further bird survey, hedgerow 
clarifications and biodiversity net gain measures) has now been addressed and the proposal is now 
acceptable subject to a number of conditions relating to securing a revised BNG Report / Biodiversity 
Metric, submission & approval of a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan and Construction 
Environment & Habitat Management Plan, that the development is carried out in accordance with the 
submitted Ecological Impact Assessment and that a lighting strategy scheme is submitted / approved prior 
to occupation.  

 

A4.6 Recycling / Waste – further information / amendments required to ensure that proposal will be 
capable of complying with authority’s guidance and BS standards regarding drag distances, location of bin 
collection points and reversing distances – a vehicle tracking plan is required.  

Amended plans – awaiting comments.  

A4.7 Heritage – given previous appeal decision and history, not reasonable to raise a heritage 
objection at this stage.  The nearby listed buildings are not considered to be impacted due to separation by 
other houses.  The Haddenham Conservation area and Cider House, a non-designated heritage asset lie 
opposite the site . The CA appraisal notes that this section lies within character area 1, Rudd’s Lane and 
Rosemary Lane and is characterised by sporadic historic development interspersed with modern infill.  The 
previous Inspector found the impact to be neutral impact due to the limited extent that the site contributes 
to its setting no was there any evidence of any harmful impact arising from the traffic movements 
generated.   It is concluded that there would be no harm to the heritage asset and thereby compliance with 
VALP policy BE1 and the NPPF.  



A4.8 Archaeology    

Archaeological and related interests  

The application site lies within a wider area which has provided numerous discoveries of prehistoric and 
Roman finds and features. The field directly to the north produced c.40 flints during a fieldwalking survey 
and three Neolithic/Bronze Age enclosures have been recorded further north- west. Other findspots in the 
immediate vicinity of the site include Roman metalwork and a large Roman pit and post-holes have been 
recorded in fields to the east of the site. A geophysical survey was undertaken on the site in December 
2016 (Magnitude Surveys) and whilst the survey did not identify any anomalies of definite archaeological 
origin, there were some undetermined anomalies, which may be of archaeological interest. Accordingly, we 
recommend that the proposed development area should be subject to archaeological trial trenching and 
further investigation as appropriate.  

If planning permission is granted for this development then it is likely to harm a heritage asset’s significance 
so a condition should be applied to require the developer to secure appropriate investigation, recording, 
publication and archiving of the results in conformity with NPPF paragraph 205. With reference to the NPPF 
and VALP Policy BE1 we therefore recommend that any consent granted for this development should be 
subject to a staged condition to secure trial trenching before any other works in accordance with a 
previously approved written scheme of investigation to secure significant remains in situ, or otherwise 
recorded in accordance with the agreed scheme which should be undertaken by a professionally qualified 
archaeologist.  

 

A4.9 Parks & Recreation (original comments) – fails to provide for required on-site sport and leisure 
provision for a development of this size in Buckingham which should include open space, equipped play 
facilities, youth shelter and MUGA.   In accordance with the Ready Reckoner a full contribution will also be 
required to off-site facilities; in addition, a bond to ensure the delivery of the on-site scheme will be 
required.   

Comments on amended plans – satisfied that LEAP now meets min. requirement and sufficient Major & 
Incidental Open Space would be provided.  

A4.10 Education – a financial contribution towards existing primary and secondary catchment schools is 
requested to provide for their expansion to accommodate the impact / additional pupils generated by the 
development.  (Details of the contribution amounts required per dwelling are set out).  Further clarification 
provided sets out the details of the capacity of local catchment schools and projects to improve.  

 

A4.11 Environmental Health – no comments received.  

 

  



A.5 REPRESENTATIONS 

Amenity Societies/Residents Associations 

A5.1 Haddenham Village Society – object on a number of grounds;  

• Applicant acknowledges local opposition (80% against) 

• Site assessed as unsuitable in HELAA – contrary to VALP 

• Would lead to ‘leap-frogging’ of natural defensible boundary 

• Contrary to VALP S3 as would compromise character of countryside and result in negative 
impact on village identity.  

• Will place great strain on village resources, especially schools and health services 

• Will exacerbate traffic issues as too far from station / pose threat to pedestrians using lanes 
with no footways 

• Harmful to landscape character and rural nature of nearby lanes, contraty to NPPF 

• Major concern re: flooding 

• Further housing not needed  

 

Amended plans July – do not address any of the objections of the society or local residents previously 
submitted; reiterates strong objection on grounds site assessed in the HELAA as unsuitable for 
development, not allocated in VALP, contrary to this plan; Churchway currently provides a clear and 
defensible boundary to village, would lead to futher loss of countryside  and further pressure on local 
resources; contrary to VALP S3; Haddenham currently growing by over 50% with over a 1000 dwellings built 
around village putting strain on limited village resources, particularly schooling, health. Station at 2k 
distance too far to walk, resulting in exacerbation of existing traffic management and parking problems; 
causing hazard to pedestrians using nearby lanes with no footway and to listed buildings; landscape impact 
unacceptable as found previously by AVDC and by Inspector who found very significant harm to character 
and appearance of area; contrary to NE7 due to loss of BMV; adversely affecting rural nature of Green Lane 
a public bridleway much used by locals; contrary to NPPF para. 174.  

 

A5.2 Haddenham Safe Walking and Cycling Group – concerned at impact of development on local 
walking, cycling and wheeling in the village. Site should be considered alongside others in call for sites, 
particularly as one of least sustainable given distance from station.  Much development has taken place in 
village since last application, mitigation not now sufficient.  Only Bradmoor Farm and the post office are 
within the 800m walkable neighbourhood distance but the application suggests that 2k is suitable which is 
the upper limit for the average walker which would be an excessively high bar.  There is currently no safe 
cycling route connecting the village to NCN route 57; routes to other settlements involve using busy A road, 
excluding all but experienced cyclists.  Excessive vehicle speeds still recorded on Thame Road and is not 
suitable for some users.  No mention of the Parish Council’s Streetscape Report – should include features 
from the toolkit such as pedestrian priority across side roads and narrower junctions.  No homes shown to 
front Churchway with predominant vehicle function and higher speeds contrary to MfS; welcome more 
information re: footway / cycleway and calming; current arrangement is dangerous. Development would be 
insular with little connection with the village.  Additional traffic to the A418 will exacerbate an existing 
hazardous junction, particularly for cyclists, as well as the mini roundabout particularly for school cyclists.  



Contribution to Haddenham / Aylesbury cycleway welcome, but Council not currently progressing this 
project.  Surprised that no contact made by applicant to discuss the Travel Plan and note that it 
acknowledges that the target to reduce driving will be challenging; appear to be unaware that village has its 
own EV hire club that could be promoted and a space to charge club car should be provided.  

 

A5.3 Rosemary Lane Action Group (RLAG) – objects to the development on the following grounds:  

• Site / proposal is outside the development plan and runs counter to the plan led system 

• RLAG supports a refusal on grounds of landscape erosion, harm to settlement identity, and harm to 
open landscape setting of Green Lane 

• Consistent with previous refusal which stated (summarised)  “.. greenfield site in open countryside 
which fails to demonstrate relationship to existing settlement pattern.  Layout of housing does not 
reflect those to west or south and feels detached from the settlement located in an open landscape 
with views of countryside to north, west and east.  Site feels part of wider network of fields and 
aids in contributing to the rural quality of Haddenham… Unwelcome visual intrusion in the 
landscape as a suburban fringe development contributing to visual intrusion.  Churchway creates a 
distinct boundary between residential development to west and open countryside to east. “ 

• Neighbourhood Plan in its vision states “being sensitive, particularly on edge of existing settlement, 
to the transition from the village to open countryside.”  The applicants call it a ‘transition site’ but it 
is not, it is a very strong countryside location; its development would be contrary to NPF para. 174.  

• In regard to policy D3 there is no evidence to support the claim that the exception applies; it does 
not meet the criteria in any event. The landscape harm is much greater than assessed by the 
applicant and would be substantially harmful.  

• VALP is not out of date and this cannot be used to argue that the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development should apply 

• The Redrow scheme is not a ‘gamechanger’ as argued by the applicant; the appeal Inspector found 
that the previous scheme would lead to a very significant harm to the character and appearance of 
the areas and weighs against the proposal in the planning balance; this is a material consideration 
of great weight and more units have now been added. 

• To spill over the clear settlement edge would be seriously harmful, there would be harm to the 
setting of the conservation area, loss of hedgerows, potential flooding with ‘alien’ looking SuDS 
contrary to the setting of Green Lane.   

• The development should be assessed from a number of listed viewpoints.    

 

A5.6 Other Representations 

52 individual representations have been received objecting to the original proposal which in summary are 
on the following grounds: 

Original:  

• Site should be assessed as part of current call for sites for new local plan 
• Site previously assessed as unsuitable in HELAA and contrary to number VALP policies 
• Considerable number of new homes already being built in Haddenham, further homes not needed 



• Inadequate drainage as evidenced by recent enforcement against nearby Redrow development 
• BMV should not be used for housing, need to consider issue of food security  
• Wildlife will be affected 
• Existing strains on services, roads, junctions, flooding, sewerage, drainage will be exacerbated 
• Increased traffic will cause major issues 
• Bus services reducing  
• Whilst understand that more housing needed, brownfield sites should be developed first 
• Support objections of parish council and village society, development adds no benefit to village 
• Traffic increase in nearby conservation area which is the most direct route to the train station 
• Expansion in VALP should be the limit 
• Contrary to neighbourhood plan  
• Impact on rural character of Green Lane which is invaluable for reacreation, peace and serenity 
• Support LLFA objections  
• Unreasonable and unsustainable level of development already in Haddenham destroying the village 

character 
• Would cause harm to heritage assets (wychert cottages and walls) 
• Nothing has changed since previous Inspector found that the ‘substantial built form would 

fundamentally change character of site and its pleasant agricultural and rural appearance would be 
lost’ 

• Heavy trucks already causing damage to local roads 
• No valid reason for different conclusion from earlier application – very significant harm to character 

and appearance of the area 
• Loss of natural habitat 
• The development on the western side of Churchway does not provide ‘permission’ for the view on 

eastern side to be ruined 
• No connectivity or relationship with the existing village is provided 
 
 
In response to the amended plans & additional information submitted in July 2023:  
 
The Haddenham Village Society (HVS) note that the additional documents do not adress any of the 
concerns of the HVS or local residents; they reiterate their strong objection on (summary) grounds that 
contrary to VALP / not an allocated site, Churchway is clear natural and defensible boundary – 
development would lead to loss of countryside, loss of BMV and of concern to UK food security, pressure 
on village resources, contrary to VALP S3, lack of reasonable walking distance to most village amenities, 
traffic generated will be hazard to existing users of nearby roads / lanes and detrimental to nearby listed 
buildings, lead to significant harm to character and appearance of area and settlement identity, adversely 
affect rural Green Lane, contravenes NPPF paragraph 174.    

 
A further 4 objections were received, noting the following:  
 

• how would net gain biodiversity be maintained, who would be responsible and how would loss of 
species be mitigated? 

• No reason to change previous decision, proposal does nothing to improve biodiversity or achieve 
net zero  

• Same design used many times 

• More traffic and more pressure on essential local services  

 
 



APPENDIX B: Site Location Plan
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	Countryside / Settlement Character Impact
	5.26. It is apparent from a visual inspection of the site and its surroundings that it lies outside the main developed footprint of the village and within open countryside.  The eastern edge of the built framework of this part of the village is clearl...
	5.27. It is acknowledged that (since the previous appeal decision) the built footprint of the village to the west of the site on the opposite side of Churchway is being / will be extended by the recent permission for residential development on the sit...
	5.28. The applicant notes that permission has been granted for residential developments (totalling 54 dwellings) at Fairfields Farm, a site around 1km to the south of the application site which lies on the eastern side of Stanbridge Road.  Other built...
	5.29. Despite the inclusion of areas of open space, retention of much of the existing boundary vegetation and proposed new planting, the proposed residential development will result in the loss of its current open, natural appearance resulting in an ‘...
	5.30. As such the proposal would result in a countryside intrusion that would not be in keeping with the existing form of the settlement and would adversely affect the countryside edge character.  This would result in conflict with policies S3 and D3.
	5.31. As noted above, VALP policy NE4 seeks to ensure that development respects and complements the physical characteristics of the site and its surroundings, the historic context and the natural qualities and features of the area and recognises the i...
	5.32. The site is not within an AAL but lies approximately 600 m to the south of the Brill and Winchendon Hills LLA, the southern boundary of which is marked by the A418.   The Chilterns escarpment within the AONB can be seen in the far distance in vi...
	5.33. The site itself lies within LCA 9.9 A418 Ridge and LCT Low Hills and Ridges as identified in the Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment (AVLCA).  The AVLCA notes the contrast between the steep slopes north of the ridge (formed by the A418...
	5.34. The applicant’s LVIA provides a detailed assessment of the landscape character and visual impacts.  It includes the same viewpoints used in the earlier LVIA (for the 2018 appeal scheme) and provides verified montages from viewpoints 5 and 7 (bot...
	 The proposed development will result in a nominal extension to the northern and eastern settlement edge; however, this is in the context of existing residential development directly south and west and the emerging development to the north of the CA ...
	 The landscape impacts result from direct changes, limited to the site area and associated with the change from existing agricultural enclosures to a residentially led development, including removal of hedgerow.
	 The development retains boundary hedgerows and trees and includes reinforcement planting with GI / open spaces within the western and northern edges, a basin in the south-east corner and new linear woodland belt on the eastern boundary
	 The significance of effect on the LCA will be ‘minor adverse’ at completion falling to negligible to minor at year 15
	 The LVIA has also considered impacts at a more detailed level and would result in ‘moderate adverse’ effect at completion, falling to minor to moderate at year 15
	 In both instances the effects are limited and highly localised.
	5.35. In terms of visual amenity, the LVIA conclusions are (in summary):
	5.36. The overall conclusion within the LVIA (summarised) is that for the majority of views the inherent mitigation for the scheme incorporating GI and open space with strategic landscape planting is successful in mitigating impacts in the longer term...
	5.37. In considering the conclusions of the applicant’s LVIA, the findings of the Inspector in the previous appeal decision are relevant albeit the HAD007 site did not have planning permission (though it was a draft allocation in the emerging plan) at...
	5.38. At paragraph 18 the Inspector notes that “the introduction of substantial built form would fundamentally change the character of the site and its pleasant agricultural and rural appearance “.  The impact of the current scheme would be essentiall...
	5.39. Paragraph 18 goes on “from viewpoints 7 and 17 the full extent of the development would be evident in the fieldscape, where even with extensive landscaping the proposal would form an intrusively urban departure in open countryside.”  These viewp...
	5.40. The Inspector went on to say that the impact of the proposal as noted above would also be evident from viewpoint 5 (Aylesbury Ring footpath to the north of the village).  However, this view is now affected by the development on HAD007 which lies...
	5.41. The Inspector found the proposal would have a very significant adverse effect on the landscape in these collective views – this would be reduced somewhat as a result of the views from the north being affected by the HAD007 development but would ...
	5.42. Views of residents and others from immediately opposite the site at the end of Rosemary Lane (viewpoint 16), from the end of Rudds Lane (viewpoint 8) and the junction of Green Lane and Churchway (viewpoint 9), would be unaffected by the developm...
	5.43. The Inspector went on to consider views from close proximity to the south and along Green Lane and whilst noting that the boundary hedge would screen the development to an extent, the changed character of the site would still be clearly evident ...
	5.44. Views from the east would now be slightly affected by the extended built footprint of the settlement resulting from HAD007 the front part of which would be seen in the background.  However, the existing built footprint of the village would have ...
	5.45. The Inspector then considered viewpoints further south (12 and 20) and concluded that there would be a limited adverse effect.  This would be unchanged.  In views further from the north, the Inspector noted that the site would be seen against th...
	5.46. The Inspector’s overall conclusions were that in long range views there would be a negligible impact, in mid-range views a moderate effect and in localised views the development would have a ‘very significantly harmful effect on the character an...
	5.47. It is acknowledged that the development of the site at HAD007 has affected some of the viewpoints that have been assessed within the LVIA such that in some cases, it will screen much of the development (viewpoints 5 and 6) and in others it will ...
	5.48. The Inspector commented in the context of the then proposed allocation at HAD007 that if it came to fruition, “I acknowledge that the appeal proposal would be likely to appear significantly less intrusive than it would appear within the existing...
	5.49. Given that the site is now being built out and its impact can now more accurately assessed, it is considered that the Applicant’s conclusion in the LVIA that the impacts will be limited at a localised level underplay the actual impacts overall. ...
	5.50. It is acknowledged that the illustrative landscape strategy, to be augmented through a detailed landscape scheme, demonstrates that the impact of the built scheme will in time be reduced and will have some benefits in terms of reinstating and en...
	5.51. Overall, it is considered that the landscape and visual impacts, whilst mainly of a localised nature, would be significantly harmful and would not be mitigated to an acceptable degree by the proposed mitigation.  The proposal therefore conflicts...
	5.52. The provision of multi-functional Green Infrastructure (GI) is an important element of the wider provision of infrastructure necessary to support healthy, sustainable communities in both urban and rural communities and the NPPF states that decis...
	5.53. In general terms green infrastructure (GI) is the term used to encompass all ‘green’ elements of a scheme; it comprises a network of ANGsT (Accessible Natural Green Spaces) compliant high quality, multi-functional green spaces that are intended ...
	5.54. The standards for ANGsT at appendix C, set out the precise type of on-site provision depending on the nature and location of the proposal, existing open space provision in the area and the quantity of space needed.  The standards clarify that in...
	5.55. The policies of VALP are consistent with the approach in NPPF 2023 which seeks to provide inclusive developments that support healthy lifestyles through the provision of a GI network that comprises of a range of different typologies and performs...
	5.56. The site contains some existing natural features, mainly in the form of boundary hedgerows and trees, which are to be integrated into the green infrastructure (GI) provision providing a good basis for links around and through the site which are ...
	5.57. The applicant states that 39% (1.9ha.) of the site would be open space but this includes the SuDS basins which for the purposes of the above standards are not counted towards the amount of public open space which amount to around 1.6 ha.
	5.58. In terms of the overall quantity of space, the Parks and Recreation Officer has confirmed that the illustrative plans demonstrate that the amount and nature of the GI accords with the required standards in VALP.  It makes good use of the existin...
	5.59. The proposed development would, in principle, provide for an acceptable amount, location and form of GI the provision, future management and maintenance of which can be secured via conditions / obligations with full details to be set out in rese...
	Play Areas / Sport and Recreation
	HNP CES1: Play Facilities
	VALP Policy I1 and I2 (Sports and recreation) and Appendices C and D
	Fields in Trust (FiT) National Guidance
	5.60. VALP policy fully reflects the current national approach in respect of this issue whereby such provision should be considered as an element of the overall multi-functional GI, albeit certain elements need to be considered separately and the stan...
	5.61. VALP policy I1 states that recreation facilities can be provided on the same site as the publicly accessible GI provided they are compatible with it; such land is in addition to that required as GI.  Whilst such facilities can co-exist in a prop...
	5.62. In respect of the FiT guidance, a LEAP is required to be provided on site as well as a contribution to off-site facilities (Table 2), to be secured as a proportionate financial contribution through the S106 agreement.  The illustrative masterpla...
	5.63. In respect of other sports and recreation provision, VALP policies allow for such provision to be made through necessary and proportionate contributions to the enhancement of off-site facilities; Appendix D sets out how such off-site requirement...
	5.64. Overall, it is considered that the proposed on-site provision will be appropriate and acceptable and that a contribution towards other facilities, which can only practicably be provided off site, will be justified.  This will ensure compliance w...
	Trees and Hedges
	HNP Policy SL3 (Enhancing, Protecting and Providing new natural environment habitats, trees and hedgerows)
	VALP Policy NE8 (Trees, hedgerows and woodlands)
	5.65. HNP policy SRL3 seeks to ensure that development is sympathetic to trees of high or moderate value and are landscaped with native species and habitats that support the local character.  VALP Policy NE9 takes an approach that is consistent with t...
	5.66. The application is accompanied by a detailed Arboricultural Impact Assessment which was reviewed by the Tree Officer.  It is noted that boundary trees will be retained together with an individual tree within the site, in addition to the partial ...
	5.67. The Tree Officer has no objection to the proposals subject to conditions to secure an Arboricultural Method Statement with Tree Protection Plan.  Details of what should be included in these reports is set out in the full response (included in Ap...
	5.68. It is concluded that overall, whilst there would be a loss of hedgerow, the proposal will provide appropriate replacement and enhancement in terms of tree and hedge cover and will ensure that the new development will be satisfactorily assimilate...
	Ecology
	HNP Policy SRL3 (Enhancing, Protecting and Providing new natural environment habitats, trees and hedgerows)
	VALP policy NE1 (Biodiversity and geodiversity) (moderate weight)
	5.69. HNP policy SRL3 seeks to ensure that proposed development can demonstrate net gain in biodiversity and wherever possible buildings provided integrated swift nesting features.  Ecological information should accord with BS42020.
	5.70. VALP policy NE1 seeks to help deliver the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) targets in the biodiversity opportunity areas.  A long-term monitoring and management plan will be required for biodiversity features on s...
	5.71. The relevant development plan policies remain consistent with the latest NPPF 2023 Paragraphs 185 and 186 which seek to ensure that new development minimises impacts on biodiversity and provides net gains overall. NPPF 2023 paragraph 124 seeks t...
	Biodiversity Impacts & Net Gain
	5.72. There have been discussions with the applicant as the information originally submitted did not provide appropriate clarification of the hedgerows, or that biodiversity net gain trading rules had been satisfied; in addition, further bird (nesting...
	5.73. The Applicant provided amended details including an updated Ecological Impact Assessment (EIA) which confirmed that a 5 metre buffer would be retained to all hedgerows, that the small section to be removed in the southern part of the site fronta...
	5.74. The applicant’s ecological impact assessment concludes that the site is considered to have limited flora though hedgerows and trees are deemed moderate in biodiversity value.  Overall, the proposal offers opportunities to improve biodiversity on...
	5.75. The updated BNG report shows that, overall, the DEFRA metric shows a 10.1% biodiversity net gain as a result of the landscape proposals and 12.45% gain in hedgerow habitat.  The development will therefore comply with both local policy and nation...
	5.76. Following the receipt of the further information and survey work as requested, the Ecology Officer has confirmed that there is no longer an objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions to secure a revised BNG report and asso...
	5.77. The need for a detailed management plan to ensure that the overall net gain for biodiversity is acknowledged as essential by the applicant and it is agreed that this can be secured via a suitably worded condition for a LEMP.
	Protected Species
	5.78. In respect of protected species, various assessments were undertaken (GCN, bats, badgers and reptiles, invertebrates, water vole, otter, white-clawed crayfish as well as birds as noted above).  The EIA concludes that whilst there would be loss o...
	Conclusions
	5.79. Overall, it can be concluded that the proposal will protect and enhance the biodiversity and geodiversity of the site and provide for a net gain overall.  Suitable conditions will secure necessary protection, mitigation and compensation and a La...
	Agricultural Land & Soils
	VALP policy NE7 Best and most versatile agricultural land (BMV)
	5.80. VALP policy NE7 states that subject to the development allocations set out in the VALP the Council will seek to protect BMV for the longer term.  It seeks to ensure that where BMV is proposed for development, those areas on site should preferabl...
	5.81. The supporting agricultural land report confirms that the site comprises 98% BMV totalling 4.8 ha. of which 0.4 Ha (8.2%) is Grade 2, 4.4 ha (89.8%) Grade 3a.   The proposal will therefore result in the loss of BMV.  However, the report also con...
	5.82. Whilst there is no definition of what is to be considered as ‘significant development’ in the context of the policy NE7 it is considered that it would be reasonable to conclude that the proposal would fall within this definition given the size o...
	5.83. The Inspector, in considering the previous appeal, found that the total amount of agricultural land that would be lost would be ‘relatively small’ (at around 5 hectares) and resulting loss of land from agricultural production would not be signif...
	5.84. However, the proposal must be considered under the current policy context which is intended to guide decisions outside the plan-making / allocation system and it is considered that it would be appropriate to consider the proposal as ‘significant...
	5.85. The proposed layout is illustrative only but does indicate that areas of open space would be provided across the northern part of the site where the highest grade of BMV is located thus would satisfy this part of the policy.  In terms of the oth...
	Impact on highway network
	5.86. The application is supported by a Transport Assessment (TA) to demonstrate the impact of the development.   The TA has been updated at the request of the Highways Officer to ensure that the modelling takes into account the updated analysis of th...
	5.87. Other than the above, no other off site mitigation works are necessary to mitigate the vehicular traffic movements of the development.  It is noted that local residents are concerned regarding the use of Rudds Lane / Rosemary Lane as a ‘cut-thro...
	5.88. The information submitted demonstrates that the traffic generated by the development can be satisfactorily accommodated within the local highway network subject to improvements to the A418 junction.
	Safe and suitable access
	5.89. Access is to be determined at this outline stage.  As noted above, the site would be served by a single point of vehicular access sited towards the northern end of the Churchway frontage with right hand turn lane provided for traffic approaching...
	5.90. The development of HAD007 has necessitated the re-positioning of the 30mph sign further north along Churchway. This would be secured via a Traffic Regulation Order, at the developers cost, secured via the S106 agreement.  This would involve the ...
	5.91. Overall, it is concluded that the proposal will be served by a safe and suitable access and thereby accord with policy.
	Sustainable transport links / active travel
	5.92. The key objective of government policy in the NPPF is to achieve sustainable development and a vital part of this is to ensure that development, particularly significant development, is in a location that is or can be made sustainable from a tra...
	5.93. The policies of VALP are generally consistent with the above approach and seek to ensure opportunities to maximise the use of sustainable modes are achieved and that otherwise development provides for any necessary improvements.  The HNP aims to...
	5.94. The Government now positively encourages the use of ‘physical’ modes of sustainable transport through Active Travel which seeks to make walking, cycling and wheeling the preferred choice for everyone to access facilities such as schools and loca...
	5.95. The extent to which the site will be connected to the local area and provide suitable pedestrian and cycle links has been the subject of much discussion.  This has resulted in the following features proposed as part of the development:
	5.96. In addition to the above, the applicant has provided a Framework Travel Plan which includes measures such as promotion of public transport services, provision of Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI), distribution of maps showing safe cycle rou...
	5.97. The applicant has also agreed to the following financial contributions (to be secured through the S106) which are necessary to mitigate the impact of the development:
	 £25,000 towards upgrading the existing and providing new RTPI at the closest bus stops (which are around 80m to the south of the site along Stanbridge Road)
	 £10,000 towards the TRO required to extend the 30mph limit along Churchway (dependent on whether brought forward first as part of HAD007)
	 £18,000 towards safety scheme at the Stanbridge Road / Woodways crossroads to potentially include proposals identified as part of the Haddenham-wide Streetscape Improvements project to e.g. provide raised tables
	 £55,662 towards implementation of Haddenham–Aylesbury cycleway
	 £1000 per annum for TP monitoring
	 S106 Monitoring fee
	5.98. Overall, it is considered that the proposal will provide safe and attractive connections to maximise sustainable modes and encourage active travel.
	Public Transport
	5.99. The site is within reasonable walking distance of existing bus stops as noted above and the proposal will provide enhanced provision through improved RTPI at the bus stops.
	5.100. The site is located some 2 km from the station, it being at the opposite side of the village.  However, this is just within reasonable walking distance (approximately 25 mins) with access via existing routes (eg. Churchway, Banks Road) and with...
	5.101. As noted above, the framework travel plan sets out a number of measures to ensure that the residents of the site are fully informed of the sustainable options to provide knowledge and information of a good choice of modes of transport.
	Parking
	5.102. At this outline stage, the adequacy of car and cycle parking provision cannot be assessed as there are no detailed layouts to consider.  However, it will be appropriate to secure suitable levels as per the new adopted VALP standards (which supe...
	Refuse Collection
	5.103. In respect of the collection of refuse, further detail on this matter would be assessed at the reserved matters stage. However, the applicant has provided a refuse vehicle tracking plan based on the illustrative layout, which has been amended f...
	5.104. It is likely that bins would be provided for in external areas in a convenient location within the garden for the dwellings and communal bin collection areas will also be provided as appropriate.
	Response to comments of Parish Council
	5.105. The Parish Council has raised a number of specific concerns (which are detailed in the Appendix) regarding highways issues, in particular seeking further contributions in respect of local schemes.  The Highway Officer has provided a response as...
	 Each of the obligations and conditions have been carefully considered in terms of their location, feasibility and justification, it would not be proportionate at this stage to request any further contributions.
	 The attached conditions and obligations make a significant contribution towards the measures identified within the Haddenham Streetscape project: The Rudds Lane junction improvements will make HGV access more difficult, additional pedestrian/cyclist...
	 With regards to the A418 junction, the modelling and assessments undertaken do not highlight any particular issues regarding safety or capacity at this junction caused by this proposal (subject to the mitigation proposed) therefore no further mitiga...
	 In terms of road damage, this will be covered in the Construction Traffic Management Plan which can be conditioned, as part of this, the developer will be expected to fund the repair of any damage caused that can be traced back to the construction v...
	  With regards to the pedestrian and cycling link at the HAD007 site, this refers to a different scheme.
	Conclusions in respect of transport matters / accessibility
	5.106. It is concluded that the proposal would not have a harmful impact on the local highway network and would be served by safe and suitable access points and a range of sustainable transport choices with improved walking and cycling links to connec...
	5.107. Therefore, subject to appropriate obligations and conditions, the proposal would accord with local and national policy, in particular with the aims of VALP policies T1, T4, T5, T6, T7 and T8 and HNP policies TGA3, 4 and 5.  It could be implemen...
	5.108. National policy seeks to ensure that flood risk in an area is managed and reduced through the local plan by undertaking a strategic flood risk assessment, together with a sequential approach to development, locating vulnerable developments in a...
	5.109. VALP Policy I4 requires, amongst other things, the submission of site-specific flood risk assessments (FRAs) where the development is over 1 hectare in size or includes areas of flood zones 2 or 3.   All development must demonstrate that the se...
	5.110. The site is located in Flood Zone 1 which has a low risk of surface water flooding.  Information from the Groundwater Flood Map indicates that the site does lie in an area at risk of groundwater flooding but that infiltration maps indicate lowe...
	5.111. There have been detailed discussions with the Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) who initially raised a holding objection due to insufficient information in particular related to surface water drainage.   The applicant therefore undertook furthe...
	5.112. The LLFA has reviewed all the information and confirmed that their initial objection can be removed, subject to the imposition of conditions.  These seek to ensure that further groundwater monitoring is undertaken during winter periods to clari...
	5.113. The LLFA also confirms that there will be sufficient attenuation storage to ensure that flood risk off site is managed over the lifetime of the scheme.  The applicants were also requested to consider further means of on-site SuDS techniques as ...
	5.114. In respect of foul drainage, suitable connections can be made to the public sewers and, as noted above, TW has confirmed that the drainage scheme will be acceptable.
	5.115. It is concluded that the proposal will make appropriate provision for surface water and foul drainage and will secure measures to avoid / improve flood risk and will not result in increased flood risk elsewhere.  Therefore, subject to the impos...
	5.116. The NPPF recognises that the effect of an application on the significance of a heritage asset (including its setting) is a material planning consideration.  VALP policy BE1 requires all new development to conserve heritage assets in a manner ap...
	5.117. The site does not lie within the conservation area but lies close to the edge of the northern section which encompasses parts of Rosemary Lane and Rudds Lane up to the boundary with Churchway.  The CA appraisal notes that this section lies with...
	5.118. The Heritage Officer concurs with these findings and notes that given the previous appeal decision and history, it would not be reasonable to raise a heritage objection at this stage. The previous Inspector found the impact to be neutral impact...
	5.119. In respect of archaeology, the application site lies within a wider area which has provided numerous discoveries of prehistoric and Roman finds and features. The field directly to the north produced c.40 flints during a fieldwalking survey and ...
	5.120. The applicant’s heritage assessment states that no prehistoric or Roman period finds or features are recorded nor were any identified by the geophysical survey.  Some features were recorded in the field to the north of the site during fieldwalk...
	5.121. Thus, it is concluded that with the imposition of an appropriate condition, the proposal would ensure appropriate protection for and enhancement of the historic environment and thus complies with relevant national and local policy in this regar...
	5.122. The above policies seek to ensure that development is responsive to its context and provides a high quality, sustainable design. Specifically in respect of built form it seeks to ensure that proposals respect and complement the local distinctiv...
	5.123. The application being outline does not provide any detail to be approved at this stage regarding the layout and built character of the proposal albeit the DAS sets out a number of principles including that there would be a hierarchy of street t...
	5.124. Having regard to the above matters and acknowledging that further consideration would have to be given to these specific matters at the detailed design stage, it is concluded that the development of the site itself could achieve a high quality,...
	5.125. The application is accompanied by an Energy and Sustainability statement.  The statement has considered VALP policy and guidance in the SPD and confirms that low carbon technology in the form of air source heat pumps are to be used for all dwel...
	5.126. It is concluded that the scheme has the potential to provide a good level of sustainability in its buildings and other elements, in some areas in excess of the minimum requirements.  The proposal therefore accords with policy C3 and the guidanc...
	5.127. The relevant policies seek to ensure that a good standard of built environment is provided having regard to a number of factors.  In terms of existing adjoining residents, those likely to be most affected are those in Churchway opposite the sit...
	5.128. The following matters are also relevant to the future residents:
	Noise and Air Quality
	5.129. The Noise Impact Assessment concludes that based on the results of a baseline noise survey the recommended guideline noise criterion for external amenity spaces is likely to be met without the need for specific mitigation.  Regarding internal n...
	5.130. The accompanying air quality report concludes that measures can be put in place to minimise emissions during construction and these can be secured via condition.   Once occupied, the proposal would not significantly influence local air quality;...
	Contamination
	5.131. The site is understood to have previously only been used for agricultural purposes but includes the demolition of some agricultural buildings.  The submitted report suggests a number of further actions and surveys to include an asbestos survey ...
	5.132. In terms of the construction stage of the proposed development, the workings on the site and associated vehicle movements will have some effects.  However, most of these can be controlled and minimised though a Construction Traffic Management P...
	5.133. At this outline stage there is no indication of what lighting is proposed but this can be controlled at reserved matters stage to ensure that the impact on the built and natural environment is minimised.  In this regard it is noted that the Eco...
	5.134. In terms of the proposed occupants, as the application is in outline only it is not possible to specifically assess the quality of the proposed individual dwelling plots and how they relate to each other.  However, the DAS and accompanying sket...
	Conclusions
	5.135. It is concluded that overall, a good standard of built environment and amenity will be provided for the occupiers of existing and proposed dwellings, in compliance with the above policies.
	Supporting high quality communications VALP policy I6 (Telecommunications)
	5.136. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to ensure that they have considered the possibility of the construction of new buildings or other structures interfering with broadcast and electronic communication services. Given t...
	5.137. In accordance with VALP policy I6, developers are also expected to have explored the option of providing on-site infrastructure, including ducting to industry standards in any new residential development for efficient connection to existing net...
	5.138. Overall, it is considered that the proposal would accord with policy I6 of the VALP and with the guidance set out in the NPPF in this regard.
	5.139. As noted in various sections above, there are a number of specific matters that would need to be secured via planning obligations, as conditions would not be appropriate. These are:
	 30% Affordable housing and details thereof (e.g.tenure split, pepper-potting, etc)
	 Provision and future management & maintenance of on-site GI and play areas to include commuted sums (should these areas be transferred to the Parish Council) or other suitable arrangements and a bond to enable these areas to be delivered should they...
	5.140. In addition, the development will generate a need for various forms of community and other infrastructure to mitigate its impact.   However, some facilities can only be provided off-site as part of wider provision.  In the absence of Community ...
	5.141. The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and the National Planning Policy Framework state that obligations to secure such contributions within a section 106 agreement must meet the following tests:
	 Necessary to make the development acceptable
	 Directly related to the development, and
	 Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development
	Financial Contributions towards Sustainable Transport / off-site highway works
	5.142. As indicated in the transport section above, improvements to off-site footway / cycleway connections in the vicinity of the site are required to provide suitable and safe links to the existing network and access to local amenities.  Improvement...
	5.143. Other contributions towards local sustainable transport schemes including some identified as part of the local Streetscapes Project, including a contribution towards the necessary Traffic Regulation Order, should it not come forward in a timely...
	Education
	5.144. The Education Officer has confirmed that there is insufficient school capacity locally.  Primary schools are currently full or oversubscribed and there is a project to consider options to expand one of more of these schools.   The catchment sec...
	5.145. The Education Officer has confirmed that the contributions will be allocated to the local community infant or junior schools or St. Marys CE School and Princes Risborough Secondary School.
	Sport and Recreation
	5.146. The development will increase demand for the provision of local and wider sport and recreation facilities, including sports playing pitches and hard courts and community centres.  It is not feasible to accommodate such facilities on site due to...
	Health Facilities
	5.147. The NHS Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and Berkshire West Integrated Care Board (BOB ICB) has provided a detailed response indicating that there is currently insufficient primary medical care capacity locally.  Primary care services are already o...
	5.148. The local Phoenix Health Centre is already operating above recommended ‘best practice’ capacity and therefore additional floorspace is required to cater for the further increased demand. The contribution sought is based on the floorspace requir...
	5.149. It is considered, by officers, that without the contribution the impacts of the development would not be appropriately mitigated and would adversely impact on the delivery of healthcare for new and existing residents.
	6. Other Matters
	6.1. The applicant has suggested that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply (HLS) and thus the tilted balance of NPPF paragraph 11 should apply.  The Council has recently published the 5 year Housing Land Supply Position St...
	6.2. In this context, it is noted that, notwithstanding that going forward a 5 year supply cannot currently be demonstrated, there has been a good delivery of housing with past completions currently exceeding the targets with a total surplus of 228 dw...
	6.3. The applicant has contended from the outset that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply, mainly based on the argument that there is insufficient evidence of the deliverability of a number of the identified sites.  Whilst the lack of...
	7. Weighing and balancing of issues / Overall Assessment
	Introduction
	7.1. This section brings together the assessment that has so far been set out in order to weigh and balance relevant planning considerations in order to reach a conclusion on the application.
	7.2. In determining the planning application, section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In addition, ...
	7.3. The NPPF is a significant material consideration and the proposal should be assessed against relevant policies.  In particular, paragraph 11 is of relevance.
	7.4. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. It states that for decision-taking this means:
	(c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or
	(d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date (footnote 8), granting permission unless
	7.5. Footnote 8 has been amended in the latest version of the NPPF and states:
	7.6. Paragraph 76 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities are not required to identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing for decision-making purposes i...
	7.7. Paragraph 76 does apply to planning decision made in the VALP area however there is a further transitional requirement identified in footnote 79 which requires that the exception contained in this paragraph should only be taken into account as a ...
	7.8. In this instance the application was submitted 31st January 2023 and does not benefit from the exception in paragraph 76.
	7.9. It should be noted that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not displace S38(6) and a planning application should be determined in accordance with the relevant policies of the development plan unless material considerations ...
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