
Inspector’s Report Part I : Strategy 

3 CHAPTER 3 – STRATEGY 
 

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

3.1 Paragraph 3.3: Aims and Objectives 
Supporters: 

 DD1147 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2427 Mr Hopcraft 
 DD7488 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7924 Mrs Paternoster 

Objector: 
 DD2123 Country Landowners Association 

Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 3.01): 
 CO0146 M L J Evans 
 CO0156 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Principal Issue: 
3.1.1 Whether reference to a ‘diverse’ economy should be included in the Economic Objective. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.1.2 The Council suggest that the Economic Objective in para. 3.3 be further qualified by the 

inclusion of ‘diverse’ (PC 3.01).  I am satisfied that this Proposed Change resolves this 
objection. 

Recommendation: 
3.1.3 I recommend that paragraph 3.3 be modified in accordance with the PC 3.01. 

 

 

3.2 Paragraph 3.4: Aims and Objectives 
Supporter: 

 DD7979 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Objectors: 
 DD0091 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD7159* The Environment Agency 
 DD7294 Government Office For The South East 
 * submitted as an objection to Appendix 1 

Principal Issues: 
3.2.1 Whether the Plan should have emerged from a comprehensive Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SEA); and whether the outcome of the SEA should be set out in the reasoned 
justification in the Plan.  

3.2.2 Whether ‘wildlife corridors’ should be added to the list of environmental test criteria in 
Appendix 1.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.2.3 The DDLP has been prepared in the context of the February 1992 edition of PPG12.  

Paras. 6.1and 6.2 of that edition state that development plans should be drawn up in such a 
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way as to take environmental considerations comprehensively and consistently into 
account.  However, this does not amount to a full environmental assessment of the plan or 
its policies, but that the outcome of that appraisal should be set out in the explanatory 
memorandum or reasoned justification for the policies proposed to demonstrate that 
environmental concerns have been fully integrated into the plan making process.   

3.2.4 Appendix 1 of the Plan sets out some 28 environmental, social and economic criteria that 
have been used to test alternative Plan strategies and, at the local level, to test whether 
individual proposals satisfy the environmental, social and economic objectives contained 
in para. 3.3 of the Plan.  These objectives, together with the Mission Statement in para. 3.2 
and the issues touched upon in the Wider Context outlined in paras. 2.16-2.25 provide the 
broad social and environmental context within which the Plan is set.  A more detailed 
description of the Development Strategy adopted by the Plan is provided in Chapter 3.  

3.2.5 It seems to me that the Mission Statement and Wider Context provide an indication of 
those social and environmental concerns that have shaped the Development Strategy, 
while the Strategy itself demonstrates the integration of these concerns into the Plan.  
Confirmation of this process is contained in para. 3.1 which, in my view, provides the 
outcome of that appraisal as required by PPG12 (1992).   

3.2.6 The February 1992 edition of PPG12 has now been superseded by that published in 
December 1999. Paras. 4.16-4.22 of the revised PPG12 deal with the appraisal of 
development plans.  Future reviews of the AVDLP will need to have regard to this revised 
guidance, including the need to carry out a full environmental appraisal.  The appraisal 
process will be iterative throughout the preparation of the Plan, and while the final deposit 
version need not include the full appraisal, it must be clear from the reasoned justification 
which elements of the appraisal have informed the policies and proposals in the Plan.   

3.2.7 It would, in my view, be unreasonable to now insist that the Plan be modified to meet the 
more stringent requirements of the current PPG12.  However, it is evident that the 
relationship between the social and environmental appraisal and plan policies and 
proposals will need to be dealt with in more detail in subsequent reviews of the Plan.  

3.2.8 The first of the Environmental Test Criteria is to conserve or enhance natural habitats.  I 
am satisfied that natural habitats includes wildlife corridors, and that it is thus 
unnecessary to include this as a separate criterion. 

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

 

COUNTY STRUCTURE PLAN DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 

3.3 Paragraphs 3.5 to 3.8 and Table 1: County Structure Plan Development 
Requirements 
Objectors: 

 DD0125* Mrs Tubb 
 DD2482** Weston Turville Parish Council 
 DD2676 Chiltern Society 
 DD2807 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD6850 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7943** Weston Turville Parish Council 
 DD7951 Chiltern Society 
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 DD7952 Chiltern Society 
 DD7953 Chiltern Society 
 *   submitted as an objection to paras. 3.14-3.15 and Table 2 
 ** submitted as an objection to Forward para. 3. 

 
Principal Issues: 

3.3.1 Whether the assumptions upon which the forecast as to the number of houses that need to 
be built are correct. 

3.3.2 Whether the Plan should cover the period 1996-2001. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.3.3 The housing requirements in the DDLP have been derived from household projections 

produced originally by the DETR.  These projections were carried forward into Regional 
Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9), published in March 1994, which covered 
the period up to 2011, and subsequently interpreted at County level by means of the 
Buckinghamshire CSP, which was adopted in March 1996 and likewise covered the period 
up to 2011.  The Countywide figures are now applied locally by the DDLP. 

3.3.4 The above is the established procedure whereby housing requirement figures produced by 
the DETR are refined for inclusion in a local plan.  I appreciate that the DETR’s 
projections have been (and continue to be) the subject of national debate, both in terms of 
distribution and numbers.  However, this debate has not resulted in any significant 
revisions to the original base data used during the preparation of the DDLP.  I am thus 
satisfied that it was appropriate for the Council to use the adopted CSP figures that were 
tested at the EiP in 1994, and that the assumptions upon which the forecasts as to the 
number of houses that need to be built were, in the main and at that time, correct. 

3.3.5 Revised Regional Planning Guidance for the South East, RPG9, was published in March 
2001.  This covers the period up to 2016, and proposes that development plans should 
make provision for an annual average of some 3210 net additional dwellings in 
Buckinghamshire for the period between 2001 and 2006; this figure is to be reviewed 
before 2006 in the light of monitoring and the findings of urban capacity studies and 
studies of potential growth areas (RPG9 policies H1 and H2).  The proposed distribution 
of the recommended 3210 net additional dwellings annually between the Buckinghamshire 
Districts will form an integral element of the forthcoming review of the CSP, and the 
figure for Aylesbury Vale District will then be carried forward into a future review of the 
AVDLP.  In view of the need to ensure continuity between development plans throughout 
the County, and in order not to pre-empt the proper planning process, in particular the 
examination in public of CSP proposals, it would, in my view, be premature to 
recommend that the housing need figure contained in the Plan be amended in advance of 
the review of the CSP. 

3.3.6 Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the DDLP relate to the period 2001-2011.  However, the Council by 
means of ORC 13.02 suggest that Table 2 be modified to clarify the housing position for 
the period 1991-2001.  I consider specific objections to Table 2 and supporting text later in 
my report.  Meantime, in view of the fact that the Plan covers the fifteen years 1996-2011, 
it seems to me that it is appropriate in principle for the Plan, and specifically relevant 
Tables, to address the period 1996-2001.  Table 1 refers to County Structure Plan 
Requirements.  As the CSP covers the period 1991-2011 Table 1 should be modified to 
include the CSP housing requirement for the period 1991-2001 (7000 dwellings). 
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Recommendation: 
3.3.7 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the inclusion in Table 1 of reference to the 

County Structure Plan housing requirement for the period 1991-2001. 

3.3.8 No other modification be made in response to these objections. 
 

INTEGRATED TRANSPORT STRATEGY 
 

3.4 Paragraphs 3.9 and 3.10: Integrated Transport Strategy 
Supporters: 

 DD1912 Taywood Homes 
 DD4296 Hawes & Webb 
 DD5611 Mr Davies 
 DD7306 Highways Agency 
 DD7931 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7932 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD1913 Taywood Homes 
 DD1914 Taywood Homes 
 DD1915 Taywood Homes 
 DD2363 McCann Homes 
 DD2741 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD4297 Hawes & Webb 

Principal Issues: 
3.4.1 Whether Integrated Transport Strategy (ITS) targets are likely to be achieved, given that 

the percentage of new development is small when compared with that existing. 

3.4.2 Whether there should be a framework for monitoring the achievement of ITS targets,  and 
specifically for assessing the impact of the development strategy. 

3.4.3 Whether AVDC should work with BCC on upgrading the road infrastructure and the 
promotion of integrated transport in the north of the District. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.4.4 Although recorded as objections, I note that none of the objectors actually objected to 

either the principles or details of the ITS.  Rather they expressed concern over 
achievability, monitoring and implementation.  

3.4.5 There are a range of policies throughout the Plan that seek, either directly or indirectly, to 
reduce the proportion of residents travelling to work by private car, and an increase in the 
number travelling by public transport, on foot, or by cycle.  A number of these policies 
relate to specific development proposals.  However, the broad thrust of the ITS is not 
restricted in its intent to new development, although it is acknowledged that it is within the 
larger areas of proposed development that the greatest opportunities exist to achieve a 
modal shift in personal transport.  

3.4.6 The Buckinghamshire ITS targets are to be met by the implementation of a range of 
policies and proposals, of which those in the DDLP form only part.  It would thus be 
unrealistic to expect the LP to achieve these targets on its own.  Nevertheless, I am 
satisfied that implementation of relevant Plan policies will make a significant contribution 
to their achievement in the Aylesbury District, and it is thus appropriate, and in accord 
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with the broad advice in PPG13, that these targets are recorded as objectives in the Plan.  
Because of this joint responsibility, it would likewise be inappropriate to expect the LP (in 
the guise of the AVDC LPA) to be expected to assume sole responsibility for monitoring 
Countywide targets.  

3.4.7 Finally, it seems to me that there is adequate co-operation between AVDC and BCC on 
upgrading road infrastructure and the promotion of integrated transport throughout the 
District.  But these are administrative rather than land use planning matters, and as such 
fall outside of the ambit of the Plan. 
 
Recommendation: 

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

 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
 

3.5 Paragraphs 3.11 to 3.13 and Policy ST.1: General Location of Development 
Supporters: 

 DD2876 Mr Cleasby  DD0130* Mrs Paternoster  
 DD4210 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD0346 Mrs Wall 
 DD1141 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 

DD1142 Rural Development   DD4295 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4331 Milton Keynes Council   Commission  
 DD4340 Chiltern District Council  DD1950 Taywood Homes 
 DD6188 Miss Webb  DD2124 Country Landowners 

Association  DD6190 Mr/Ms Biffen 
 DD7168 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD2144 Oving Parish Council 
 DD2277 Bucks County Council 

 DD7489 Thames Valley Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry 

 DD2364 McCann Homes 
 DD2588 Hallam Land Management  

 DD7959 Milton Keynes Council   Ltd 
 DD7960 Milton Keynes Council  DD2742  Buckingham Town 

Council 
 * recorded as support for paras. 3.16 and 3.17 and Table 3 

Objectors: 
 DD1536 Mr/Ms Bolton  DD0345 Mr  Robertson 
 DD1540 Mr/Ms Ford  DD0479 Cllr Griffin 
 DD1544 Mr Pleeth  DD0483 Cllr Griffin 
 DD1550 Mrs Hyre  DD0484 Cllr Griffin 
 DD1558 M Edmonds  DD0511 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD1576 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD0671 Mr Clarke 
 DD0765 Mr & Mrs Gibson 

 DD1674 Hibberd (Francis & 
How)/Sear 

 DD0934 Mr Miller 
 DD0962 Mr Miller 

 DD1699 Banner Homes Ltd  DD0996 Mrs Miller 
 DD1705 Banner Homes & Trustees 

of H C Stock Dec'd 
 DD1019 Mrs Miller 
 DD1026 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd  DD1784 Mr Blakey 
 DD2008 Hamilton Precision Ltd  DD1027 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd  DD2125 Country Landowners 
Association  DD1291 All Souls College 

 DD2169 Alfred McAlpine 
Developments Ltd 

 DD1353 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1355 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
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 DD2217 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 
Lynn 

 DD2244 Mr/Ms Crowle 
 DD2250 Buckingham Traders 

Association 
 DD2266 Wilcon Homes 

 DD2344 Templeview 
Developments Ltd 

 DD2352 Annington Property Ltd 
 DD2382 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2522 Hillesden Properties 
 DD2550 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2688 Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 
 DD2719 Banner Homes Lt 
 DD2734 Mr Macleod 
 DD2839 Mrs Roberts 
 DD2853 E W Tomblin & 

Sons/Brempton Homes 
 DD2897 Mr & Mrs Clark 
 DD2918 Mrs Birch 
 DD4211 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4253 CW & RC Shrimplin 
 DD4274 New Leys Consortium 
 DD4285 Wimpey Homes 
 DD4286 Wimpey Homes 
 DD4318 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD4358 Mrs Tubb 
 DD4388* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD5589 Ms Eldon 
 DD5606 Mrs Eldon 
 DD5616 Mrs Cotton 
 DD5801 Mr Woodrow 
 DD5805 Mr Hammond 
 DD5807 Jennifer Lampert 
 DD5894 Mr Wells 
 DD5974 Mr/Ms Wellby 
 DD5988 Mr/Ms Tearle 
 DD5996 Mr Tyrrell 
 DD6042 Skillion Ltd 
 DD6043 Skillion Ltd 
 DD6128 Mrs Taylor 
 DD6245 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 
 DD6258 Royal Ordnance plc / 

Rutland Project 
Management Ltd 

 DD6291 Hockaday Associates 
 DD6346 Mr Biswell 

 DD6386 Dr Cox 
 DD6404 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6555 Society of Merchant 

Venturers 
 DD6566 Mrs Ladell  
 DD6567 Mr & Mrs C Partridge  
 DD6573 L E Smith  
 DD6582 D S Johnson 
 DD6588 J Howarth Esq 
 DD6706 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6746 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6748 The National Trust 
 DD6802 Mrs Mitchell 
 DD6807 Mr Mitchell 
 DD6818 Mrs Stevens 
 DD6825 Mr Stevens 
 DD6841 City & St James Property 

Ltd 
 DD6844 Dunlin Ltd 
 DD6851 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6852 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6853 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6921 Wimpey Homes Holdings 

Ltd 
 DD6929 Cala Homes (South) Ltd & 

Westbury Homes 
(Holdings) 

 DD6956 Mr Smith 
 DD6983 Mr & Mrs Chantler 
 DD7020 Station Road Trust 
 DD7047 The Estate of HC Stock 
 DD7053 Castle Cement Ltd 
 DD7061 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD7094 Messrs. Armstrong, 

Collier, Evett, French & 
Lowe 

 DD7353 Mr Langton 
 DD7399 Mrs Langton 
 DD7443 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 

Lynn 
 DD7522* Mr G W Hammond 
 DD7545 Mr Tubb 
 DD7954 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD7955 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD7956 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD7962* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7963* Thames Water Property 

Ltd  

 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
3.5.1 Whether the Plan should include a definition of ‘Aylesbury’ and `Rural Areas’; and 

whether ‘Aylesbury’ should include nearby settlements.  

3.5.2 Whether strategic housing and employment provision should be dealt with in a single 
policy. 

3.5.3 Whether the Plan should include a more comprehensive definition of  ‘brownfield’ sites. 
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3.5.4 Whether sufficient emphasis had been given in the strategy to the development of 
brownfield sites.  And in particular whether additional emphasis should be given to the 
development of rural brownfield sites, including those at Haddenham, Westcott, Calvert, 
and Pitstone.  Alternatively, whether sufficient emphasis has been given to potential 
brownfield sites in Aylesbury.  

3.5.5 Whether the provision of 75% of new development at Aylesbury accords with the CSP, 
which requires only a minimum of 3,000 houses to be located at Aylesbury. 

3.5.6 Whether the concentration of 75% of new housing and employment provision at 
Aylesbury, with the residual 25% distributed throughout the Rural Areas, is appropriate or 
an arbitrary division that lacks credibility.  

3.5.7 Whether the 75% : 25% division is rendered unrealistic by being based on high completion 
rates which cannot be achieved and/or maintained, and therefore cannot be delivered. 

3.5.8 Whether alternative percentage divisions of development between Aylesbury and the 
Rural Areas would be more appropriate; suggested percentage divisions include 70:30, 
65:35, 60:40, 55:45 or 50:50.  Alternatively, whether there is potential for more than 75% 
of all new development to be accommodated at Aylesbury. 

3.5.9 Whether the concentration of development at Aylesbury would lead to the unwarranted 
development of greenfield land.  And whether there should be more development in the 
Rural Areas to provide for local housing needs and to help sustain local services. 

3.5.10 Whether, say, 10% of new development should go to a third tier of larger villages in the 
Rural Areas.  Or alternatively whether a reserve list of sites (or a tier of settlements) 
suitable for housing development should be identified for implementation if any of the 
allocated sites fails to materialise.  

3.5.11 Whether Aylesbury's infrastructure and services can cope with 75% of all new 
development during the Plan period.  

3.5.12 Whether there needs to be more flexibility in the strategy to meet the anticipated longer 
term land requirements to be cascaded down from revised RPG9 and the revised CSP. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.5.13 Definition of ‘Aylesbury’ and the ‘Rural Areas’ 

3.5.14 There is constant reference throughout the Plan in both policies and text to ‘Aylesbury’ 
and the ‘Rural Areas’.  While a definition of these terms is not always necessary to enable 
the reader to fully comprehend their context or meaning, a precise definition is, in my 
view, both desirable for reasons of clarity and essential for policy interpretation and 
implementation. 

3.5.15 Para.3.7 of the DDLP defines the Rural Areas as being the part of the District outside 
Aylesbury and its immediate environs.  But there is no corresponding definition of 
Aylesbury, and specifically no definition of its immediate environs.  However, it is evident 
that, unless specified to the contrary, reference to ‘Aylesbury’ is intended to include both 
the existing built-up parts of the town and those areas to be developed pursuant to 
allocations in the Plan, albeit that the latter presently comprise open countryside.  By 
elimination, therefore, the ‘Rural Areas’ embrace the remaining parts of the District, 
including the built-up parts of all towns and villages.  The Plan should clarify this matter; 
a margin note would suffice.  
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3.5.16 Several objectors have suggested that Bierton and Stoke Mandeville should be included in 
the defined Aylesbury area, and I have earlier dealt with a similar objection concerning the 
suggested inclusion of Bierton within the Aylesbury Insert Map area.   

3.5.17 Ribbon development extending from both settlements comes close to the edge of the 
Aylesbury built-up area.  However, I am not persuaded that this or any other reason is 
sufficient to justify the inclusion of either settlement in the Aylesbury policy area.  
Notwithstanding the fact that both settlements - in common with many throughout the 
District - are to a large extent dependent on Aylesbury for employment and service 
provision, it seems to me that each has retained its own character and that this is different 
and distinct from the nearby urban area.  There is therefore no justification for extending 
the definition of ‘Aylesbury’ to include either of these settlements. 

 

3.5.18 Policy Content 

3.5.19 Policy ST1 and supporting text are concerned with the general location of development as 
part of the Plan’s development strategy.  The principal components of this strategy are 
housing and employment.  I appreciate that, given the vast range of employment 
opportunities and their different land requirements, employment per se is more difficult to 
quantify than housing development.  As a result, most mathematical calculations of a 
strategic nature focus on housing provision and resultant land requirements; this is 
manifest in the subsequent strategic sections of the Plan.  Nevertheless, it is essential that 
housing and employment are subject to the same strategic considerations if the Plan’s 
broad objectives of securing a sustainable pattern of development and a close correlation 
between homes and jobs are to be achieved.  Accordingly I am satisfied that it is 
appropriate for both housing and employment to be included in a single strategic policy.  

3.5.20 Definition of ‘Brownfield’ 
3.5.21 FPC 11.01 proposes that the definition of ‘brownfield’ contained in a margin note to para. 

3.11 of the DDLP be replaced by one based on the definition contained in draft PPG3, 
published in March 1999.  Draft PPG3 has itself now been superseded by revised PPG3, 
published in March 2000.   

3.5.22 The definition of previously developed land contained in the draft PPG has been carried 
forward, with minor changes, to the definitive version of PPG3.  I am satisfied that FPC 
11.01 is a reasonable summary of the current definitive version, and that this is acceptable 
for Plan purposes.  However I suggest that, for the avoidance of doubt, the definition 
include or was after that which is in the opening sentence, and that the margin note be 
cross-referenced to the full version and attendant footnotes in PPG3. 

3.5.23 Strategic Objectives  
3.5.24 A key objective of Government policy is to provide for a sustainable pattern of 

development which best protects and enhances the environment, provides a close 
correlation of homes and jobs, and minimises the need to travel.  The principles of 
sustainable development were founded in the 1990 White Paper ‘This Common 
Inheritance’, and were subsequently carried forward in the 1994 Report to Parliament 
‘Sustainable Development : The UK Strategy’.  The Government is committed to 
sustainable development and, in 1999, set out its current approach in the publication ‘A 
Better Quality of Life, a Strategy for Sustainable Development in the UK’. 

3.5.25 The most recent Government advice concerning the formulation of local plan strategies for 
the location of new development in a sustainable fashion is found in current PPG3 (2000), 
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PPG12 (1999) and PPG13 (2001).  Chapter 4 of PPG12 deals specifically with sustainable 
development and confirms that the planning system, and development plans in particular, 
can make a major contribution to the achievement of the Government’s objectives for 
sustainable development (para. 4.1), and that policies in development plans should 
implement the land use planning aspects of sustainable development and must be capable 
of being addressed through the land use planning system (para. 4.2). 

3.5.26 PPGs 3 and 13 are particularly relevant.  PPG3 advises that in order to promote more 
sustainable patterns of development and make better use of previously developed land, the 
focus for additional housing should be existing towns and cities.  When identifying sites to 
be allocated for housing in local plans, local planning authorities should follow a 
systematic search sequence, starting with the re-use of previously developed land and 
buildings within urban areas, ie urban brownfield sites, then urban extensions, and finally 
new development around nodes in good public transport corridors.  The main objective of 
PPG13 is to integrate planning and transport.  It reiterates the aforementioned PPG3 
locational advice, and seeks to promote a pattern of development that will reduce the 
growth in the number and length of motorised journeys, encourage alternative means of 
travel which have less environmental impact, and reduce reliance on the private car. 

3.5.27 Revised Regional Planning Guidance for the South East, RPG9, was published in March 
2001.  This strongly reflects the objectives of Government policy and PPG advice 
concerning the principles of sustainable development.  A key feature of the RPG strategy 
for the South East is the concentration of development in urban areas and the integration of 
land use and transport.  Para. 3.5 of RPG9 states that the main principles that should 
govern the continuing development of the Region include the identification of existing 
urban areas as the main focus for new development; the creation of less dispersed patterns 
of development with more sustainable patterns of activity; and the provision of access to 
jobs, services, leisure and cultural facilities that is less dependent on long distance 
movement with reduced reliance on the private car. 

3.5.28 It should also be noted that, although pre-dating the above PPG and RPG advice, para.100 
and policy H1 of the BCSP identify Aylesbury Town, Milton Keynes City and High 
Wycombe as the main growth areas in Buckinghamshire over the CSP period.  Likewise, 
policy BS1 requires new development to be planned so as to reduce the need to travel and 
to provide a close correlation between homes, jobs and facilities. 

3.5.29 The DDLP confirms that in arriving at the preferred development strategy in the Plan a 
number of alternatives were tested, ranging from concentrating development at main 
settlements to dispersing development about the District, and the creation of new 
settlements.  However, having regard to the aforementioned national and regional 
objectives regarding the location of development, and comparing the alternative strategies 
with the DDLP’s aims and objectives, the Council concluded that the most appropriate and 
sustainable policies are based around the following general principles:- 

1. giving priority to the redevelopment of urban ‘brownfield’ sites, that is sites within 
existing built-up areas already developed but suitable for re-use for housing. 

2. accommodating a high proportion of development at Aylesbury, being the largest 
and most sustainable settlement in the District; 

3. accommodating a small proportion of development in the Rural Areas concentrated 
at a limited number of settlements which offer the best prospect for limiting the need 
to travel and, through offering a choice of transport, minimising the use of private 
cars; and  
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4. limited development elsewhere.  

3.5.30 I concur with the Council’s approach to the strategic location of new development, and in 
particular am satisfied that the preferred development strategy accords with the 
aforementioned advice and principles contained in PPGs 3 and 13.     

3.5.31 Several objectors have suggested that additional emphasis should be given in the strategy 
to rural brownfield sites, including those at Haddenham, Westcott, Calvert, and Pitstone, 
and that the LPA’s failure to allocate these for development will result in the unnecessary 
development of greenfield land.  However, PPG3 advice concerning the development of 
brownfield sites is clear.  The presumption throughout is that when allocating land for 
development, brownfield sites should take priority over greenfield land.  But the exception 
to this principle is where previously developed sites perform so badly in relation to the 
selection criteria in para. 31 of the PPG as to preclude their use for housing.  These criteria 
include location and accessibility, infrastructure, and the ability to build communities.   

3.5.32 I assess the suitability of several of the above mentioned rural brownfield sites for 
development in the context of the above criteria when dealing with site specific objections 
in Part 2 of my report.  However, in my view application of these criteria effectively 
precludes, in principle, the allocation of remote rural brownfield sites for housing on 
grounds of their relative isolation and absence of easy access to jobs and services by 
means other than the private car; the inadequacy of public utilities and social 
infrastructure; and the difficulty of establishing a viable community on such sites 
sufficient to support new physical and social facilities.  Furthermore, the level of 
investment required to resolve these shortcomings, including the provision of a level of 
public transport to achieve a significant modal shift away from the use of the private car or 
the provision of adequate services and facilities, would be excessive for the amount of 
development proposed.  Accordingly, I am not persuaded that the development strategy 
should give additional priority to the allocation of rural brownfield sites.  An inevitable 
consequence of this conclusion is that a number of isolated brownfield sites throughout the 
rural parts of the District remain unallocated.   

3.5.33 It must be recognised that, in comparison with many other urban areas, there is a relative 
shortage of brownfield land in Aylesbury.  Nevertheless I am satisfied that the 
development strategy gives sufficient emphasis to the development of brownfield sites in 
general and in Aylesbury in particular.  In the absence of sufficient brownfield land to 
accommodate the requisite level of development envisaged during the Plan period, it is 
thus necessary for greenfield land to be allocated.  On balance, however, I am satisfied that 
the strategy envisaged in the Plan, including both brownfield and greenfield development, 
will produce the most appropriate and sustainable pattern of development, and more fully 
accord with the Government’s long term sustainability objectives. 

3.5.34 Percentage Distribution of Development  
3.5.35 Policy ST.1 proposes that 75% of housing and employment requirements should be 

provided at Aylesbury and 25% in the Rural Areas. 

3.5.36 The LPA maintain that it would be inappropriate to locate more than 75% of new  
development at Aylesbury for two main reasons.  Firstly, there are housing and 
employment needs to be met in the Rural Areas.  An excess of development in Aylesbury 
would thus fail to meet this need in reasonable proximity to its origin, and thereby require 
people to live and work in locations remote from their housing and employment needs.  As 
a result the Plan would fail to achieve the desirable correlation between homes and jobs in 
the Rural Areas. Secondly, a greater concentration of development at Aylesbury would be 
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unobtainable, rendering the Plan unrealistic.  The DDLP notes that in order to meet the 
75% housing requirement identified in the Plan, construction rates only matched during 
the boom years of the mid-1980s will be required.  Assuming a higher construction rate 
over a lengthy period without justifiable confidence would, the LPA maintain, threaten the 
viability of the strategy. 

3.5.37 The Plan does not consider the consequences of allocating less than 75% of new 
development at Aylesbury. 

3.5.38 As stated above, I am satisfied that the DDLP development strategy accords with national, 
regional and strategic advice in that it maximises the use of urban area brownfield sites 
and concentrates, firstly, most development at Aylesbury, the largest and most sustainable 
settlement in the District, and then at other main settlements that have most services and 
facilities.  However, I am not persuaded that the proposed 75% : 25% division of 
development between Aylesbury and the Rural Areas during the plan period is appropriate. 

3.5.39 The earlier Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan, incorporating Alterations 1, 2, 3 and 
4, approved by the then Secretary of State for the Environment in 1990, required the 
provision of some 11,200 dwellings in the District during the period 1986 to 2001.  Of 
these about 6200 were to be provided in Aylesbury, and the remaining 5000 in the Rural 
Areas.  This represented a 55% : 45% division between Aylesbury and the Rural Areas.  
The current CSP does not specifically divide its proposed housing provision between 
Aylesbury and the Rural Areas, other than by confirming that a minimum of 3000 new 
homes will be provided within and/or adjoining the built-up limits of Aylesbury, including 
parts of neighbouring parishes.  And that this strategic allocation will come on stream in 
the period post 2001.  It may thus be calculated that the current CSP envisages a minimum 
of some 35% of new development in the District to be directed to Aylesbury during the 
period 2001 to 2011.  The CSP is silent as to the distribution of the remaining 65%, and 
this remains a matter to be decided by the LPA in their local plan.  However, it seems to 
me that it may be deduced from other strategic policies and text in the CSP that this 
minimum percentage figure should not be regarded as a maximum.  Certainly more recent 
PPG advice suggests that as the most sustainable settlement in the District, a significantly 
higher percentage of development should be directed to Aylesbury.   

3.5.40 In light of the above, I can see no reason to support the suggestion put forward by several 
objectors that the allocation of more than the minimum 3000 dwellings to Aylesbury 
would conflict with the provisions of the CSP.  While it is the intention of the CSP to 
concentrate new housing and related development in Aylesbury, High Wycombe and 
Milton Keynes it is, of course, for the LPA to determine the distribution of the balance of 
development in their District through the local plan process.  And thus, while I review the 
percentage distribution of development between Aylesbury and the Rural Areas below, I 
am satisfied that the allocation of significantly more than 35% of new development to 
Aylesbury would not adversely affect the Plan’s conformity with the CSP.  The decision 
by BCC to issue a Certificate of General Conformity for the Plan confirms my view.  

3.5.41 Survey information indicates that over the ten year period 1989 to 1999 a total of 8302 
houses were completed in Aylesbury District; of these 48% were in Aylesbury and 52% in 
the Rural Areas.  In the four years to 1999 some 3166 dwellings were completed in the 
District; of these 47% were in Aylesbury and 53% in the Rural Areas.  It is thus evident 
that, not withstanding current national, regional and strategic objectives of directing new 
development to established urban areas, not only has the distribution of development 
during the ten years to 1999 failed to achieve the 55% : 45% Aylesbury : Rural Areas 
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division envisaged in the earlier CSP, the pattern of more recent development indicates a 
slight drift still further away from this objective.  

3.5.42 It is clear that in order to secure the 75% : 25%  division of development proposed in the 
Plan, a significant change in the pattern of development during the period 2001 to 2011 
would be required.  In my view a sea change of this magnitude is not possible.  And it 
would be inherently wrong to allocate a total amount of land in Aylesbury sufficient to 
accommodate this amount of development if the practicalities of development, including 
the need to achieve and maintain unrealistic completion rates, precluded the proper 
implementation of the Plan.  To do so would totally destroy its credibility. 

3.5.43 In order to secure the 75% of development envisaged in the Plan, it would be necessary to 
complete some 620-630 dwellings in Aylesbury each year for the ten-year period 2001-
2011.  The Plan acknowledges that this will entail consistent construction rates only 
achieved during the construction boom of the mid-1980s.  However, records indicate that 
an annual completion rate in excess of 600 dwellings was achieved only once during that 
period, namely in 1988/99 when 828 dwellings were completed.  And that for the 13 years 
between 1986 and 1999 completion rates in Aylesbury averaged only 433 pa; less than 
70% of the Plan’s requisite total. 

3.5.44 The LPA, together with several prospective developers of the MDAs, maintain that the 
high level of development in Aylesbury required by the Plan can be achieved.  In contrast, 
in my view there is no evidence before me to justify this level of confidence, which seems 
to me to be wholly misplaced. 

3.5.45 The evidence of the mid/late-1980s illustrates the building industry’s ability to respond to 
a boom in the demand for houses.  However, it is not the ability of developers to build a 
requisite number of houses that determines annual completion rates, rather it is the 
developers’ ability to sell the completed properties.  There is clear evidence from sites 
throughout the country that developers simply will not build houses unless there is a 
proven market for the completed product.  The completion rate of some 625 dwellings pa 
envisaged by the Plan would require some 12.0 dwellings to be sold per week in 
Aylesbury, week on week, year on year, for ten years.  Slippage in the Plan making 
process has already produced a mathematical increase in the number of completions 
required per year to achieve the target of 75% of new housing development in Aylesbury 
by 2011.  And the annual completions target will continue to increase and become 
increasingly difficult to achieve if completion rates continue to fall, as I believe they surely 
will, below the annual target figure.  On the other hand, the current average completion 
rate of 433 pa provides a reliable and proven indicator of demand and market delivery in 
the town.  This equates to some 8.3 dwellings per week over an extended period, and as 
such provides a firm foundation upon which to base realistic housing projections. 

3.5.46 I appreciate that it is envisaged that the proposed 75% : 25% division will not be 
mathematically achieved until the end of the Plan period, and that it would thus be 
inappropriate to measure the success (or otherwise) of this strategic objective over a 
reduced time scale.  However, notwithstanding the increasingly high number of 
completions anticipated in Aylesbury each year from 2004 onwards (which I detail in the 
Supplementary Notes at the end of this section of my report), I remain unconvinced that it 
will be possible to achieve the requisite annual number of completions in Aylesbury 
throughout the whole of the Plan period that would equate to 75% of the total development 
throughout the District. 
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3.5.47 I have carefully reviewed the evidence before me.  Assuming a buoyant housing market 
with modest but continuing growth throughout the Plan period, vigorous and competitive 
marketing of MDA properties, and increasingly severe restrictions on housing 
development throughout the Rural Areas and Districts in the southern part of 
Buckinghamshire, I have concluded that it would be reasonable to expect an average 
completion rate of some 500 dwellings pa in Aylesbury throughout the period 2001-2011.  
I consider year-on-year delivery rates in the Supplementary Notes at the end of this section 
of my report, and recognise that, given that current and short-term completion rates fall 
below the anticipated average, it will be necessary to significantly increase the annual 
completion rate towards the end of the Plan period.  However, it seems to me that an 
average of 500 completions per year is realistic, equating to sales of 9.6 dwellings per 
week over the ten years 2001-2011.  I am confident that this figure will be recognised as 
being attainable, and as such imbue the Plan with the requisite level of realism that it 
presently lacks. 

3.5.48 An inevitable consequence of my conclusion that the completion rates envisaged in the 
Plan are unrealistic is that the 75% : 25%  division of development between Aylesbury and 
the Rural Areas is likewise unattainable, and in consequence also unrealistic.  I reassess 
the calculations that underpin the District Housing Requirement in Table 2 of the Plan in 
the following section of my report.  These revised calculations lead me to conclude 
mathematically that a completion rate of 500 dwellings pa in Aylesbury equates to some 
65% of the requirement total; the remaining 35% being directed to the Rural Areas.  As 
stated above, I am satisfied that the completion of 500 dwellings pa in Aylesbury, and 
hence 65% of the requisite total is attainable.  I am likewise satisfied that the completion 
of 35% of the total housing requirement in the Rural Areas is similarly attainable. 

3.5.49 My conclusion that a 65% : 35% division of development is appropriate is, in my view, 
supported by the Strategy Impact Matrix (Topic Paper : Strategy), which tabulates the 
results of the testing of the different strategies considered by the LPA.  It is inevitable that 
there are some differences between the alternative scenarios, resulting in a range of impact 
gains and losses.  However, it seems to me that overall those adverse impacts occasioned 
by a shift in the division of development towards the Rural Areas are counter balanced, 
and indeed in parts outweighed, by accrued benefits, including sustaining rural facilities 
and the provision of additional rural affordable housing.  And it is particularly important 
not to lose sight of the fact that benefits highlighted by the Strategic Impact Matrix for the 
Plan’s suggested 75% : 25% division are academic, given that this level of development is 
unrealistic and cannot be achieved. 

3.5.50 In conclusion on this issue, I am satisfied that my proposed 65% : 35% division of 
development between Aylesbury and the Rural Areas accords with PPG advice and the 
Government’s broad objectives concerning sustainability.  It will provide the Plan with a 
realistic foundation upon which to base sound site allocations.  It will continue to maintain 
the Plan’s strategic aims and objectives – subject to a minor grammatical change - 
concerning the provision of a sustainable pattern of development by directing the majority 
of development to Aylesbury while minimising the use of greenfield land.  It will help to 
protect the countryside, including special landscape areas and sites of nature conservation 
importance, while recognising the development needs of the Rural Areas, including the 
need for affordable housing and support for local services.  And will provide sufficient 
development in Aylesbury to secure most of the Plan’s integrated transportation 
objectives, and thereby maximise opportunities to reduce reliance on the private car.   
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3.5.51 Suggested Alternative Distribution Strategies 
3.5.52 Several objectors have suggested that, in addition to directing development to Aylesbury 

and a limited number of large rural settlements, an identified percentage of the total 
development, say 10%, should be directed to a third tier of smaller rural settlements.  I 
consider the Rural Areas Development Strategy in more detail later in this section of my 
report.  However, I can find little in principle to support this suggestion.   

3.5.53 The Plan strategy is founded on the principles of sustainability.  Aylesbury is the largest 
and most sustainable settlement in the District, and it is thus appropriate that it should 
accommodate the majority of new development.  The distribution of the balance 
throughout the Rural Areas must also be guided by the principles of sustainability.  There 
is no indication as to how the suggested third tier of settlements would be identified, 
although I assume that it would be based on the availability of local services.  Appendix 5 
of the Plan identifies 74 settlements that have such facilities.  The distribution of, say, 10% 
of the total number of dwellings proposed to even a minority of these settlements would 
result in only a hand-full of houses being built in each.  This amount of development 
would not justify an allocation in the Plan, while the scattering of development in this 
manner as an element of strategic strategy would conflict with the principles of 
sustainability.  On the other hand, to warrant a specific allocation it would be necessary to 
identify a minimum site area of some 0.4ha.  Current PPG3 advice concerning densities 
suggests that a site of this size should accommodate some 14+ dwellings.  While it may be 
possible, from time to time, to identify sites capable of satisfactorily accommodating this 
amount of development in an Appendix 5 settlement, it seems to me that, in general, 
development of this scale would in all probability be out of scale and character with the 
settlement.  Clearly it would be inappropriate to advocate a policy that in practice would 
be likely to be so fundamentally flawed.  I recognise that Appendix 5 settlements have 
been identified as suitable for limited development under policies RA18 and RA20 of the 
Plan.  I deal with objections to these policies in Part 2 of my report.  However, these 
policies impose strict limitations on the scale of development that may be permitted.  In 
my view, these limitations reinforce my conclusion that development of the scale 
envisaged by this objection would be out of character with these settlements.  

3.5.54 An alternative suggestion to the identification of a third tier of settlements is that a reserve 
list of sites, or settlements, be identified for implementation if any of the allocated sites 
fails to materialise.  Again I can find nothing to support this suggestion.  The development 
plan process is based on the principles and practice of plan, monitor and manage.  Under 
Part II of the 1990 Act local planning authorities are required to keep all matters that are 
expected to affect the development of their area under review, while PPG12 confirms that 
plans should be regularly reviewed.  The failure of an allocated site to come forward for 
development would thus be noted as part of the monitoring process.  If necessary, 
appropriate steps should then be taken to either facilitate its early development or to 
identify an alternative site as part of the review process.   

3.5.55 Infrastructure and Services 
3.5.56 Several objectors have expressed concern that Aylesbury’s infrastructure and public 

services will be unable to cope with the level of development proposed. The Plan proposes 
that 75% of new development be directed to Aylesbury.  I have above proposed that this 
be reduced to some 65%, and this will, in turn, result in a reduction in demand for and on 
infrastructure and services. 
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3.5.57 Thames Water made holding objections to the strategy of concentrating development at 
Aylesbury pending further studies on the capacity of the sewage works.  This was because 
of uncertainties over whether the EU ammonia discharge rates for sewerage works could 
be achieved at Aylesbury with the anticipated growth.  I understand that detailed studies of 
water quality have now been completed and that these confirm that the proposed amount 
of development can be accommodated satisfactorily.  In light of these findings, these 
objections have now been withdrawn. 

3.5.58 No other statutory undertaker or service provider has objected to the development strategy 
in principle.  I must therefore conclude that they are satisfied that either existing utilities, 
services or facilities are adequate to cope with the anticipated increase in demand, or that 
they can be increased or otherwise enhanced as necessary.  

3.5.59 Long-term flexibility   
3.5.60 It has been suggested that the development strategy should be more flexible to allow for 

the anticipated longer term land requirements arising from the recently revised RPG9 and 
the soon to be revised BCSP.  However, it seems to me that this would undermine a 
fundamental principle of the local plan making process, and conflict with PPG advice on 
the content of local plans. 

3.5.61 The established sequence of plan preparation is that RPGs provide a regional framework 
for the preparation of CSPs.  CSPs carry forward the regional framework in the form of 
general policies and proposals of a strategic nature for development in their area.  These 
are then, in turn, likewise carried forward into local plans which set out the local planning 
authority’s detailed policies and proposals which guide its day to day planning decisions.  
It is still far from clear how the recommendations contained in the recently published 
RPG9 will be translated in the emerging revised BCSP.  And until such time as the revised 
CSP provides clear strategic guidance, it would be inappropriate for the development 
strategy of the AVDLP to make some form of flexible provision for the scale and/or 
distribution of the additional development anticipated by RPG9.  To do so would conflict 
with the established sequence of plan preparation and conflict with PPG12 advice 
concerning the content of local plans.  Furthermore, it would introduce an element of 
uncertainty that would undermine the credibility of the Plan which needs to remain clear, 
succinct, and easily understood. 

Recommendations: 
3.5.62 I recommend that:- 

3.5.63  Policy ST.1 be modified as follows:- 
 
The broad division of new housing and employment provision will be 65% at 
Aylesbury and 35% in the Rural Areas. 

3.5.64 Supporting text concerning the percentage distribution of development in paragraphs 3.12 
and 3.13 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as necessary.  

3.5.65 Paragraph 3.11 be modified by the substitution of lesser in place of small in general 
principle 3.  

3.5.66 Paragraphs 3.12 and 3.13 be re-written to reflect the reasoning, particularly that regarding 
realistic housing completion rates, behind my recommended percentage distribution of 
development.  
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3.5.67 The Plan include definitions of ‘Aylesbury’ and the ‘Rural Areas’, possibly by means of a 
margin note. 

3.5.68 The Plan be modified in accordance with FPC 11.01 regarding the definition of 
‘brownfield’ contained in a margin note to paragraph 3.11, further modified by the 
inclusion of or was after that which is in the opening sentence.  And that the note be cross-
referenced to the full definition of ‘brownfield’ and relevant footnotes in PPG3. 

 

 

3.6 Paragraphs 3.14 and 3.15 and Table 2: AVDLP Housing Requirement 
Supporters: 

 DD0637 The House Builders Federation, Eastern Region 
 DD1916 Taywood Homes 
 DD1921 Taywood Homes 
 DD4301 Hawes & Webb 
 DD7093 Messrs. Armstrong, Collier, Evett, French & Lowe 
 DD7490 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7600 Wycombe District Council 
 DD7961 Milton Keynes Council 

Objectors:
 DD0332 Mr Mitchell  DD4254 CW & RC Shrimplin 
 DD0635 The House Builders 

Federation, Eastern 
Region 

 DD4283 Wimpey Homes 
 DD4302 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4303 Hawes & Webb 

 DD0636 The House Builders 
Federation, Eastern 
Region 

 DD4304 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4305 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4306 Hawes & Webb 

 DD0670 Mr Clarke   DD4307 Hawes & Webb 
 DD1097***  Vale of Aylesbury CPRE  DD4308 Hawes & Webb 
 DD1098 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE  DD5877 Mr Darby 
 DD1099 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE  DD6044** Skillion Ltd  
 DD1917 Taywood Homes  DD6333 Bovis Homes Ltd 
 DD1918 Taywood Homes  DD6334 Bovis Homes Ltd 
 DD1919 Taywood Homes  DD6854 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD1920 Taywood Homes  DD6855 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD1922 Taywood Homes  DD6856 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD1923 Taywood Homes  DD6857 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD2164 David Wilson Estates Ltd  DD6945 Martin Grant Homes Ltd 
 DD2265 Wilcon Homes  DD7042 Station Road Trust 
 DD2351 Annington Property Ltd  DD7062 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD2365 McCann Homes  DD7092 Messrs. Armstrong, 

Collier, Evett, French & 
Lowe 

 DD2523 Hillesden Properties 
 DD2572  The Berryfields 

Consortium 
 DD2589 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd 

 DD7413 Ms O'Sullivan 
 DD7964* Thames Water Property 

Ltd  
 DD4212 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD7970 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7981 Mr I Hamilton, Hamilton 

Precision Ltd  DD4213 Haddenham Protection 
Society  DD7984 Jennifer Lampert 

*     objection withdrawn 
**   recorded as an objection to policy ST.1 

 *** recorded as an objection to paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 and Table 3 
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Principal Issues: 
3.6.1 Whether, with a declining birth-rate and possibly exaggerated national population 

projections, there is a need to build so many houses. 

3.6.2 Whether there is sufficient detail in Table 2 and supporting text to provide a clear 
explanation of the assumptions, reasoning and calculations behind the District housing 
requirement figures. 

3.6.3 Whether Table 2 should be extended to include the period from 1996 to 2001. 

3.6.4 Whether windfall figures, particularly those for the Rural Areas, where strong policy 
constraints will apply, should be revised downwards. 

3.6.5 Whether the 15% non-implementation allowance should be increased, decreased, or 
deleted.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.6.6 Table 2 in the DDLP sets out the housing requirement throughout the District for the 

period to 2011.  It is based on current CSP requirements and housing survey information 
available as at September 1997.   

3.6.7 The base CSP figures for future need have themselves been the subject of detailed scrutiny 
in the past.  It would thus be inappropriate for me to question their validity in the context 
of the DDLP.  Any significant amendment to national population projections arising from, 
for example, a change in the birth rate, will need to be reflected initially in revised RPG 
advice, and thereafter in future revisions of the CSP and DDLP.   

3.6.8 Many objectors objected to the lack of detail in Table 2, including the absence of 
information concerning the period pre-2001, on grounds that it fails to provide any 
explanation of the assumptions, reasoning and calculations that support the various 
elements of the District housing requirement figures. 

3.6.9 The LPA recognised the validity of these objections, with which I concur, and as a result 
produced a revised Table 2, ORC 13.01.  Following further discussion this has been 
superseded by ORC 13.02.  This is based on updated survey information available as at 31 
March 1999 and, together with the information contained in the Housing Requirements 
and Strategy Topic Papers, sets out in more detail the reasoning and calculations behind 
the housing requirement figures.  I have therefore considered objections to Table 2 and 
supporting text in the context of ORC 13.02, Replacement Table 2, and set out below my 
analysis of each of its component parts together with a recommended modified Table 2. 

3.6.10 Table 2 forms an integral part of the Plan.  However, it must be borne in mind that 
mathematical projections of completions and windfalls include a range of assumptions.  
As a result, these figures are not definitive and must be treated with some caution.  It 
likewise follows that residual requirement figures cannot be regarded as definitive.  
Nevertheless, they provide a sufficiently sound basis upon which to proceed.  Any 
significant deviations in the Aylesbury or Rural Areas housing provision or requirement 
figures that emerge during the Plan period must, of course, be dealt with as part of a future 
review of the Plan. 

3.6.11 1. Structure Plan Requirement : Lines 1 – 3  

3.6.12 Structure Plan 1991-2001 : Line 1 
3.6.13 As noted above, the earlier Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan, incorporating 

Alterations 1, 2, 3 and 4, approved in 1990, required the provision of some 11,200 
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dwellings in the District during the period 1986 to 2001.  Of these, 6200 were to be 
provided at Aylesbury and the remaining 5000 in the Rural Areas.  This represented a 55% 
: 45% division between Aylesbury and the  Rural Areas. 

3.6.14 Paragraph 6.4 of the Rural Areas Local Plan, adopted in 1995 and published in 1996, 
confirmed the Council’s intention to maintain this broad 55% : 45 % division. 

3.6.15 Policy H1 of the current Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan 1991-2011, adopted in 
March 1996, indicates that of the 11,200 dwellings required under the previous CSP, 7000 
dwellings remained to be provided throughout the District during the period 1991-2001.  
The CSP did not indicate a specific percentage division of housing provision between 
Aylesbury and the Rural Areas for development proposed either before of after 2001.  
However, application of the 55% : 45% ratio to the total 7000 dwellings proposed 
confirms the division of 3850 in Aylesbury and 3150 in the Rural Areas as indicated in 
line 1 of Replacement Table 2. 

3.6.16 Requirement 2001-2011 : Line 2 
3.6.17 The District total figure of 8600 dwellings is derived from CSP policy H1, being the sum 

of 5000 for the period 2001-2006 and 3600 for the period 2006-2011.  Application of the 
75% : 25% division proposed in the DDLP produces the 6450 in Aylesbury and 2150 in 
the Rural Areas figures shown in line 2 of Replacement Table 2.  However, I have earlier 
rejected the suggested 75% : 25% division of development in favour of a 65% : 35% 
division.  Thus, while 8600 remains a correct indication of the CSP requirement for the 
period 2001-2011, my rejection of the 75% : 25% division invalidates the Aylesbury and 
Rural Areas figures in line 2.  

3.6.18 Total Requirement : Line 3 
3.6.19 The total requirement figures in line 3 comprise the sum of the Aylesbury, Rural Areas 

and District figures in lines 1 and 2.  While the figure of 15,600 is a correct indication of 
CSP requirements for the period 1991-2011, my rejection of the figures in line 2 
invalidates the Aylesbury and Rural Areas figures in line 3.  

3.6.20 2. Historic Completions : Lines 4-6 

3.6.21 These comprise the total number of dwellings completed during the period to March 1999, 
and include additions to the housing stock resulting from new construction, conversions 
and changes of use, net of any demolitions and any other permanent loss to the housing 
stock.  

3.6.22 Built April 1991 – September 1997 : Line 4 

3.6.23 These are recorded completions based on historic survey data, being 2063 in Aylesbury 
and 2547 in the Rural Areas, producing a District total of 4610. 

3.6.24 Built October 1997 – March 1999 : Line 5 
3.6.25 These are recorded completions based on historic survey data, being 832 in Aylesbury and 

555 in the Rural Areas, producing a District total of 1387. 

3.6.26 Total Historic Completions 1991 – 1999 : Line 6 
3.6.27 The total historic completions figures for the period 1991 to March 1999 comprise the sum 

of the Aylesbury, Rural Areas and District figures in lines 4 and 5.  These are as stated, 
namely 2895 in Aylesbury; 3102 in the Rural Areas, and 5997 throughout the District. 
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3.6.28 3. Outstanding Requirement : Line 7  

3.6.29 April 1999 – March 2001 : Line 7 
3.6.30 The outstanding requirement figures for the period April 1999 to March 2001 are 

determined by subtracting the total historic completions figure (line 6) from the Structure 
Plan requirement figure 1991-2001 (line 1).  Outstanding requirements to 2001 are thus as 
stated, namely 955 in Aylesbury and 48 in the Rural Areas, producing a District total of 
1003. 

3.6.31 4. Expected Completions : Lines 8-10 
3.6.32 The Expected Completions figures in Replacement Table 2 refer to completions on 

identified, predominantly large, sites.  These are detailed in the Housing Requirements 
Topic Paper (pages 7 and 8) and comprise sites already allocated in the Aylesbury and 
Rural Areas local plans, plus outstanding planning permissions and applications approved 
but awaiting legal agreements (both as at March 1999).  Completions are, of course, 
expected on redevelopment (ie brownfield) sites, MDAs and other allocated sites 
identified in the DDLP during the period post 2001.  However, these have not been 
included in the ‘expected completions’ calculation, given that they comprise allocations 
made to meet the major part of the District’s residual housing requirement.   

3.6.33 Likewise, although not specifically allocated in the DDLP, I have treated the site at 
Pitstone proposed by the LPA to be identified in the Plan for an additional 175 dwellings 
(PC 10.21a, as superseded and augmented by FPCs 191.09 and 191.10, and ORCs 191.11 
and 191.12) as having the same status for housing requirement calculations as other 
potential housing brownfield sites identified in the Plan.  

3.6.34 The expected completions figures exclude other windfall sites.  I comment on these below.  

3.6.35 Where specific information was not available, the capacity of the sites identified by the 
LPA was estimated on the basis of a notional density of 30 dwellings per hectare for sites 
in Aylesbury and 25 dwellings per hectare for sites in the Rural Areas. The assumed 
densities used by the LPA are below those advocated in para. 58 of PPG3.  This advises 
LPAs to make more efficient use of land by encouraging housing development at densities 
of between 30 and 50 dwellings per hectare.  However, I understand that all of the sites 
identified in the Topic Paper have received planning permission, and I thus accept that, 
with the exception of the two sites the subject of legal agreements, the net completion 
figure for each site indicated in the Topic Paper should remain unchanged.  I comment on 
the two exceptions below.  

3.6.36 In all cases an allowance was made for non-implementation (or non-completion) which 
amounted to 15% on all sites except where legal agreements were pending when the non-
completion allowance was assumed to be 33%.  It appears that the figure of 15% has been 
chosen to be consistent with the non-implementation allowance applied to the residual 
requirement figure.  I comment on the application of a non-implementation allowance to 
the residual requirement figure (line 15) below.  However, there is no evidence before me 
to suggest that identical non-implementation allowances should be applied to both the 
expected completion and residual requirement figures; but neither is their any evidence to 
suggest that they should not.  All of the sites identified in the Housing Requirements Topic 
Paper have received planning permission.  It may thus be argued that a very high 
percentage of the total expected completions will materialise during the plan period, given 
that an element of doubt has been removed by the omission from the list of sites that have 
not received consent.  Furthermore, evidence contained in the LPA’s Housing Land 
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Availability studies indicates that in recent years the implementation of schemes with 
planning permission has been running at a higher rate than was previously the case.  These 
factors suggest that a lower non-implementation allowance for these sites would now be 
more appropriate.   

3.6.37 In my view a 5% allowance would more realistically reflect the current situation.  I have 
no doubt that the continuing demand for dwellings will ensure that a high percentage of 
those schemes that receive consent will be implemented.  Additionally, although not a 
determining factor, the application of more stringent Plan policies will, I believe, lead to a 
reduction in the number of schemes receiving consent.  This reduction, together with the 
high rate of implementation of approved schemes, will result mathematically in a high 
percentage rate of implementation, and thus a low percentage rate of non-implementation. 

3.6.38 As noted above, in their compilation of expected completion totals for those sites 
identified in the Housing Requirements Topic Paper the LPA have applied a 33% non-
implementation rate to two schemes where, at the time of survey, legal agreements were 
pending.  This, they suggest, reflects the fact that delays may result from the need to 
complete the agreements.  I do not support this suggestion.  It is possible that the 
completion of a legal agreement may delay implementation.  However, there is no reason 
to suppose that it is any more likely to prevent implementation than any of the range of 
circumstances that may lead to the non-implementation of schemes covered by the 5% 
non-implementation allowance.  Indeed, it seems to me that schemes that have been the 
subject of the level of negotiation necessitated by a legal agreement are more likely than 
not to be implemented.  I am thus satisfied that it is appropriate to include these schemes 
in the total to which the revised 5% non-implementation allowance is to be applied. 

3.6.39 Finally, I note that the LPA have applied their non-implementation allowance to the 
Aylesbury and Rural Areas expected completions totals for the periods pre and post 2001, 
and discounted the result from each of the totals.  However, in my view this approach is 
flawed.  It fails to recognise the fact that schemes that remain unimplemented at the end of 
the first plan period, ie pre 2001, will be carried forward into the next period during which 
they may (or may not) be implemented.  The discounted numbers from the period pre 2001 
should thus be included in the total for the period post 2001, and the 5% non-
implementation allowance applied to the revised total. 

3.6.40 April 1999 – March 2001 : Line 8 

3.6.41 The recalculated totals for completions pre 2001 are thus; Aylesbury net completions, 818 
(861 - 5% = 818); Rural Areas net completions, 593 (621 + 16 at Aylesbury Road, 
Wendover - 13 demolitions - 5% = 593).  The total District net completions pre 2001 is 
thus 1411 (818 + 593 = 1411). 

3.6.42 April 2001 – March 2011 : Line 9 
3.6.43 The recalculated totals for completions post 2001 are; Aylesbury net completions 1024 

(1035 + 43 unimplemented carry forward from pre-2001 - 5% = 1024); Rural Areas net 
completions, 667 (664 + 31 unimplemented carry forward from pre-2001 + 9 at West 
Street, Buckingham - 2 demolitions - 5% = 667).  The total District net completions post 
2001 is thus 1691 (1024 + 667 = 1691). 

3.6.44 Total Expected Completions April 1999 – March 2011 : Line 10 

3.6.45 The recalculated total completions figures for the period April 1999 to March 2011 
comprise the sum of the Aylesbury, Rural Areas and District figures in lines 8 and 9, being 
1842, 1260 and 3102 respectively. 
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3.6.46 5. Expected Windfalls : Lines 11-13     
3.6.47 Although the contribution to housing supply from individual windfalls cannot, by 

definition, be quantified in advance, it is reasonable to expect that windfalls will continue 
to emerge during the lifetime of the Plan.  The figures in Replacement Table 2 have been 
calculated in accordance with advice in para. 46 and para. 10 of Annex B of the March 
1992 version of PPG3.  This suggested that housing requirement calculations should 
include an allowance for completions on sites that are not individually identified in an 
emerging local plan.  For sites of less than 0.4ha an allowance should be justified by 
evidence of the contribution of such sites in recent years.  An allowance may also be made 
for sites in the range 0.4 to 1ha where past experience provides clear evidence that more 
sites in this range are likely to emerge than can be individually identified. 

3.6.48 This advice has been superseded by that contained in paras. 35-36 of revised PPG3, 
published in March 2000, and also by that contained in the former DETR publication 
Tapping the Potential - Assessing Urban Housing Capacity : Towards Better Practice, 
published in December 2000.  This advice gives a revised definition of windfall sites; 
namely that windfall sites are those which have not been specifically identified as 
available in the local plan process.  They comprise previously developed sites that have 
unexpectedly become available, and could include, for example, large sites such as might 
result from a factory closure to very small changes to the built environment, such as 
residential sub-division or a new flat over a shop.  PPG3 advises that authorities should 
make specific allowance for the different types of windfalls in their plans.  Allowances 
should be made on the basis of examining past trends in windfalls coming forward for 
development and on the likely future windfall potential as assessed in a capacity study.  
But that no allowance should be made for greenfield windfalls. 

3.6.49 Earlier, in the introduction to my report, I reviewed the compatibility between the revised 
PPG3 and the DDLP.  I noted that the Plan has been prepared without the benefit of a 
UHCS that would, in turn, have informed the calculation of the windfall allowance.  The 
LPA will, of course, be obliged to have regard to this revised procedural advice at the 
review stage of the Plan.  However, while recognising the advantages of the more 
sophisticated approach to windfall calculations advocated in revised PPG3, I am 
nevertheless satisfied that the process adopted by the LPA in the preparation of the Plan 
provides, in principle, a sufficiently accurate projection of windfalls upon which to 
proceed.  In coming to this conclusion I have had regard to the range and quality of survey 
data available to the LPA and, in particular, to the consequences in terms of cost and delay 
to the plan preparation process that the adoption of the revised procedures would entail. 

3.6.50 The LPA’s calculation of the windfall allowance has been based on evidence of the 
contribution unallocated sites of less than 1ha have made to the housing stock in the five 
years to March 1999, tempered by recognition of the fact that such sites offer a finite 
resource and that stricter controls are proposed on grounds of sustainability over 
development in the Rural Areas.   

3.6.51 I agree with the LPA’s view that five years provides a suitable average of recent trends 
without undue influence by any untypical six-month period.  And that there are no reasons 
not to expect similar rates of completion to continue in the immediate future.  I thus 
propose to extrapolate the completion rates in both Aylesbury and the Rural Areas for the 
five years ending March 1999 for the two years April 1999 to March 2001. Thereafter, 
assuming a finite supply of windfall sites and the application of more stringent planning 
control in the Rural Areas, I believe that it would be appropriate to reduce the completion 
rate for the Rural Areas (both for new construction and conversions) by 25% for the five-
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year period 2001-2006, and by a further 25% for the period 2006-2011.  However, I am 
not persuaded that it would be appropriate to apply comparable reductions to projected 
windfall completions in Aylesbury.  While the supply of sites in Aylesbury is likewise 
finite, it seems to me that the application of more stringent planning controls in the Rural 
Areas, together with the promotion and increased emphasis on higher density development 
in urban areas, will combine to maintain windfall completions in the built-up area of 
Aylesbury at their current level throughout the Plan period.  

3.6.52 Analysis has shown that over the five years between April 1994 and March 1999 an 
average of 24 dwellings (21 new dwellings and 3 conversions) were completed in 
Aylesbury every six months on sites of up to 1ha in size, ie 48 dwellings per year.  In the 
rural parts of the District an analysis of schemes of not more than five dwellings indicates 
that in the past five years on average 51 new dwellings were completed every six months.  
An analysis for conversion completions within the same period and on sites up to 1ha has 
shown an average of 34 dwelling completions each six-month period.  Thus, an average 
total of 48 dwellings were completed per year in Aylesbury, and 170 in the rural parts of 
the District.  

3.6.53 April 1999 – March 2001 : Line 11 
3.6.54 The recalculated totals for expected windfalls April 1999 – March 2001 are thus: 

Aylesbury 96, (48 x 2 = 96); Rural Area 340 (170 x 2 = 340) and District 436 (96 + 340 = 
436). 

3.6.55 April 2001 – March 2011 : Line 12 
3.6.56 The expected number of windfalls per year in Aylesbury during the ten-year period post 

2001 is 48pa.  The total number of windfalls in Aylesbury April 2001 – March 2011 is 
thus 480 (48 x 10 = 480). 

3.6.57 The expected number of windfalls per year in the Rural Areas during the first five years 
post 2001 is 170 – 25% = 128.  The total number of windfalls April 2001 – March 2006 is 
thus 640 (128 x 5 = 640).  The estimated number of windfalls per year in the Rural Areas 
during the second five year period, ie post 2006, is 128 – 25% = 96.  The total number of 
windfalls April 2006 – March 2011 is thus 480 (96 x 5 = 480).  The total number of 
windfalls in the Rural Areas April 2001 – March 2011 is thus 1120 (640 + 480 = 1120). 

3.6.58 The total number of windfalls throughout the District April 2001 – March 2011 is thus 
1600 (480 + 1120 = 1600). 

3.6.59 Total Windfall : Line 13 

3.6.60 The recalculated total expected windfalls for the period April 1999 – March 2011 are thus: 
576 in Aylesbury (96 + 480 = 576); 1460 in the Rural Areas (340 + 1120 = 1460); and 
2036 in the District as a whole (576 + 1460 = 2036).   

3.6.61 6. Residual Total : Line 14 

3.6.62 April 1999 – March 2001 : Line 14   
3.6.63 The residual total for the period April 1999 to March 2001 is calculated by deducting the 

sum of total historic completions 1991 - March 1999 (line 6), expected completions April 
1999 – March 2001 (line 8), and expected windfalls April 1999 – March 2001 (line 11), 
from the Structure Plan Requirement 1991 – 2001 (line 1). 

3.6.64 The recalculated residual totals are thus; plus 41 in Aylesbury, minus 885 in the Rural 
Areas, and minus 844 for the District as a whole.   
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3.6.65 In these calculations a positive total represents an under-provision and a negative total an 
over-provision.  There will thus be an estimated modest under-provision of 41 dwellings in 
Aylesbury below the CSP target for the period to 2001, but a substantial over-provision of 
some 885 dwellings in the Rural Areas, resulting in a total over-provision of 844 dwellings 
throughout the District as a whole. 

3.6.66 In their Replacement Table 2 the LPA calculated that there would be an under-provision of 
151 dwellings at Aylesbury and an over-provision of some 734 dwellings in the Rural 
Areas, resulting in an over-provision of 583 dwellings overall.  The LPA concluded, with 
the agreement of BCC, that the District requirement to 2001 has been satisfied, and that it 
would be inappropriate to carry forward the District’s residual surplus into the Plan period 
2001-2011.  However, I do not agree this approach.  

3.6.67 In my introductory remarks to this re-evaluation of Replacement Table 2 I drew attention 
to the fact that, for various cogent reasons, residual requirement figures cannot be regarded 
as definitive, but that they nevertheless provide a sufficiently sound basis on which to 
proceed.  Thus, while I would be prepared to disregard a small under/over-provision on 
grounds of mathematical uncertainty, it would, in my view, be wrong to disregard a 
significant under/over provision.  To do so would be to ignore the physical, environmental, 
economic and social consequences of a substantial amount of development and, in 
particular, would seriously prejudice the Plan’s conformity with the adopted CSP.  It is, of 
course, difficult to quantify the degree of deviation that may be regarded as ‘significant’.  
However, it seems to me that a deviation in excess of 5% of the total requirement indicates 
a genuine cause for concern.  I am thus not prepared to disregard the over-provision in the 
Rural Areas and throughout the District as a whole, given they constitute alarming 
deviations of +28%, and +12% respectively from the Structure Plan target figure for the 
period to 2001.  

3.6.68 7. Residual Requirement : Lines 15-16 
3.6.69 In light of the above, I propose that the District-wide over provision of 844 dwellings be 

carried forward into the residual requirement calculation for the period April 2001 – 
March 2011.  It would, however, be inappropriate for the Aylesbury under-provision and 
Rural Areas over-provision figures to used in calculations to determine the specific 
residual housing requirement for Aylesbury and the Rural Areas respectively.  It must be 
borne in mind that the distribution of development throughout the District during the ten 
years since 1991 is the result of the implementation of soon to be superseded planning 
policies.  While it is clearly necessary to recognise the consequences of these policies, it is 
important to ensure that they do not exert undue influence over the evolution of 
replacement policies in the Plan.  Specifically, if the Aylesbury under-provision and Rural 
Areas over-provision totals were carried forward, they would seriously distort calculations 
and prejudice the perception of housing need in Aylesbury and the Rural Areas for the 
period 2001-2011.  On the other hand, it is appropriate for me to have regard to the total 
level of over provision throughout the District, in order to establish the base from which 
future provision should be made as the Plan enters the period post 2001. 

3.6.70 April 2001 – March 2011 : Line 15 
3.6.71 The District-wide residual requirement for the period April 2001 to March 2011 is thus 

7756, being the 2001-2011 CSP total 8600 (line 2), less the District-wide residual total, ie 
over-provision of 844 (line 14).  

3.6.72 I have earlier recommended that the broad division of new housing (and employment) 
development throughout the District should be on the basis of 65% in Aylesbury and 35% 
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in the Rural Areas.  Application of these percentages to the residual requirement total 
produces 5041 in Aylesbury and 2715 in the Rural Areas.   

3.6.73 Non-implementation Allowance : Line 16 
3.6.74 The LPA have suggested a 15% non-implementation allowance in respect of the 

requirement total on grounds that there is a risk that not all allocations will come forward 
or be completed during the Plan period, and that the 15% allowance will provide a degree 
of flexibility to cope with periodic fluctuations in land availability and housing need 
calculations.  I do not agree with this approach. 

3.6.75 I have earlier discussed the use of a non-implementation allowance in respect of expected 
completions, and concluded that 5% would be more appropriate than the 15% suggested.  I 
again make the point that there is no evidence before me that identical non-implementation 
allowances should be applied to the expected completion and residual requirement figures, 
although neither is there any evidence that they should not.  Rather, each must be 
considered in isolation, having regard to the purpose that each is intended to serve; in fact 
they serve very different purposes.  

3.6.76 The application of a 5% non-implementation allowance to expected completions 
recognises the fact that a small percentage of those schemes that have received consent 
may not be implemented during all or a specific part of the Plan period.  This element of 
uncertainty is thus taken into account when calculating the residual requirement figure by 
subtracting 5% from the expected completions total.  In contrast, the application of a non-
implementation allowance to the residual requirement figure requires that the relevant 
percentage is added to the total.  

3.6.77 The residual housing requirement will be met by a combination of expected completions, 
brownfield developments, windfalls and new allocations.  The imposition of a blanket x% 
non-implementation allowance to the residual requirement thus requires provision to be 
made for the residual requirement total plus x% number of dwellings.  This may be 
construed, in theory and at its simplest, as requiring each of the component elements of 
provision to provide an additional x% of their projected number of dwellings in order to 
produce the revised housing requirement total.  I have earlier calculated the number of 
completions and windfalls anticipated post 2001, and consider below, in response to 
objections to the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development Strategy, the anticipated 
contribution brownfield development will make to meeting the requisite total.  
Completion, windfall and brownfield development figures have been calculated using the 
best information available, and where necessary degrees of flexibility introduced to 
account for the uncertainties of development, the finite nature of the supply of sites, and 
the effects of emerging Plan policies.  Effectively, therefore, these figures are ‘fixed’ 
components of the supply equation, and it would be wrong in principle to apply a non-
implementation allowance to these totals.  Thus, the only component of supply that may be 
adjusted upwards in order to manipulate total provision sufficient to satisfy the increased 
total requirement is new allocations.  The application of a non-implementation allowance 
to the residual requirement would thus produce a significant increase in the number of 
dwellings to be provided on greenfield sites.  Numerically this would be considerably in 
excess of the x% cited above, and would precipitate a pro-rata percentage increase in the 
amount of greenfield land required for development. 

3.6.78 I have earlier expressed support for the LPA’s strategic objectives of giving priority to 
urban brownfield sites and accommodating a high proportion of development in 
Aylesbury, while recognising that there is a comparative shortage of urban brownfield land 
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in the town and other settlements.  An inevitable consequence of the application of a non-
implementation allowance would thus be the need to allocate a significant amount of 
greenfield land beyond that actually necessary to meet my calculated housing requirement.  
Furthermore, given developers’ understandable preference for greenfield development 
schemes, an over-provision of greenfield allocations would, I believe, divert development 
attention away from potential brownfield sites in the town, with the result that they may 
remain undeveloped and hence a wasted resource.  PPG3 advice seeks to minimise 
greenfield development.  It thus follows that, unless justified for other reasons, the 
minimum allowance possible, if any, should be applied. 

3.6.79 It is incumbent on the LPA to provide sufficient allocations to meet the CSP requirement, 
and to ensure that allocated sites are free from policy or infrastructure constraints.  It is 
then for the market to decide whether applications are made and, once permission has been 
granted, whether development commences and is completed.  It is not the responsibility of 
the LPA to ensure completions; that is for the market to decide and provide.  Variations in 
the economy and housing market, together with the time lag between Plan provision, 
applications, permissions and construction are allowed for by the length of the Plan period.  
If sufficient unconstrained allocations have been made, but not taken up, the LPA will 
nevertheless have met its statutory requirements.  

3.6.80 It is particularly important to note that the ‘predict and provide’ approach to the provision 
of housing has been superseded by ‘plan, monitor and manage’, and that continual 
monitoring and the regular review of development plans now forms an integral part of the 
planning process.  Part II of the 1990 Act requires local planning authorities to keep all 
matters under review that are expected to affect the development of their area or the 
planning of its development.  PPG12 advises that plans should be as up to date as possible 
and therefore regularly reviewed.  The timing and frequency of reviews depends upon 
local circumstances.  While there are no definitive rules, para. 2.23 of PPG12 confirms 
that it is expected that plans should be reviewed in full at least every five years, and partial 
reviews, for example of  a particular topic, may be appropriate more frequently. 

3.6.81 The LPA have confirmed their intention to review the DDLP every five years.  Any 
deviation from the Plan’s objective in terms of housing provision, including non-
implementation, will be identified by the continuous monitoring process.  And any 
necessary alterations required to either facilitate development on allocated sites or to 
provide replacement sites may be made at the review stage.  This will enable the LPA to 
maintain a close correlation between requirement and provision.  It is thus unnecessary for 
the LPA to increase the level of housing provision beyond the base CSP allocation by the 
introduction of a significant non-implementation allowance operable throughout the whole 
of the Plan period when necessary adjustments, either up or down, may be made at the 
review stage. 

3.6.82 The LPA cite as precedent for the adoption of a 15% non-implementation allowance the 
inclusion in the adopted RALP of an identical allowance and its acceptance by Inspectors 
at several s78 inquiries.  However, I do not regard these as determining factors for several 
reasons.  Firstly, RALP relates to the rural areas of the District only, and it should not 
therefore be assumed that a non-implementation allowance applicable to those areas would 
be equably applicable to Aylesbury.  Secondly, development at Aylesbury, which 
comprises the majority of the planned development, is proposed at a number of MDAs.  
The development of such sites is, beyond reasonable doubt, assured, and can be closely 
controlled by means of development briefs and legal agreements.  In comparison, there 
would be an inherent uncertainty if the Plan were to be reliant on a large number of small 
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disparate sites.  Thirdly, the planning circumstances that existed when the RALP was 
prepared and the majority (possibly all) of the s78 appeals to which the LPA refer were 
determined were significantly different to those existing today, in particular the primacy of 
‘plan, monitor and manage’ as a means of effectively controlling development.  And 
finally, as noted earlier, evidence indicates that in recent years the implementation of 
schemes with planning permission has been running at a higher rate than was previously 
the case.  

3.6.83 In light of the above I have no doubt that the 15% non-implementation allowance 
proposed by the LPA is excessive.  It has been suggested that an allowance will provide a 
degree of flexibility in the Plan.  However, I am not persuaded that that would necessarily 
be the case.  The use of an allowance would result in the allocation of additional greenfield 
land, significantly above that required by the CSP, the consequences of which would 
extend throughout the whole of the Plan period and beyond.  On the other hand, the 
regular review of the DDLP will enable the LPA to adjust and match land provision with 
requirement in a much more sensitive manner.  Furthermore, the major change in 
objectives brought about by the need to establish a more sustainable pattern of 
development, now embodied as policies in the Plan, should not, in my view, be prejudiced 
by the unjustifiable retention of a now obsolete concept.  I thus recommend that the no 
percentage allowance be made for non-implementation of the total residual requirement.  
My conclusion on this issue thus obviates the need for figures in line 16 of Replacement 
Table 2. 

3.6.84 8 New Provision Required : Lines 17-18 

3.6.85 April 1999 – March 2001 : Line 17 
3.6.86 Line 17 records the new provision required for the period ending March 2001. Line 14 

records the residual total in 2001 as an under-provision of 41 dwellings in Aylesbury and 
an over-provision of 885 dwellings in the Rural Areas.  There is thus clearly no need to 
make provision for any additional development in the Rural Areas for the period ending 
March 2001.  And in view of the significant over-provision in the Rural Areas compared 
with the modest under provision in Aylesbury, I am satisfied that there is likewise no need 
to make further provision in Aylesbury for the same period.  

3.6.87 April 2001 – March 2011 : Line 18 
3.6.88 My recommended exclusion of a non-implementation allowance, together with my 

conclusion that there is no need to make additional provision for the period to March 2001, 
means that the figure for new provision required is the same as the residual requirement in 
line 15.   

3.6.89 9 Conclusions  
3.6.90 I set out below a revised Replacement Table 2 indicating the results of my calculations.  

Clearly, a complete revision of Table 2 in the DDLP will be required.  Furthermore, I 
recommend that Table 2 be re-constructed, and where necessary re-worded, in a manner 
that makes it easier to follow the process leading to the final requirement figure.  I set out a 
suggested format, incorporating my revised figures, in my recommendation below. 

3.6.91 My recommended modifications to Table 2 will necessitate a major revision of supporting 
text in paras. 3.14 and 3.15, and elsewhere throughout the Plan.  I am confident that the 
LPA are capable of preparing suitable supporting text without further guidance from me.  I 
would, however, suggest that the text be expanded to offer a more detailed explanation of 
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the figures, reflecting the level of detail now shown in my recommended modified Table 
2.  

3.6.92 Alternatively, in order to maintain readability, the LPA may elect to include a simplified 
version of Table 2 in the body of the Plan.  In that event, I recommend that a full table 
with explanatory text be included in a technical appendix. 

3.6.93 Revised Replacement Table 2 commences on next page. 
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Revised Replacement Table 2  

 

 Aylesbury  Rural Area District 

Structure Plan  
Requirement 
1991 – 2001 
55 : 45 % division  

2001 – 2011 

Total Structure 
Plan Requirement 
1991 – 2011 

 

 
 

 
3850 

[see text] 

 
 
[see text] 

 
 

 
3150 

[see text] 

 
 
[see text] 
 

 
 

 
7000          line 1 

8600          line 2 

 
 
15600        line 3 

Completions 
Apr.’91 – Sept.’97 

Oct.’97 – Mar.’99  

Total 
Completions 
Apr.’91 –Mar.’99 
 

 

2063 

832 

 
 
2895 

 

2547 

555 

 
 
3102 

 

4610 line 4 

1387 line 5  

 
 
5997          line 6 

Outstanding 
Requirement 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’01  

 
 

955 

 
 

48 

 
 

1003         line 7 

 

Expected 
Completions 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’01 

Apr.’01 – Mar.’11 

Total Expected 
Completions 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’11 
 
Note : Revised Replacement 
Table 2 continues on next 
page. 

 
 

818 

1024 

 
 
1842 
 

 
 

593 

667 

 
 
1260 
 

 
 

1411         line 8 

1691         line 9 

 
 
3102         line 10 
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Expected 
Windfalls 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’01 

Apr.’01 – Mar.’11 

Total Windfalls 
 

 
 

96 

480 

576 

 
 

 340 

1120 

1460 

 
 

436 line 11 

1600           line 12 

2036           line 13 

Residual Total 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’01 

 

 

+ 41 

 

- 885 

 

- 844           line 14 

Residual 
Requirement 
Apr.’01 – Mar.’11 
65 : 35 % division 

With non- implementation 
allowance 
 

 
 

 
5041 

 
[see text] 

 
 

 
2715 

 
[see text] 

 
 

 
7756           line 15 

 
[see text]    line 16 

New Provision 
Required 
Apr.’99 – Mar.’01 

Apr.’01 – Mar.’11 

 
 

0 

5041 

 
 

0 

2715 

 
 

0 line 17 

7756           line 18 

 

   Recommendation commences on next page
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Recommendation: 
3.6.94 I recommend that:- 

3.6.95 Table 2 be modified as set out below: 

 

 Aylesbury  Rural Areas District 

Structure Plan 
Requirement 
1991 – 2001 
55% : 45% division 

 

 

3850 

 

 

3150 

 

 

7000 

Completions 
1991 – 1999 

Expected Completions 
1999 – 2001 

Expected Windfall 
1999 – 2001  

Total Completions and  
Windfalls 1991 – 2001  

 
2895 

 
818 

 
96 

 
3809 

 
3102 

 
593 

 
340 

 
4035 

 
5997 

 
1411 

 
436 

 
7844 

Residual Requirement 
2001 

 
+ 41 

 
- 885 

 
- 844 

Structure Plan 
Requirement 
2001 – 2011 

   
 
8600 

Residual Requirement 
2001 – 2011 

Residual Requirement 
2001 – 2011 
65% : 35% division 

 

 
 
 
5041 

 
 

 
 
2715 

 
7756 
 

 
7756 

Expected Completions 
2001 – 2011 

Expected Windfall 
2001 – 2011 

Total Completions and  
Windfalls  2001 – 2011 

 
1024 

 
480 

 
1504 

 
667 

 
1120 

 
1787 

 
1691 

 
1600 

 
3291 
 

Outstanding 
Requirement 
2001 – 2011 

Rounded Outstanding 
Requirement 
2001 – 2011 

 
 
3537 

 
 
3550 

 
 
928 

 
 
950 

 
 
4465 

 
 
4500 

 43



Inspector’s Report Part I : Strategy 

 

3.6.96 Supporting text concerning the District Housing Requirement 2001-2011 in paragraphs 
3.14 and 3.15 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as necessary to reflect and 
provide sufficient background information to inform and reflect the revised calculations 
and figures. 

3.6.97 Alternatively, that a simplified version of Table 2 be included in the body of the Plan, and 
that a full Table with explanatory text be included in a Technical Appendix.  Supporting 
text in paragraphs 3.14 and 3.15 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as 
necessary to reflect and provide sufficient background information to inform and reflect 
the revised calculations and figures. 

 

 

3.7 Paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 and Table 3: Aylesbury Development Strategy 
Supporters: 

 DD2302 South Northamptonshire District Council 
 DD7510 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Objectors: 
 
 DD0019 Mrs Richardson  DD7050 The Estate of HC Stock 
 DD0301 Buckland Parish Council  DD7103 The Environment Agency 
 DD0331 Mr Mitchell  DD7714 Hillesden Properties 
 DD1560 M Edmonds  DD7715 CW & RC Shrimplin 
 DD2163 David Wilson Estates Ltd  DD7946 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd  DD2491 British Waterways 
 DD4389* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7971 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD7973 Messrs. Armstrong, 

Collier, Evett, French & 
Lowe 

 DD4390* Thames Water Property 
Ltd 

 DD6795 Stupples & Co  DD7982 Mr Smith 
 DD6858 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
3.7.1 Whether the amount of development envisaged at Aylesbury is a realistic proposition, or 

whether additional growth should be dispersed throughout the District. 

3.7.2 Whether it is appropriate to propose the amount of growth envisaged at Aylesbury in the 
absence of comprehensive information on land availability. 

3.7.3 Whether more use should be made of brownfield sites. 

3.7.4 Whether Aylesbury’s infrastructure can cope with the level of development proposed; 
particular concerns include the availability and capacity of mains services; a perceived 
shortage of teachers and policemen; and the loss of countryside and natural habitats.  And 
whether reference to infrastructure should include mention of works that may be needed to 
the canal. 

3.7.5 Whether the amount of road building proposed will be sufficient to prevent the worsening 
of  traffic congestion; and whether modal shift targets should be testable 

3.7.6 Whether sites at Lower Rd and Broughton should be allocated for residential development. 
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3.7.7 Whether the proposed locational strategy is pre-empted by the strategic statement that 
development will be concentrated to the north-west, north-east and north of the town. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.7.8 Many of the objections recorded by the LPA or specifically submitted by objectors in 

respect of paras. 3.16 and 3.17 and Table 3 relate to issues that I have dealt with earlier in 
my report.  These include the distribution of development throughout the District, the 
amount of development envisaged in Aylesbury, and the capacity of existing and proposed 
infrastructure.  I do not need to reiterate my conclusions regarding these matters.  Other 
issues raised by objectors, including the amount of road building envisaged in association 
with proposed MDAs, the impact of proposed development on the countryside and natural 
resources, and the suggested allocation of specific sites are dealt with later in my report.  I 
have thus considered objections to paras. 3.16 and 3.17 and Table 3 initially in the wider 
context of the Plan, and comment later on outstanding matters of detail. 

3.7.9 Para. 3.16 draws attention to the Aylesbury Land Use / Transportation Strategy.  This 
forms an important part of the foundation for the Aylesbury Development Strategy.  The 
ALUT Strategy combines an analysis of land use planning constraints and opportunities 
with the creation of a transport model.  Overall the Strategy seeks to provide physical and 
financial investment in transport infrastructure, while taking into account environmental, 
social and economic objectives, and the need to accommodate a significant amount of new 
development at Aylesbury.  The objectives and considerations of the ALUT Strategy have 
been carried forward into the Aylesbury Development Strategy.  In formulating the 
Development Strategy priority was given to maximising the use of brownfield sites.  
Having exhausted the limited scope offered by brownfield sites in Aylesbury, and 
following an analysis of various alternatives, the Development Strategy proposed provides 
for mixed use developments in the form of urban extensions, ie MDAs, at locations that 
can be well served by public transport.  

3.7.10 I am satisfied that the Aylesbury Development Strategy accords in principle with advice in 
PPG3, PPG13 and elsewhere concerning the location of new development, and in 
particular with that relating to the primacy to be given to the use of suitable brownfield 
sites, followed by the creation of urban extensions.  Furthermore, the strategy of urban 
extensions best satisfies the Plan’s broad aims and objectives for which I have earlier 
expressed support.  Dispersing development to more and smaller sites on radial roads 
would have minimised overall impact on the highway network.  However, this approach 
would have failed to achieve several of the broad objectives of the Plan.  These include 
creating the best correlation between homes and jobs; minimising the need to travel; 
providing concentrations of mixed-use developments capable of meeting most daily needs; 
creating balanced communities; and providing a sufficient mass of population which can 
most efficiently be served by public transport, and thereby have the best chance of 
achieving modal shift from the car to public transport.  

3.7.11 I recognise that opportunities for urban extensions at Aylesbury are limited.  Constraints 
include the need to safeguard the identity of neighbouring settlements, agricultural land 
quality, flood plains, surface water attenuation, landscape designations and countryside 
constraints, nature conservation, archaeology, cumulative impact on the highway network, 
and legal covenants.  I deal with detailed objections to each of the MDAs later in my 
report.  And while I am not persuaded that the Broughton Stocklake MDA is acceptable, I 
am satisfied that the Berryfields and Weedon Hill mixed use MDAs and the Aston Clinton 
Road business park MDA meet relevant broad objectives, most respect identified 
constraints, and cause least harm to matters of acknowledged importance.  Their 
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acceptability thus ensures that these proposals form an important element of the Aylesbury 
Development Strategy. 

3.7.12 Para. 3.17 states the amount of housing development provided for by the Aylesbury 
Development Strategy in the DDLP, and confirms that details as to how this and 
associated developments are to be achieved are dealt with in Chapter 5 and summarised in 
Table 3.  My recommendations concerning para. 3.17 and Table 3 must therefore be read 
in the context of my detailed consideration of objections to policies and supporting text in 
Chapter 5 regarding the ALUT Strategy, brownfield housing sites, and the MDAs. 

3.7.13 I have earlier recommended that different residual and outstanding requirement figures for 
housing be used in place of that indicated in the DDLP.  Furthermore, both Table 3 and 
details of the Strategy in para. 3.17 refer to proposals that I later recommend be deleted 
from the Plan.  Para. 3.17 and Table 3 should thus be modified to refer to the need to 
provide for some 3550 houses, and to omit reference to the Broughton Stocklake MDA 
and associated new road building and public transportation facilities.  Furthermore, Table 
3 should indicate the amount of development to be completed at Berryfields during the 
Plan period; additional supporting text should confirm that completion of the balance will 
extend beyond the Plan period.  The amount of housing development envisaged on 
brownfield sites should remain at 850.  This reflects the increase in density on selected 
brownfield sites envisaged by the LPA tempered by my concerns regarding potential 
double counting of brownfield and windfall yields post 2001.  I deal with these issues later 
in response to objections to policy AY13 and supporting text. 

3.7.14 Turning to more detailed issues raised by objectors.  In my introduction to my report I 
concluded that, notwithstanding the fact that the Plan had been prepared without the 
benefit of an UHCS, I was satisfied that calculations concerning anticipated windfall and 
brownfield site completions were sufficiently robust for me to proceed.  I remain satisfied 
that the absence of a comprehensive UHCS does not prejudice my conclusions regarding 
the amount of growth envisaged at Aylesbury.  Secondly, I agree the LPA’s comment that 
issues affecting the infrastructure of the canal should be dealt with at the planning brief 
stage.  Thirdly, I am satisfied that monitoring by BCC of its LTP together with that by the 
LPA of the Plan will ensure that modal shift targets are continuously tested.  And finally, 
given that para. 3.17 provides a resume of the main features of the Development Strategy 
that are dealt with in detail in Chapter 5 of the Plan, I do not agree the suggestion that the 
reference to ‘concentrations of major development in areas to the north-west, north and 
north–east of the town’ in any way pre-empts the Strategy.  

3.7.15 Recommendation commences on next page. 
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Recommendation: 
3.7.16 I recommend that:- 

3.7.17 Table 3 be modified as set out below:-  

 

Rounded Outstanding Requirement                                                                        3550 

Brownfield sites proposed                                                                                             850 

Outstanding New Site Requirement                                                                        2700 

New Sites Proposed 
Berryfields (completions during the Plan period, out of a total of 3000)                   1850 

Weedon Hill                                                                                                                  850 

New Sites Total                                                                                                          2700  

 

3.7.18 Paragraph 3.17 be modified by the omission of direct and indirect reference to the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA, including reference to associated new road building and 
public transport facilities  

3.7.19 Additional text be introduced to confirm that the completion of the Berryfields MDA will 
extend beyond the Plan period.  

3.7.20 Supporting text elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as necessary.  

 

 

3.8 Paragraphs 3.18 to 3.21 and Table 4: Rural Areas Development Strategy 
Supporters: 

 DD4214 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD0302 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1028 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd  DD4287 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4309 Hawes & Webb  DD1148 Rural Development 

Commission  DD4341 Chiltern District Council 
 DD1924 Taywood Homes 
 DD2278 Buckinghamshire County 

Council 

 DD6570 Mrs Ladell  
 DD6827 Miss Haynes 
 DD7716 South Northamptonshire 

District Council  DD2745  Buckingham Town 
Council  DD7925 Mrs Paternoster 

 DD2899 Stone with Bishopstone & 
Hartwell Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0010 Mr Caunt  DD1925 Taywood Homes 
 DD0128 Mr & Mrs Luckie  DD2009 Hamilton Precision Ltd 
 DD0167 Mr & Mrs Fearnley  DD2089 Mrs Thorogood 
 DD0937 Mr Miller  DD2166*  University of Buckingham 
 DD1000 Mrs Miller  DD2188 Bellway Homes 
 DD1029 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 
 DD2198 Eastern Generation 
 DD2262 Wilcon Homes 

 DD1359 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2464* Wendover Society 
 DD2568 Deans Farm Ltd 

 DD1561 M Edmonds  DD2625 Mr Shaw 
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 DD2689 Friends of the Vale of 
Aylesbury 

 DD4215 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD4216 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD4263** Dinton with Ford & Upton 
Parish Council 

 DD4288 Hawes & Webb 
 DD5808 Jennifer Lampert 
 DD6574 L E Smith 
 DD6583 D S Johnson  
 DD6589 J Howarth Esq 
 DD6814 Mrs Stevens 
 DD6821 Mr Stevens 
 DD6842 City & St James Property 

Ltd 
 DD6859 J J Gallagher Ltd 

 DD6913 Kemp & Kemp 
 DD7008 Mr & Mrs Chantler 
 DD7021 Station Road Trust 
 DD7022 Station Road Trust 
 DD7054 Castle Cement Ltd 
 DD7063 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD7713* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7944 Hillesden Properties 
 DD7957 CW & RC Shrimplin 
 DD7967* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7968* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7969* Thames Water Property 

Ltd 
 DD7972 Old Road Securities Ltd 

*    objection withdrawn  
**  recorded as support 

Principal Issues: 
3.8.1 Whether more or less development should be directed to the Rural Areas than the 25% of 

housing and employment provision proposed. 

3.8.2 Whether the sequential process used to accommodate the Rural Areas housing requirement 
is appropriate.  

3.8.3 Whether greater priority should be given in the sequential process to brownfield sites that 
are on the edge of rural settlements, eg at Calvert, Haddenham, Pitstone and Westcott.  
And whether greater priority should be given to brownfield sites in countryside locations, 
specifically by re-grading category 4(a) to category 2 in the sequential process. 

3.8.4 Whether the sequential process and Table 4 should be extended to include locations 
adjacent to Milton Keynes, for example near Newton Longville and/or Eaton Leys.  And 
whether the sequence should be extended to recognise the possible emergence of new 
brownfield sites. 

3.8.5 Whether Wendover and Haddenham should be included as a location for new 
development.  And whether Winslow and Stoke Mandeville should be identified as 
locations for new development. 

3.8.6 Whether additional housing land should be allocated at Buckingham, and employment 
land allocated at Wendover. 

3.8.7 Whether development densities should be increased on appropriate brownfield sites. 

3.8.8 Whether the 27 unit shortfall between the Outstanding New Site Requirement total (577) 
and New Site Total (550) in Table 4 is sufficient to precipitate the identification of 
additional sites and/or settlements in category 3, and possibly category 4, of the sequential 
process, and the deletion of para. 3.21.  Potential additional category 3 settlements include, 
for example, Tingewick, Great Brickhill, Beachampton, Cublington, Radclive and 
Wingrave. 

3.8.9 Whether the Rural Area’s infrastructure can cope with the level of development proposed. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.8.10 I have earlier, in response to objections to policy ST.1 and supporting text, considered the 

percentage division of housing and employment provision between Aylesbury and the 
Rural Areas.  There is no need for me to reiterate my conclusions on that issue, save to re-
affirm that I recommended that the amount of development in the Rural Areas be 
increased from 25% to 35% of the total provision.  As a result, the Rural Areas residual 
housing requirement has been increased from 832 in Table 2 of the DDLP or 659 in 
Replacement Table 2 (ORC 13.02), to the Rural Areas Rounded Outstanding Requirement 
2001 – 2011 figure of 950 in Table 2 as recommended to be modified.  Further 
modifications will thus be necessary in that part of the Plan dealing with rural settlements 
(Chapters 6-9) to accommodate this additional development. 

3.8.11 I consider site specific objections to the scale and location of proposed development 
throughout the Rural Areas in Part 2 of my report.  I am confident that it is possible for the 
total amount of development proposed to be satisfactorily accommodated, but have yet to 
conclude on the scale and location of site-specific proposals.  It thus is not possible at this 
stage for me to recommend a definitive modified Table 4, given that Table 4 is a resume of 
Rural Area provision.  My recommendations in response to objections to paras. 3.18 to 
3.21 and Table 4 must therefore be read in the context of conclusions in Part 2 of my 
report, to be produced later.  

3.8.12 The Rural Areas Development Strategy is based on the principle of concentrating most 
development at those settlements that have the greatest range of employment and services 
and are best served by public transport.  The LPA thus established a sequential process to 
determine the most appropriate locations for development in accordance with this broad 
strategy.  The DDLP confirms the sequence as: 

1. an examination of the capacity of brownfield sites within settlements which satisfy 
sustainability criteria in terms of their location, having a reasonable amount and 
range of employment services and public transport links; then 

2. examine the capacity of the largest rural settlements which have the greatest amount 
and range of employment and services and that are best served by public transport; 
then 

3. consider other settlements which reasonably meet the sustainability criteria in term 
of local jobs, services and public transport; then 

4. consider the potential for the development of new settlements(s)  

(a) firstly, on sites utilising major redundant areas in the countryside at the most 
sustainable locations, and  

(b)      secondly, greenfield sites at the most sustainable locations. 

3.8.13 The DDLP identified two brownfield sites in the Rural Area which met the criteria in 
category 1, and four settlements that met the criteria in category 2, namely Buckingham, 
Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow.  

3.8.14 I concur with the Council’s approach to the strategic location of development in the Rural 
Areas, and am satisfied that it accords with PPG advice.  Specifically, the priority given to 
the development of brownfield sites, other than where they perform so poorly in relation to 
location, accessibility, and other sustainability criteria as to preclude their development 
accords with advice in PPG3.  And the objective of locating most development in rural 
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service centres, which act as focal points for housing, transport, and other services, thereby 
encouraging better transport provision in the countryside, accords with advice in PPG13.   

3.8.15 Furthermore, I recognise and agree that Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and 
Winslow have the greatest amount and range of employment and services in the Rural 
Areas, and that each are reasonably well served by public transport.  As such they are the 
only settlements in the Rural Areas that fully meet the criteria in category 2.  The 
identification of these settlements as potential locations for development likewise accords 
with advice in PPGs 3 and 13.  It is acknowledged that in terms of overall provision only a 
limited amount of housing can be expected to be accommodated in villages.  However, 
PPGs 3 and 13 confirm that villages will be suitable locations for significant additional 
amounts of housing where it can be demonstrated that development will support local 
services, such as schools or shops, which may otherwise become unviable without some 
modest growth; where additional housing is needed to meet local needs, such as affordable 
housing, which will help to secure a mixed and balanced community; and where the 
development can be designed sympathetically and laid out in keeping with the character of 
the village.   

3.8.16 Several objectors have suggested that greater priority should be given in the sequential 
process to brownfield sites that are on the edge of rural settlements or in more remote 
countryside locations.  I consider objections concerning several peripheral brownfield 
sites, including those at Calvert, Haddenham, Pitstone and Westcott, in Part 2 of my 
report.  However, I am not persuaded that additional priority should be given in principle 
to brownfield sites in remote rural locations.  In my view the application of the 
sustainability criteria in para. 31 of PPG3 effectively precludes their development for 
housing on grounds of their relative isolation and the absence of easy access to jobs and 
services by means other than the private car.  These shortcomings are exacerbated by the 
inadequacy of public utilities and social infrastructure, and the difficulty of establishing a 
viable community on such sites sufficient to support new physical and social facilities.  
Furthermore, the amount of investment required to resolve these shortcomings, including 
the provision of a level of public transport sufficient to achieve a significant modal shift 
away from the use of the private car, or the provision of adequate services and facilities, 
would be excessive for the amount of development proposed.  Accordingly I am not 
persuaded that category 4(a) in the Rural Development Strategy sequential process should 
be re-graded to category 2, or that greater priority should otherwise be given to the 
allocation of remote rural brownfield sites.   

3.8.17 Likewise, I am not persuaded that the selection sequence should be extended to recognise 
the possible emergence of new brownfield sites.  Where practicable, proposals for the 
development of such sites should be considered in the context of policies in the Plan and 
relevant Government advice.  However, if the scale or location of an emerging site is such 
that its development needs to be considered in strategic terms it would, in my view, be 
more appropriate for it to be considered as part of a future review of the Plan.  This will 
ensure that the potential priority to be given to the development of the site is considered in 
the context of the Plan’s overarching strategy concerning brownfield sites, and other on-
going developments. 

3.8.18 Objectors have also suggested that the Rural Areas Development Strategy should be 
amended to give priority to locations adjacent to Milton Keynes.  I consider objections 
concerning sites on the edge of Milton Keynes in Part 2 of my report.  However, as stated 
in response to objections to para. 2.24 of the DDLP, I remain of the view that, in the 
interests of sustainability and to avoid potential over-provision, the development needs of 
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Milton Keynes should primarily be addressed by means of the Milton Keynes Local Plan.  
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 period for the Borough’s 
emerging local plan, on sustainable sites within that authority’s administrative boundary.  
And hence no reason to amend the Rural Areas Development Strategy to give priority to 
sites in Aylesbury Vale District, or to otherwise suggest that Milton Keynes’s current 
development needs might need to be met by allocations in the emerging AVDLP.  

3.8.19 Neither am I persuaded that AVDC’s own requirements need to be met by the allocation of 
sites peripheral to Milton Keynes.  The housing requirement allocations in policy H1 of 
the CSP includes separate assessments for AVDC and Milton Keynes.  Most of these 
requirements are derived from locally generated housing needs.  However, some of 
AVDC’s requirement is derived from south Buckinghamshire where more restrictive 
policies, including the Green Belt, have resulted in an element of south Buckinghamshire’s 
requirement having to be met in Aylesbury Vale District.  Locating some of AVDC’s total 
requirement adjacent to Milton Keynes would result in an element of provision being 
made distant from those areas it is intended to serve.  

3.8.20 Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover have been identified as those 
settlements in the District which best meet the criteria set out in the second category of the 
search sequence.  I have above expressed my support for the sequential process, including 
the categorisation of these four settlements as the best locations, in principle, for 
development beyond that directed to appropriate brownfield sites.  In this respect I thus 
concur with the LPA’s view that Stoke Mandeville, although reasonably well served by 
public transport, including a station on the Aylesbury – London railway line, does not have 
the amount or range of employment or other services sufficient to warrant its inclusion in 
category 2, or otherwise act as a focus for a significant amount of additional development.   

3.8.21 I consider a number of objections concerning proposed allocations and suggested 
alternative sites in category 2 settlements, including suggested additional housing land at 
Buckingham and employment land at Wendover, together with suggested allocations in 
various other settlements, in Part 2 of my report.  It thus is not possible for me to conclude 
at this stage whether those sites allocated in the DDLP to meet the Rural Areas housing 
and employment requirement should be retained in the Plan or replaced by alternative 
sites.  It follows, therefore, and as noted above, that I am unable at this stage to 
recommend a definitive Table 4, given that my recommended increase in the amount of 
rural housing will, in any event, necessitate some modification.  Following consideration 
of these objections, I recommend a definitive modified Table 4 in Part 2 of my report. 

3.8.22 Objections have been raised in principle to the density of development on identified 
brownfield sites, with the suggestion that densities overall should be increased.  The 
DDLP identifies and allocates two Rural Area brownfield sites for development during the 
period 2001-2011, namely Princess Mary’s Hospital, Wendover, and the former Nurses 
Home, Stone.  No other Rural Area brownfield sites are identified in the Plan.  I consider 
objections concerning development at Princess Mary’s Hospital, including one suggesting 
an increase in density, in Part 2 of my report.  I am thus unable to conclude at this stage as 
to whether or not the density on that site should be increased.  The redevelopment of the 
former Nurses Home is nearing completion, and thus the net gain of 25 units identified in 
the Plan cannot be revised.   

3.8.23 Although not specifically allocated in the DDLP, I regard the site at Pitstone proposed by 
the LPA for an additional 175 dwellings (PC 10.21a, as superseded and augmented by 
FPCs 191.09 and 191.10, and ORCs 191.11 and 191.12) as having the same status as other 
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rural housing brownfield sites.  I thus recommend that specific reference be made to this 
site in Table 4 and supporting text.  

3.8.24 In their paper PPG3 : Housing (March 2000) : Statement on its Implications for the 
Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan (CD174) the LPA reviewed the contribution 
brownfield sites would make to housing provision in the Rural Areas.  The paper 
concluded that a realistic assessment of brownfield sites in Buckingham would provide for 
some 120-140 dwellings, and that this is taken into account in the windfall allowance.  
Further detailed analysis had not indicated any further contribution in the Rural Areas 
housing supply from this source. 

3.8.25 I agree with the LPA’s approach that any additional provision arising from an increase in 
density on unidentified brownfield sites should be subsumed in the windfall allowance.  
This is particularly appropriate in view of the revised definition of windfall development 
in the current PPG3, and the need to avoid possible double counting.  Thus, while I 
support in principle the need to ensure that, having regard to all other material 
considerations, the redevelopment of brownfield sites is carried out at a density that 
accords with current Government advice, there is no need for me to recommend any 
modification to the Plan to this effect.   

3.8.26 It has been suggested by several objectors that the 27 unit shortfall between the 
Outstanding New Site Requirement total (577) and New Site Total (550) in Table 4 in the 
Plan is sufficient to justify the identification of additional sites and/or settlements in 
category 3, and possibly category 4, of the sequential process, necessitating the deletion of 
para. 3.21.  However, I do not agree that approach.  Firstly, my recommended increase in 
the Rural Areas housing requirement will precipitate a comprehensive review of housing 
provision and a revision of Table 4.  It is thus by no means certain that any shortfall in 
provision will remain following this review.  Furthermore, I am confident that, although as 
yet undetermined, the new site requirement can be met on sites in category 2 settlements, 
namely Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow, without recourse to category 
3 or 4 settlements.  And finally, policies RA18 and 20 provide for limited development in 
74 smaller rural settlements, including the majority mentioned by objectors, and it is 
anticipated that these will make a significant contribution to rural housing provision.  
There is thus, in my view, no cause to extend anticipated provision by the allocation of 
specific sites in either category 3 settlements or on category 4 sites, or to otherwise 
increase the  number of category 3 settlements. 

3.8.27 Finally, several objectors have expressed concern that existing infrastructure and public 
services will be unable to cope with the level of development proposed.  The DDLP 
proposes that some 25% of new development be directed to the Rural Areas.  I have earlier 
recommended that this be increased to 35%, and have no doubt that this will exacerbate 
concerns regarding the capacity of available infrastructure. 

3.8.28 Thames Water Property Ltd initially expressed concern that sewerage infrastructure is at 
capacity in several areas, and that additional development may lead to effluent discharge 
problems.  However, there is no evidence before me as to where this potential problem 
may be critical, and it is reasonable for me to assume that it has been taken into account by 
the LPA in their identification of brownfield sites and category 2 settlements.  Thus, while 
Thames Water’s concerns may from time to time impact upon proposed development in 
appendix 5 settlements, it does not seem to me to be an overriding consideration sufficient 
to preclude development on appropriate brownfield sites or the allocation of sites in 
category 2 settlements.  Indeed, I understand that in light of more recent information 
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concerning river system, sewage treatment and drainage infrastructure capacity, these 
objections have been withdrawn.  

3.8.29 No other statutory undertaker or service provider has objected to the Rural Development 
Strategy in principle.  I must therefore conclude that they are satisfied that either existing 
utilities, services or facilities are adequate to cope with the anticipated increase in demand, 
or that they can be increased or otherwise enhanced as necessary.  I am thus confident that 
my recommended increase from 25% to 35% of total provision can be accommodated 
without undue problem.  

Recommendation: 
3.8.30 I provisionally recommend that:- 

3.8.31 Table 4 be modified as set out below: 

 

Rounded Outstanding Requirement                                                                         950 

Brownfield sites proposed 
Wendover (Princess Mary’s Hospital)                                                  (to be determined)    

Stone (Nurses Home)                                                                                 (net gain)    25 

Pitstone                                                                                                       (net gain)  175 

Other brownfield sites (if any)                                                            (to be determined)      

Outstanding new site  requirement                                                                          xxx  

New sites proposed  
Category 2 settlements                                                                         (to be determined) 
 

New Sites Total                                                                                                          yyy 
 

  

3.8.32 Supporting text be amended to include reference to the revised recommended outstanding 
provision and to the additional housing provision to be made at Pitstone. 

3.8.33 Supporting text in paras. 3.18 to 3.21 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as 
necessary  

3.8.34 Note: The above recommendations are provisional pending my consideration of site 
specific objections concerning proposed DDLP allocations and suggested Counter 
Proposal sites in category 2 settlements and elsewhere in Part 2 of my report.  

 

FUNDING AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 

3.9 Paragraphs 3.22 and 3.23: Funding and Implementation 
Objectors: 

 DD2170 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 
 DD2626 Mr Shaw 
 DD2819 The Buckingham Society 
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 DD6860 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7965* Thames Water Property Ltd  
 DD7966* Thames Water Property Ltd  
 * objection withdrawn 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 3.02) 
   CO0094   CPRE  

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 3.02) 
   CO0033   Laing Homes 

Principal Issues: 
3.9.1 Whether planning briefs should be subject to consultation with local residents and 

community groups. 

3.9.2 Whether details of MDA phasing requirements should be included in the Plan. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
3.9.3 The LPA suggest that para. 3.23 be amended by additional text confirming that planning 

briefs will be subject to public consultation with all interested parties (PC 3.02).  I am 
satisfied that this Proposed Change, which goes beyond the objectors’ more limited 
requirement, resolves objections on this issue.   

3.9.4 I do not accept the suggestion made by the objector to PC 3.02 that the PC should be 
incorporated in policy, rather than stated in text, on grounds that it is concerned with an 
administrative procedural matter and is not specifically related to land use planning 
control.  

3.9.5 The phasing of MDA proposals is dealt with in detail in that part of the Plan dealing with 
Aylesbury (Chapter 5).  I share the LPA’s view that it is more appropriate for a detailed 
matter of this nature to be dealt with on a site-specific basis, rather than as a strategic issue 
in Chapter 3.  Accordingly, I am not persuaded that it is necessary to amend this section of 
the Plan in response to these specific objections. 

Recommendation: 
3.9.6 I recommend that paragraph 3.23 be modified in accordance with PC 3.02, but that no 

further modifications be made in response to these objections. 

 
 

3.10 Supplementary Notes 
 

1. Aylesbury Development Analysis 
3.10.1 The following provides an analysis of the way in which I envisage housing development 

will proceed in Aylesbury during the period 2001-2011.  This analysis has been prepared 
to inform my conclusions and recommendations concerning the scale and distribution of 
housing development.  Primary figures used in the calculations are contained in my 
recommended modified Table 2.  The figure for completions on brownfield sites is as 
recommended in response to my consideration of objections to policies AY6-13, AY48 
and AY50 and supporting text; namely a total of 850, comprising 650 on identified 
brownfield sites, and 200 on unallocated sites. 
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3.10.2 My reasoning is as follows.  

• District Residual Requirement 2001-2011 = 7756   

• Aylesbury Residual Requirement (65% of District total) = 5041 

• Estimated contribution from expected completions, brownfield site developments and 
expected windfalls 2001-2011 (1024 + 850 (ie 650 + 200) + 480)  = 2354 

3.10.3 Total housing provision in Aylesbury will comprise outstanding completions, plus 
brownfield site developments, plus windfalls, plus completions on MDAs. 

• Total number of dwellings to be provided by the MDAs is thus 5041 - 2354 = 2687 

3.10.4 Given the long lead in time, it is reasonable to assume that the MDAs will start to deliver 
in 2005, with the possibility of a few ‘early bird’ completions in 2004. 

3.10.5 Over the past 13yrs the average number of completions in Aylesbury has been 433 pa.  

3.10.6 Assuming steady and continual growth in a buoyant housing market throughout the period, 
together with competitive selling of MDA properties, it would be reasonable to expect the 
town to absorb an average of some 500 dwellings pa during the period 2001-2011.  
(Statistically, in order to achieve the residual requirement of 5041 dwellings, 504.1 
completions pa would be required).  

3.10.7 Of the anticipated 500 dwellings, an average of 235 will, in theory, be built each year on 
completion, brownfield or windfall sites, producing the expected total of 2354. 

3.10.8 However, in reality ‘expected completions’, comprising in the main the winding up of 
sites presently under construction and sites with permission due to be developed in the 
near future, will be exhausted during the early part of the Plan period, say 2004.  So, up to 
2004 development will comprise ‘expected completions’ plus some brownfield site and 
windfall developments.  After this the MDAs will start to deliver, and post 2004 
development will comprise new build on MDAs, plus brownfield sites, plus windfall 
developments. 

3.10.9 Table 2 as recommended to be modified indicates 1024 expected completions during the 
period 2001-2011.  Their completion by end 2004, ie over 4 years, produces 256 pa.  And 
then no more from this identified source. 

3.10.10 On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume a constant supply of brownfield site and 
windfall developments over the plan period.  The total number of dwellings projected from 
these sources is 650 on identified brownfield sites, plus 200 on unidentified brownfield 
sites, plus 480 windfalls, a total of 1330.  This represents an average of 133 pa over the 10 
years 2001-2011. 

3.10.11 So, anticipated total development during the period 2001-2004 is 256 + 133 = 389 pa.  
This is broadly in line with current delivery rates.  This annual total would be augmented 
in 2004 by the arrival of some 200 ‘early bird’ MDA completions.  
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3.10.12 The annual delivery rate of new dwellings 2001-2004 is thus:- 
 

2001  389 (256 completions + 133 brownfields and windfalls) 
2002   389  ``   ``  
2003  389  ``   ``   
2004  589 (256 completions + 133 brownfields and windfalls 

+ 200 ‘early bird’ MDA) 
 

Total 1756 dwellings. 

3.10.13 From 2005 onwards the MDAs will start to deliver in full.  Thus, for the 6 years 2005-
2011 (and beyond) it is reasonable to look towards an increase in the total number of 
completions per year. 

3.10.14 In order to achieve the requisite average of 500 completions pa over the whole of the 10-
year plan period, it will be necessary to complete 541 dwellings per year during the period 
2005-2011.  This is calculated as follows: Total completions 2001-2004 = 1756.  So, to 
achieve an average of 500 over ten years, equate 1756 + 6x (where x is the number of 
completions per year 2005-2011) divided by ten (ie the number of years) = 500;  

 
1756 + 6x  =  500 

                    10 
 

1756 + 6x = 5000 
 

6x = 5000-1756 
 

6x = 3244 
 

x = 541 

3.10.15 Of the projected 541 completions, 133 will be on brownfield sites or windfalls, leaving a 
total of 408 pa to be delivered on the MDAs.  This represents 10.4 sales per week overall, 
of which 7.8 would be on the MDAs.  Given the current annual level of sales, anticipated 
competitive marketing of MDA properties, and the potential latent demand arising from 
the lower number of completions during the period 2001-2004, I am reasonably satisfied 
that this level of sales is achievable year-on-year. 

3.10.16 The delivery rate of new dwellings 2005-2011 is thus:- 
 

2005   541 (408 MDAs + 133 brownfields and windfalls) 
2006  541  ``  `` 
2007  541  ``      `` 
2008  541  ``  `` 
2009  541  ``  `` 
2010  541  ``  `` 

  
Total 3246 dwellings. 

3.10.17 For the period 2001-2011 the total number of dwellings to be completed in Aylesbury is 
thus 1756 + 3246 = 5002.  This represents 64.49% of the total District requirement of 7756 
dwellings, and is some 39 dwellings short of the Aylesbury Residual Requirement.  This 
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shortfall has arisen, firstly, as a result of the adoption of a 500 pa completion rate.  A 
completion rate of 504.1 pa would be required to achieve the overall 5041 residual 
requirement (Table 2); over 10 years this produces a discrepancy of 41 dwellings.  And 
secondly, as a result of rounding up/down to full decimal places throughout. 

3.10.18 I do not regard this shortfall as being statistically relevant, given that it is clear as to how it 
has arisen, coupled with the range of assumptions, generalities and uncertainties inherent 
in the long-term projection of housing provision figures.  

 

 
2. Major Development Areas : Development Programme 2001-2011 

3.10.19 The following provides an overview of my anticipated programme of housing 
development on the two MDAs for which I have expressed support.  This analysis has 
been prepared to inform my conclusions and recommendations concerning issues 
surrounding housing numbers and deliverability on the MDAs.  Figures used in the 
calculations are contained in Tables 2 and 3 as recommended to be modified, or have been 
calculated as part of my Development Analysis above. 

3.10.20 My reasoning is as follows.  

• Aylesbury Residual Requirement 2001-2011 = 5041 

• Aylesbury Rounded Outstanding Requirement = 3550 

3.10.21 The amount of development to be provided on MDAs during the period 2001-2011 is the 
Rounded Outstanding Requirement total less brownfield site developments (ie 3550 – 850) 
= 2700.  In the Aylesbury Development Analysis above, the total number of dwellings to 
be provided on the MDAs is calculated as 2687.  This 13 unit discrepancy arises as a result 
of ‘rounding up’ the Outstanding Requirement in Table 3 as recommended to be modified 
from 3537 to 3550 units. 

3.10.22 It is anticipated that the MDAs will start to deliver in 2004, with full delivery commencing 
2005. From the Analysis above it is estimated that 200 ‘early bird’ dwellings will be 
completed in 2004, and that thereafter 408 dwellings will be completed each year on 
MDAs.  It is assumed that completions will occur in equal numbers on Weedon Hill and 
Berryfields MDAs until such time as Weedon Hill MDA has been completed.  Thereafter, 
all MDA completions will, of course, take place at Berryfields 

3.10.23 Delivery on both MDAs will thus be as follows: 

 
Berryfields  Weedon Hil  

    2004   100   100  
2005   204   204 
2006   204   204 
2007   204   204 
2008   270   138   
2009   408   total 850 
2010 408 

total 1798 
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3.10.24 There is a 52 unit discrepancy between the projected total number of 1798 dwellings at 
Berryfields calculated above, and the 1850 indicated in Table 3 as recommended to be 
modified.  This has arisen as a result of, firstly, the adoption of a 500 pa completion rate.  
A completion rate of 504.1 pa is required to achieve the overall 5041 residual requirement 
(Table 2); over 10 years this produces a discrepancy of 41 dwellings.  Secondly, the 
rounding up of the Outstanding Requirement from 3537 to 3550 (Table 2), which 
introduces a further discrepancy of 13 dwellings.  And finally, the rounding up/down to 
full decimal places throughout. 

3.10.25 I do not regard this discrepancy as being statistically relevant, given that it is clear as to 
how it has arisen, coupled with the range of assumptions, generalities and uncertainties 
inherent in the long-term projection of housing provision figures. 
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