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2 CHAPTER 2 - INTRODUCTION 
 

FORMAT AND STATUS 
 

2.1 Paragraph 2.9: Format and Status 
Objectors: 

 DD1497 Aylesbury Vale Association of Local Councils 
 DD2120 Country Landowners Association 

Principal Issues: 
2.1.1 Whether policy criteria, when agreed, will be enforced. 

2.1.2 Whether all elements of the Plan provide the clear guidance necessary to guide 
development. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.1.3 PPG12 confirms that Local Plans should set out detailed policies and specific proposals 

for the development and use of land.  I am satisfied that the DDLP seeks to meet this 
objective.  Many of the policies in the Plan contain a range of criteria, a number of which 
(both policies and criteria) are the subject of objection.  I consider these elsewhere in my 
report.  However responsibility for the future implementation of adopted policies, 
including related criteria, and proposals rests primarily with the Council, and thus cannot 
be dealt with in the context of this report. 

2.1.4 When recommending modifications to policies and proposals throughout my report I have 
sought to ensure that they will provide clear guidance and will be easily understood.  It 
rests with the Council to be mindful of the need to ensure that policies and text that have 
not been the subject of objection, and thus have not been scrutinised as part of the inquiry 
process, are likewise clearly written and easily understood. 

Recommendation: 
2.1.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 

 

 

2.2 Representations on the Proposals Maps 
Objectors: 

 DD0667 The House Builders Federation, Eastern Region 
 DD5847 Mr and Ms Horne 
 DD7295 Government Office For The South East 

Principal Issues 
2.2.1 Whether the separate sheets forming the Part II Proposals Maps should be replaced by one 

or two larger Plans 

2.2.2 Whether Bierton should be included within the Aylesbury Inset Map area. 

 8



Inspector’s Report Part I : Introduction 

 9

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.2.3 The LPA suggest that the Plan be modified by the inclusion of an illustrative 1:50,000 

foldout map to show the full extent of large area based proposals, but that this should not 
form part of the Proposals Map (PC 2.1).  

2.2.4 PC 2.1 resolves that objection concerning the omission of a large scale map, and I agree 
that this should be supplemented by the large scale maps contained in Parts II and III of 
the Plan showing the precise extent of designations.  However, I do not agree that this 
additional map should not form part of the Proposals Map.  In my view a 1:50,000 map is 
required to provide a necessary link between the text in Part I and the 1:20,000 Proposals 
and 1: 5000 Inset Maps in Parts II and III of the Plan.  This map should not be illustrative, 
but projected on an OS base, and provide as much detail as the scale allows. 

2.2.5 A clear distinction needs to be drawn between policies applicable within Aylesbury and 
those applicable within villages throughout the surrounding area.  I deal with objections 
concerning the definition of ‘Aylesbury’ and the ‘Rural Areas’ later in my report.  
However, in my view Bierton, although separated from Aylesbury by only a narrow strip 
of land, retains it own distinctive character as a settlement.  It thus does not form part of 
the Aylesbury built up area, and hence should not be subject to the same development 
policies.  It is would thus be inappropriate for it to be included in the Aylesbury Inset Map 
area.  

Recommendation: 
2.2.6 I recommend that:- 

2.2.7 The Plan be modified in accordance with PC 2.1 

2.2.8 This map should be projected on an OS base and form part of the Proposals Map. 

2.2.9 No other modifications be made in response to these objections 

 

SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING GUIDANCE 
 

2.3 Paragraph 2.14: Supplementary Planning Guidance 
Objectors: 

 DD1501 Aylesbury Vale Association of Local Councils 
 DD2121 Country Landowners Association 
 DD2838 The Buckingham Society 
 DD6849 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
2.3.1 Whether Parish Councils should be consulted and agree ‘developer contributions’ secured 

under SPG. 

2.3.2 Whether SPG should be prepared to advise farmers and landowners of the types of 
agricultural development and rural diversification projects that would be considered 
acceptable in planning terms 

2.3.3 Whether the Plan should include a policy establishing the role locally elected and 
representative bodies will play in the preparation of planning briefs. 
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2.3.4 Whether the Plan places an over reliance on SPG, and whether such matters should be 
dealt with in the Plan itself. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.3.5 PPG12 confirms that local plans should contain policies concerned with the development 

and use of land.  It would thus be inappropriate to include a policy concerning consultation 
procedure, as this is clearly not a land use planning matter.  Likewise, it would be 
unrealistic to require the agreement of Parish Councils in the preparation or 
implementation of SPG, as these matters properly rest with the Council as LPA.  However, 
para. 3.16 of PPG12 confirms that SPG should be prepared in consultation with the 
general public, businesses, and other interested parties, and their views taken into account 
before it is finalised.  I trust that the LPA will have regard to this advice.  

2.3.6 It rests with the LPA to decide which topics should to be the subject of SPG, having regard 
to both need and resources.  No doubt the LPA will in due course consider whether SPG is 
required for rural diversification issues.  Meantime this does not necessitate any 
modification to the Plan. 

2.3.7 Para. 2.14 of the Plan cites examples of topics that may be dealt with by means of SPG, 
including design issues, developer contributions and planning briefs for individual sites.  
In my view the level of detail required in SPG to deal with these and other comparable 
matters would be too great for inclusion in the Plan.  It is thus appropriate for them to be 
dealt with by means of SPG, and this accords with the advice in para. 3.17 of PPG12, 
namely that SPG can play a valuable role in supplementing plan policies and proposals.  
Recommendation: 

2.3.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

2.4 Paragraph 2.15: Public Participation 
Objector: 

 DD2252 Buckingham Traders Association 

Principal Issue: 
2.4.1 Whether an allowance should be made for community consultation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.4.2 The Council has undertaken all necessary statutory consultations during the preparation of 

the Plan, together with a range of additional consultations with the public and interested 
parties, including, I understand, community groups and associations.  I am thus satisfied 
that the Council have met, and in part gone beyond, their statutory requirements 
concerning consultation during the Plan preparation process.   

2.4.3 Future implementation of Plan policies and development proposals will, from time to time, 
necessitate further consultation with the public and interested parties.  However, it would 
be inappropriate for the Plan to seek to identify the wide range of circumstances when 
consultation should take place, or to list consultees.  Responsibility rests with the LPA to 
ensure that the public, community groups and others are kept informed. 
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Recommendation: 
2.4.4 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 

 

THE WIDER CONTEXT 
 

2.5 Paragraph 2.18: Global 
Objector: 

 DD0090 JGK Environmental Consultancy 

Principal Issue: 
2.5.1 Whether the Plan responds to Local Agenda 21. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.5.2 The objection refers to Local Agenda 2; I assume this should read Local Agenda 21.  

2.5.3 Para. 2.18 of the Plan confirms that Agenda 21, agreed at the Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992, advocates the preparation of a Local Agenda 21 for each local authority 
area in order to achieve development and other changes that are sustainable. 

2.5.4 The objectives of Agenda 21 extend over a wide range of issues, not all of which can be 
dealt with in the Local Plan.  However, I am satisfied that in broad terms the Plan seeks to 
achieve a sustainable pattern of development, and in this respect meets the objectives of 
Agenda 21.  I understand that those matters that cannot be dealt with in the Plan are being 
pursued at the local level by the Support Aylesbury Vale’s Environment campaign 
(SAVE). 

Recommendation: 
2.5.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 

 

 

2.6 Paragraph 2.21: National 
Supporter: 

 DD2362 McCann Homes 

Objectors: 
 DD1910 Taywood Homes 
 DD4293 Hawes & Webb 
 DD7104 The Environment Agency 
 DD7337 English Nature 

Principal Issue: 
2.6.1 Whether paragraph 2.21 should include reference to PPG9 Nature Conservation, and the 

publications ‘Planning for the Communities of the Future’, ‘Sustainable Development - 
Opportunities for Change’ and ‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone’.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.6.2 The Council suggest that para. 2.21 be amended by the inclusion of reference to PPG9, 

and the publications ‘Planning for the Communities of the Future’, ‘Sustainable 
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Development - Opportunities for Change’ and ‘A New Deal for Transport: Better for 
Everyone’ (PC 2.2).  I am satisfied that this Proposed Change resolves these objections.  

Recommendation: 
2.6.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with PC 2.2. 

 

 

2.7 Paragraph 2.23: National 
Supporters: 

 DD1911 Taywood Homes 
 DD4276 New Leys Consortium 
 DD4294 Hawes & Webb 
 

Objectors: 
 DD2624 Mr Shaw 
 DD2833 The Buckingham Society 

Principal Issue: 
2.7.1 Whether para. 2.23 should include a commitment to consultation with local groups, and 

reference to the role local communities and/or partnerships can play in achieving a 
reasoned balance between conflicting aims. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.7.2 Para. 2.23 reflects Government advice that acknowledges that there are often conflicting 

pressures when seeking to determine a long-term pattern of sustainable development.  
However, I am not persuaded that the Plan would be improved by the inclusion of a 
commitment to consult local groups, or a reference to the role local community groups 
and/or partnerships can play, when seeking to secure a balance between conflicting 
objectives.  It is the Council’s duty to ensure that the public is informed of local plan and 
development proposals, and there is no evidence before me to suggest that the Council has 
failed to meet its responsibilities in this respect.  

Recommendation: 
2.7.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 

 

 

2.8 Paragraph 2.24: Regional and County 
Objector: 

 DD4277 New Leys Consortium 

Principal Issue: 
2.8.1 Whether para. 2.24 should be amended to reflect the increased focus being given to Milton 

Keynes, and a suggestion that this may lead to development allocations in Aylesbury Vale 
District on land adjacent to the Milton Keynes urban area. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
2.8.2 Para. 2.24 seeks to establish the Regional and County context for policies and proposals 

contained in the Plan, and includes reference to Milton Keynes’s role as a location for new 
development.   

2.8.3 However, para. 2.24 was written prior to the publication in March 2001 of revised 
Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9).  While the Plan should continue 
to include reference to the contextual role of the earlier RPG9, para. 2.24 should be 
modified to include reference to the revised RPG and the role this guidance will play in 
future reviews of the Plan. 

2.8.4 The future development needs of Milton Keynes should be addressed primarily by means 
of the Milton Keynes Local Plan, being prepared by that authority. There is no evidence 
before me to suggest that the Borough of Milton Keynes will be unable to meet its needs 
for the period to 2011, being the plan period for the Borough’s emerging local plan, on 
sustainable sites within that authority’s administrative boundary.  And hence no reason to 
suggest that Milton Keynes’s current development needs might need to be met by 
allocations within Aylesbury Vale District in the emerging AVDLP.   

2.8.5 Revised RPG9 recommends that an inter-regional study should be undertaken to consider 
the further development potential of the Milton Keynes sub-region, and notes that this 
study, and its examination though individual structure plan processes, will inform the next 
reviews of RPGs for the South East, East Anglia and the East Midlands.  It is possible that, 
in the long term, this process may lead to allocations for development within Aylesbury 
Vale District in order to facilitate the further development of the Milton Keynes sub-
region.  However, it would be premature (and irresponsible) for the Plan to comment on 
this possibility in advance of the completion of the inter-regional study and the subsequent 
examination of its conclusions as part of a future review of the Buckinghamshire CSP. 

Recommendation: 
2.8.6 I recommend that para. 2.24 be modified by the inclusion of reference to revised RPG9, 

published in March 2001, and the role this guidance will play in future reviews of the Plan, 
but that otherwise no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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