
Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

4 CHAPTER 4 - GENERAL POLICIES 
 

HOUSING (GENERAL) 
 

4.1 Policy GP.1: Dwelling Size Mix 
Supporters: 

 DD0303 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1149 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2007 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2614 Thames Valley Police 

Objectors:
 DD0330 G H Mitchell 
 DD0539 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0638 HBF 
 DD1478 C Hitchens 
 DD1503 AVALC 
 DD1565 M Edmonds 
 DD1669 Genesis Homes 
 DD1681 Gibbard & Co Ltd 
 DD1690 Sandra Redhouse 

Development Ltd 
 DD1926 Taywood Homes 
 DD2366 McCann Homes 
 DD2423 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2524 Hillesden Properties 
 DD2590 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd 
 DD2606 A C Hoy 
 DD2717 Banner Homes Ltd 

 DD2900 Stone with Bishopstone & 
Hartwell Parish Council 

 DD5640 Aylesbury Old Town 
Residents Association 

 DD5879 D Darby 
 DD6033 Ewelme Almshouse 

Trustees 
 DD6293 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford   
 DD6317 Goldcrest Developments 

(Chilterns) Ltd 
 DD6338 Faulkners  
 DD6397 Molyneux Planning 
 DD6665 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6786 Bellway plc 
 DD6925  Thomas Hickman's 

Charity 
 DD7244 GOSE 
 DD7567 Trustees of Mrs F M Mills  

Principal Issues: 
4.1.1 Whether the policy is over prescriptive, particularly in terms of the four dwelling threshold 

and reference to 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings.  

4.1.2 Whether the policy should be made more flexible by including reference to the character 
and setting of development sites and other local circumstances. 

4.1.3 Whether the policy accords with advice in PPG3 concerning the LPA’s role in influencing 
the type and size of dwellings.  

4.1.4 Whether reference to those developments that could form part of a larger site should be 
deleted. 

4.1.5 Whether the policy should include reference to, or a requirement for, a legal agreement 
restricting house extensions at a later date in order to ensure a continual supply of smaller 
homes. 

4.1.6 Whether the policy is biased towards the provision of smaller homes, whereas in some 
circumstances larger family-size dwellings may be required to improve the social balance 
of the community.  

4.1.7 Whether the policy conflicts with or duplicates other Plan policies. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.1.8 The LPA propose that an additional paragraph be inserted before para. 4.1 (FPC 17.01).  

This provides additional justification for the principle of seeking a range of house types 
and sizes, with particular emphasis on the provision of smaller homes, in order to redress 
an imbalance in the housing stock and to provide for demographic changes.  This FPC is 
not a direct response to objections, but was introduced following the publication of the 
1999 Housing Needs Survey. 

4.1.9 FPC 17.01 is factual in content and I have no comment to make.  This FPC does, however, 
provide a useful background against which objections to GP.1 may be considered.  

4.1.10 Paras. 1 and 2 of PPG3 confirm the Government’s intention that there should be a greater 
choice of housing and that housing should not reinforce social distinctions, also that LPAs 
should provide wider housing opportunity and choice and a better mix in the size, type and 
location of housing….  I am satisfied that policy GP.1 accords in principle with advice in 
PPG3 in that it is appropriate for the LPA to seek to influence the size and mix of 
dwellings on development sites.  However, I am concerned that the policy is inflexible and 
unduly prescriptive, particularly with regard to the four dwelling threshold, the 
requirement that relevant developments include 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings, and its failure 
to have regard to individual site circumstances. 

4.1.11 In my view the threshold of four or more dwellings is too low, and as such is likely to 
result in visually and physically fragmented forms of development rather than a cohesive 
mix of dwelling types.  A threshold of 5 dwellings would be more appropriate.  Although 
only a modest increase, this would (together with other suggested modifications) provide 
improved opportunities for more imaginative forms of development, and would, in 
particular, be consistent with other policies in the Plan, eg RA.18 and RA.20, both of 
which include five dwelling thresholds.  I deal with objections to policies RA.18 and 
RA.20 in Part II of my report. 

4.1.12 The Government’s household projections indicate that the majority of the projected growth 
over the longer term will be in one person households, a large part of which will be 
brought about by a change in the composition of households.  Likewise the Council’s 1999 
Housing Needs Survey indicates a significant need for small residential units throughout 
the District.  However, while I appreciate that para. 9 of PPG3 advises that local 
authorities should adopt policies which take full account of changes in household needs in 
their areas, and that it is thus appropriate for the LPA to seek to increase the number of 
smaller dwellings, the inclusion of a specific requirement that proposals for four (or five) 
dwellings should include 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings is over prescriptive, and fails to have 
regard to the character and setting of the development site or to local housing 
circumstances.   

4.1.13 Evidence indicates that there is a very limited market demand for one bedroom dwellings 
and that these are more often provided in the form of new build ‘sheltered’ 
accommodation or by the conversion of existing dwellings.  On the other hand, while there 
appears to be an increasing demand for two bedroom dwellings, the decision as to whether 
to include these (or indeed any other size of dwelling) within a development scheme must 
have regard to individual site circumstances, including the character of the surrounding 
area and to local social and housing needs.  It is possible that while there may be a need 
for smaller dwellings in a particular location, the characteristics of a particular site or area 
may dictate that such development would be inappropriate.  This is not to condone large 
areas of housing with uniform character, but to recognise the fact that locational and site 
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specific circumstances will vary and may, on balance, indicate that dwellings of a 
particular size are inappropriate.  

4.1.14 I do not support the suggestion that the policy should include reference to a legal 
agreement prohibiting or otherwise restricting house extensions in order to ensure the 
continued supply of smaller dwellings.  An agreement of this nature would be unduly 
prescriptive, would operate in a somewhat inequitable manner, and would unreasonably 
deprive owners of their legitimate right to seek to extend their dwelling, either by means of 
‘permitted development’ or planning permission. 

4.1.15 Neither am I persuaded that strict application of the policy to part of a site that could 
provide in total four (or five) or more dwellings is appropriate. In such circumstances it 
may be more appropriate to seek to obtain a mix of dwellings across the total site, rather 
than within one (or more) of several parcels which in the long-term form the total site.  
The LPA will have to have regard to the long-term development potential for the area 
when dealing with individual proposals, and to consider such proposals against their 
objectives for the total site.  Furthermore, strict application of the policy would, in fact, not 
be possible if a developer submitted a series of applications for individual dwellings on a 
site capable of providing for more than the threshold number, given that it would be 
impossible to obtain a range of dwelling sizes when permission for an individual dwelling 
was sought.  I appreciate that the objective of the policy is to ensure that in such 
circumstances the LPA are empowered to negotiate a range of dwelling sizes having 
regard to the size of those dwellings permitted earlier on the total site.  However, this 
ambiguity should be removed. 

4.1.16 Finally, I am satisfied that the policy does not duplicate other policies in the Plan.  
Reference has been made to policies GP.48 – GP.53, and GP.76.  However, policies GP.48 
– GP.53 are concerned with design principles for all forms of new development rather than 
housing mix, while policy GP.76 relates specifically to new development in conservation 
areas. I deal with objections to these policies later in my report. 

Recommendation: 
4.1.17 I recommend that policy GP.1 be modified as follows:- 

Proposals for development comprising five or more dwellings shall provide for a 
range of dwelling sizes (in terms of bedroom numbers), having regard to the 
character of the site and surrounding area and to local housing needs. 

4.1.18 And that as a consequence paragraph 4.1 be modified as necessary 

 

 

4.2 OM401 Policy Omission: Brownfield Housing Density 
Objector: 

 DD2349 Annington Property Ltd  

Principal Issue: 
4.2.1 Whether a minimum housing density standard for brownfield sites should be the subject of 

a general policy to help maximise their potential. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.2.2 In dealing with the implications of PPG3 in my Introduction I noted that specific policies, 

including those relating to brownfield sites, and Changes proposed, recognised and were 
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in line with national advice concerning increased residential densities.  Hence I consider it 
unnecessary for the Plan to contain an additional general policy concerning densities on 
brownfield development sites.  The development control processes will ensure that 
appropriate weight is given to this and other material considerations. (See also policy 
GP.53).  

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

 

 

4.3 Paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3: Special Needs Housing 
Inspector’s Note 

4.3.1 The Council propose a change to paragraph 4.2 by way of an extra sentence and a new 
paragraph to replace paragraph 4.3.  No objections were received. 

4.3.2 These well-meant expressions of corporate intent have no direct connection with land-use 
planning, and preface no policy.  Development considerations relating to people with 
special needs are addressed by the Building Regulations and the Chronically Sick and 
Disabled Persons Act.  Because the Paragraphs illuminate no planning statement they add 
nothing to the Plan, and should be removed. 

Recommendation: 
4.3.3 I recommend the Plan be modified by the deletion of paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
 

4.4 Paragraph 4.4: Affordable Housing 
Objector: 

 DD0098 B & E Banfield 

Principal Issue: 
4.4.1 Whether paragraph 4.4 should recognise the overlap between the need for affordable 

housing for people with special needs, especially where on low incomes. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.4.2 Paragraph 4.4 is to be amended as part of FPC18.01, which I deal with later.  It includes a 

definition of affordable dwellings based on housing costs and incomes and applies to all 
qualifying persons including people with personal disadvantages.  In the context of the 
affordable housing policy, I think it unnecessary for their special needs to be highlighted. 

Recommendation: 
4.4.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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4.5 Policy GP.2: Affordable Housing 
Supporters:

 DD0304 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1151 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1720 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD1927 Taywood Homes 
 DD2006 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2367 McCann Homes 

 DD2866 Councillor J G Puddefoot 
 DD2872 Councillor P Vernon 
 DD4310 Hawes & Webb 
 
 DD6280 M J Jeanes (Group) Ltd  
 DD7016  Buckingham Business 

Club

Objectors: 
 DD0523 Southern Arts 
 DD0540 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0639 HBF 
 DD1115 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1479 C Hitchens 
 DD1504 AVALC 
 DD1721 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2126 CLA 
 DD2627 G Shaw 
 DD2716 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD2747  Buckingham Town 

Council 

 DD2829 Buckingham Society 
 DD4327 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD6294 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6623 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust 
 DD6639 McCarthy & Stone 

(Developments) Ltd 
 DD7245 GOSE 
 DD7491 Thames Valley CCI 
 DD7601 Wycombe District Council

 

Principal Issues: 
4.5.1 Whether the proposed policy and written justification accord with the terms of Circular 

6/98 and advice in PPG3. 

4.5.2 Whether the proposed policy is sufficiently clear to give adequate guidance to developers, 
or sufficiently robust to secure the requisite level of affordable housing.  

4.5.3 Whether the policy and supporting text should be redrafted in light of a comprehensive 
housing needs survey. 

4.5.4 Whether the policy or supporting text should include an indication of the total amount of 
affordable housing required; an indicative percentage of affordable housing required on 
individual sites; an indication as to how the policy will be applied to large phased 
developments; and a definition of ‘affordable housing’ and ‘low-cost market housing’.  

4.5.5 Whether affordable housing should be a policy requirement, and not a matter for 
negotiation. 

4.5.6 Whether the requirement for affordable housing should be waived where proposals are 
made to meet a specific housing need eg sheltered housing for the elderly. 

4.5.7 Whether public art in affordable housing schemes should be provided in an attempt to 
reduce vandalism by engendering a sense of ownership and local pride. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.5.8 The provision of sufficient housing to meet the needs of local people is a primary 

objective of the DDLP.  Within the context of this overall provision, both C.6/98 and 
PPG3 confirm that a community’s need for affordable housing is a material planning 
consideration which should be taken into account in formulating development plan 
policies and determining applications for planning permission.  Where there is a 
demonstrable lack of affordable housing, based upon up-to-date surveys and other relevant 
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information, LPAs are required to include in their development plan a policy for seeking 
an element of affordable housing on suitable sites.  The policy and/or supporting text 
should define what the authority considers to be ‘affordable’ in the context of local income 
levels and the local housing market; indicate how many affordable homes need to be 
provided throughout the plan area; and identify suitable areas and sites on which 
affordable housing is to be provided. 

4.5.9 DDLP policy GP.2 does not accord with the advice in C.6/98 and PPG3 in that it fails to 
give clear and positive guidance as to how the District’s requirement for affordable 
housing is to be met.  However, policy GP.2 and supporting text (paras. 4.4-4.7) were 
written in anticipation of the completion of a comprehensive study of housing needs 
throughout the District, and para. 4.7 predicts amendments to the DDLP consequent upon 
the receipt of the study. 

4.5.10 The HNS commissioned by the Council was undertaken in September 1999.  Just under 
18,000 households (28% of the total) throughout the District received detailed 
questionnaires covering a comprehensive range of housing issues.  The overall response 
rate was 37.2%, and thus some 10.4% of all resident households participated in the survey.  
Where necessary, the survey has been augmented by face-to-face interviews.  I understand 
that the proportion of participating households is much higher than the response rate from 
most comparable surveys, and that the survey has achieved statistical validity at a 95% 
level of confidence in each sub area of the District with a target sampling error rate of +/- 
5%; if the District is treated as a single sub-area, the sampling error rate drops to +/- 2%.   

4.5.11 In light of the above, I am satisfied that the HNS is statistically valid, and that its findings 
are sufficiently robust to enable the LPA to produce sound affordable housing policies and 
supporting text. 

4.5.12 The publication of the HNS in late 1999 and the consideration of cases put forward by 
various objectors precipitated a series of Further Proposed and Officer Recommended 
Changes.  As a result, paras. 4.4-4.7 and policy GP.2 in the DDLP have been superseded 
by replacement paras. 4.4-4.7 and additional para. 4.7A (FPC 18.01), replacement policy 
GP.2 (FPC 18.01 and ORC 18.05), additional para. 4.7B (FPC 18.02 and ORC 18.07), 
additional policy GP.2A (ORC 18.07), and additional para. 4.7C (ORCs 18.04 and 18.08).  
The title to this section of the Plan has also been revised to include reference to Low Cost 
Market Housing (ORC 18.06). 

4.5.13 This revision of policies and text has met a  number of the concerns raised by objectors.  
However, in order to ensure that all objections are adequately dealt with, and that the 
proposed replacement policy and text have been subject to scrutiny, I have considered 
objections to the DDLP in the context of the proposed replacement policy and text, 
together with specific objections to the FPCs and ORCs.   

4.5.14 C.6/98 and PPG3 require LPAs to include a definition of ‘affordable housing’ in their 
Plan, while C.6/98 confirms that this should include both low-cost market and subsidised 
housing.  Para. 4.6 of the replacement text provides a definition of affordable dwellings.  
This relates solely to dwellings provided with subsidy for ‘qualified persons’, and thus 
does not embrace low-cost market housing.  Low-cost market housing is introduced in 
additional para. 4.7B, drawing a clear distinction between it and affordable subsidised 
housing, and applying different requirements to each by means of replacement and 
additional policies GP.2 and GP.2A respectively. 

4.5.15 I am satisfied that the DDLP is not flawed by distinguishing between low-cost market and 
affordable subsidised housing, and that the definition of affordable dwellings contained in 
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replacement para. 4.6 is sufficiently robust to be used in association with replacement 
policy GP.2.  However, in view of the distinction between the two, a specific definition of 
low-cost market housing is also required, and this should, in accordance with the advice in 
PPG3, refer to the relationship between local income levels and house prices in the 
District. 

4.5.16 C.6/98 confirms that it may be inappropriate to seek affordable housing on some sites, and 
that in practice affordable housing policies should only be applied to housing 
developments of 25 or more dwellings, or residential sites of 1 hectare or above, 
irrespective of the number of dwellings.  The Circular also requires LPAs to indicate their 
intention to negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable 
housing on suitable sites.  Replacement policy GP.2 states that the Council will negotiate 
for the provision of affordable housing on sites above the aforementioned thresholds, and 
also on sites which form part of a larger site which is capable of development.  Thus, 
subject to a minor modification concerning the implementation threshold, these elements 
of replacement policy GP.2 accord with C.6/98 advice. 

4.5.17 I appreciate that several objectors would prefer affordable housing to be made a policy 
requirement rather than a matter for negotiation.  However, para. 9(b) of C.6/98 
specifically advises that the LPA should indicate in the plan their intention to negotiate 
with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable housing on suitable sites.  
Furthermore, it would be inappropriate to make the provision of affordable housing a 
policy requirement when the number or percentage of dwellings required is expressed as a 
variable figure, ie 20%-30%.  Such a policy would be imprecise.  Replacement policy 
GP.2 thus properly confirms the LPA’s commitment to negotiate the percentage number of 
dwellings to be provided throughout the District, and this commitment is re-affirmed in 
relevant site specific policies throughout the Plan.  The strength of the LPA’s position in 
these negotiations is confirmed in PPG3 which states that where a local planning authority 
has decided that an element of affordable housing is required, there will be a presumption 
that such housing should be provided as part of the proposed development of the site.  And 
that failure to meet the requirement of the policy could justify the refusal of planning 
permission. 

4.5.18 C.6/98 and PPG3 require affordable housing policies and/or supporting text to indicate 
how many affordable homes are required throughout the plan area, and the amount of 
provision to be sought.  The HNS projected a net affordable housing need at April 2006 of 
over 2500 dwellings, indicating a need to provide some 2000 affordable dwellings 
throughout the District by that year just to maintain the priority waiting list at its current 
level (581 at April 1999).  Replacement para. 4.7 confirms this fact, and that the need is a 
material planning consideration. 

4.5.19 Replacement policy GP.2 indicates that the Council will negotiate for a minimum of 20% 
and up to 30% of the total number as affordable dwellings on suitable sites.  The DDLP 
makes provision for over 6700 new dwellings on allocated sites throughout the District.  
All of these sites are above the size threshold contained in replacement policy GP.2, and 
thus each is expected to contribute towards the total affordable housing provision.  
However, I have earlier recommended that the development strategy be modified. As a 
result, the number of new dwellings to be built on allocated and identified brownfield sites 
will fall to a total of some 5650, of which some 4500 will be built during the Plan period.  
Mathematically, in order to secure the 2000 affordable dwellings required, nearly 45% of 
all new dwellings to be provided pre 2011 should thus be affordable units.  The Council’s 
broad requirement of between 20% and 30% is thus not unreasonable, more so given that 
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it extends the time for provision across the whole of the Plan period, and allows for the 
element of flexibility required for the negotiating parties to have regard to the character of 
individual sites and their surroundings, and possible changes in market conditions.  
However, the fact that implementation of this element of replacement policy GP.2 is 
unlikely to secure the minimum number of affordable dwellings required points to the 
need to keep the policy under review.  C.6/98 confirms that the assessment of the need for 
affordable housing should be kept up to date during the Plan period.  Supporting text 
should confirm the LPA’s intention in this respect. 

4.5.20 Several objectors have expressed concern as to how affordable housing policies will be 
applied to large phased developments, and the view that the Plan should contain an 
indicative percentage of affordable housing required on individual sites.  In response to 
these objections, and following completion of the HNS, the Council propose a series of 
FPCs to relevant site specific policies throughout the Plan requiring the provision of 
affordable and low-cost market housing.  These criteria indicate the percentage range of 
affordable subsidised and low-cost market housing to be provided on each site, the precise 
amount to be determined by negotiation. These negotiations will undoubtedly have regard 
to, inter alia, the phasing of development on large sites. 

4.5.21 It is recognised that tenure is not a planning matter.  However, in order to ensure that 
dwellings provided under the terms of GP.2 continue to make a meaningful contribution to 
meeting the District’s affordable housing needs, it is essential to ensure that they are 
occupied initially, and preferably in perpetuity, by persons having such a need.  The LPA 
anticipate that the majority of affordable dwellings will be provided by or involve a 
Registered Social Landlord. Co-operation between RSLs and the DC should ensure that 
they continue to meet their original purpose.  However, given current and anticipated long-
term restrictions on grant funding for this form of housing, it is probable that not all 
affordable housing will involve a RSL.  Replacement para. 4.7A recognises the need to 
explore and make use of other ways of achieving subsidised housing, such as by the use of 
land made available at a reduced price.  The Plan should thus confirm that where it is 
anticipated that a RSL will not be responsible for the management of the affordable 
housing, occupancy conditions or planning obligations or agreements will be used to 
ensure that the dwellings are occupied only by persons having a recognised housing need. 

4.5.22 As noted above, C.6/98 confirms that ‘affordable housing’ includes both low-cost market 
and subsidised housing.  Additional para. 4.7B deals with low-cost market housing and 
confirms that the HNS revealed that this type of dwelling is currently in short supply 
throughout the District.  Additional units are thus required to help redress this imbalance 
in the housing stock.  The HNS concluded that it would be appropriate to seek the 
provision of some 500 low-cost market units by 2006.  Hence, additional policy GP.2A 
states the Council’s intention to negotiate for the provision of a minimum of 10% of the 
total number of dwellings as low-cost market units on developments of more than 25 
dwellings or sites of 1 hectare or more or which form part of a larger site which is capable 
of development, regardless of the number of dwellings.   

4.5.23 I am satisfied that the HNS data concerning local house prices and annual incomes of 
concealed households is sufficiently robust to support the conclusion that some 500 low-
cost market dwellings are required to meet the aspirations of those households having just 
sufficient income to enter the housing market without assistance (ie > £23000 pa in 
1999/2000).  The DLP makes provision for over 6700 new dwellings on allocated and 
brownfield sites.  However, as noted above, as a result of my recommendation that the 
development strategy be modified, the number of new dwellings proposed in the Plan will 
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fall to a total of some 5650, of which some 4500 will be built during the Plan period.  
Mathematically, some 11% of these should be low-cost market dwellings in order to 
secure the requisite 500 units.  The 10% policy requirement is thus not unreasonable, 
given that it relates to a period longer than that envisaged by the HNS, and to a sector of 
the housing market where an increasing number of small units are required (and thus 
likely to be provided by developers as a matter of course) to meet changes in household 
composition.  Policy GP.2A thus likewise accords with C.6/98 advice, subject to a minor 
modification concerning the implementation threshold.  

4.5.24 There is no indication in PPG3 or Circular 6/98 that affordable housing policies should 
differentiate between types of housing.  Indeed C.6/98 confirms that reference to new 
housing development in the Circular refers to all types of new housing development on a 
substantial scale, including special needs housing and housing built to higher than normal 
densities.  The clarification continues by noting that a local assessment of need for 
affordable housing may show that there are elderly households who cannot afford 
sheltered housing provided by the market.  It is thus evident that it is the Government’s 
intention that affordable subsidised and low cost market housing policies should apply to 
all sectors of the housing market.  And hence I must conclude that there can be no 
justification for waiving policy GP.2 and GP.2A requirements where proposals are made 
to meet a specific housing need, eg sheltered housing for the elderly.  It is possible, of 
course, that the LPA may be prepared to negotiate a relaxation of their policy requirements 
in respect of a specific proposal for a variety of cogent reasons, but this cannot in itself 
justify a specific policy exclusion.   

4.5.25 Finally I note that, in response to objections to this and several other general and site 
specific policies, the LPA have suggested the inclusion of a new section entitled ‘The 
Arts’ following GP.130 (PC.4.45 superseded by FPC 81.02).  I deal with these suggested 
changes in response to objections to GP.102 later in my report.  

Recommendations: 
4.5.26 I recommend that: 

4.5.27 The affordable housing section of the Plan (paras. 4.4 to 4.7 and policy GP.2) be deleted, 
and replaced by replacement and additional supporting text and policies (paras. 4.4-4.7 
and 4.7A-4.7C and policies GP.2 and GP.2A) in accordance with FPC 18.01, FPC 18.02, 
ORC 18.05, ORC 18.07, ORC 18.04, ORC 18.08 and ORC 18.06, subject to the 
substitution in policies GP2 and GP2A of 25 or more dwellings, in place of more than 25 
dwellings.   

4.5.28 Supporting text be modified:- 

(1) To include a definition of low-cost market housing, which shall include reference to 
the relationship between local income levels and house prices throughout the 
District. 

(2) To confirm the Council’s intention to monitor the need for and provision of 
affordable dwellings.  

(3) To confirm that where it is anticipated that a Registered Social Landlord will not be 
responsible for the management of affordable dwellings, occupancy conditions or 
planning obligations or agreements will be used to ensure that they are occupied 
initially and in perpetuity by ‘qualifying persons’. 

(4) As necessary elsewhere throughout the Plan. 
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4.5.29 Furthermore, although not the subject of objection, I suggest that the first sentence of 
additional para. 4.7B be concluded by reference to the majority of concealed households, 
as clearly low-cost market housing is affordable to some.  And that proposed additional 
para. 4.7C be clarified by confirming that what will be appropriate refers to the type of 
housing that will be sought. 

 

4.6 Paragraph 4.8: Low Cost Housing for Local Needs in Rural Areas 
Objector: 

 DD6282 M J Jeanes (Group) Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
4.6.1 Whether reference to the greater likelihood of exception schemes being justified in the 

more remote parts of the district pre-judges the outcome of the housing needs survey. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.6.2 I agree with the Council that the scope for exception schemes is more likely to arise in the 

less populated parts of the district.  The paragraph wording indicates no more than this and 
would not affect the results of any local needs survey. 

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

 

 

4.7 Paragraph 4.10: Low Cost Housing for Local Needs in Rural Areas 
Supporter: 

 DD2628 G Shaw 

Objector: 
 DD0541 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issues: 
4.7.1 Whether the housing needs survey should be based other than on the 1991 census. 

4.7.2 Whether the fourth criterion is impractical and open to manipulation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.7.3 The first point arose from the supporting expression.  Policy GP.3 indicates that any need 

survey must be up-to-date and I see no reason to be more specific in the supporting text. 

4.7.4 The bullet points are indicators of the range of factors that might influence the assessment 
of local needs.  I think that a lack of affordable housing which prevents genuine 
employment opportunities being taken up is an appropriate consideration to be taken into 
account in reaching general conclusions on the scale and degree of need.  How it might 
figure in implementation of the policy is a matter of weight to be decided in respect of 
individual applications. 

Recommendation: 
4.7.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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4.8 Policy GP.3: Low Cost Housing for Local Needs in Rural Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD1152 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2127 Country Landowners Association 
 DD6281 M J Jeanes (Group) Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD0305 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1480 C Hitchens 
 DD1505 AVALC 
 DD4256 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 
 DD6246 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
4.8.1 Whether the policy should be strengthened and supported by regular and frequent housing 

needs surveys. 

4.8.2 Whether the definition of ‘local’ should be the civil parish. 

4.8.3 Whether legal agreements should be required to control occupation as originally approved. 

4.8.4 Whether ‘small scale’ should be defined as not more than 40 dwellings and if local needs 
had to be ‘clearly demonstrated and particular’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.8.5 I am satisfied that the underlying thrust of the policy is consistent with advice in PPG3 and 

I am not aware of any special circumstances in the District that warrant a stricter approach.  
The key to exception schemes will be the HNS, and now that the District-wide survey has 
been completed it should not be difficult to ensure that the data is accurate and relevant 

4.8.6 There will be occasions when a single parish will be the right ‘local’ area, but in other 
cases groups of villages may be a more appropriate situation within which to assess and 
meet local housing needs.  I prefer the flexibility set out in paragraph 4.10.  I deal with the 
point about continuing control of exceptional housing schemes under policy GP.4 below. 

4.8.7 It would be unrealistic for a numerical standard to be adopted in relation to the scale of 
exceptional housing schemes because the development will be justified only by the 
affordable housing needs of the locality.  But there is little doubt that these exceptions will 
rarely involve more than a modest number of dwellings, and the guidance of PPG3 
indicates that such sites will be small.  I consider that the removal of the emphasis in the 
policy introduction would not weaken it. 

4.8.8 The changes proposed to GP.3 and the preceding paragraphs, by replacing low-cost with 
affordable bring the section more into line with PPG3.  However, some aspects of the 
policy could give rise to difficulties of interpretation and I suggest that it could be recast 
for better effectiveness. 

Recommendation: 
4.8.9 I recommend that policy GP.3 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will grant permission for affordable housing on small sites adjacent to 
the built-up areas of settlements to meet local needs that would not otherwise be met 
under the policies of the Plan. 
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Such sites will only be released as an exception to normal housing restraint policies 
in the rural areas.  Applicants will be expected to demonstrate a local need for the 
number and style of affordable dwellings by reference to an up-to-date survey and 
assessment of the relevant area. 

Proposals for these rural exception sites should take full account of environmental 
considerations including local building characteristics. 

 

4.9 Policy GP.4: Low Cost Housing for Local Needs in Rural Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD1153 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7796 Country Landowners Association 
 DD7819 M J Jeanes (Group) Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD1110 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD4257 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 
 DD7747 Buckland Parish Council 

Principal Issues: 
4.9.1 Whether the policies should be strengthened and supported by regular and frequent 

housing need surveys. 

4.9.2 Whether the definition of ‘local’ should be the civil parish. 

4.9.3 Whether permissions granted under GP.3 should be confined to social landlords. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.9.4 My comments in paragraphs 4.8.5 and 4.8.6 apply to the first two issues. 

4.9.5 It would not be possible to restrict the grant of permission to a particular personality and, 
in any event, this would not have the same effect in securing continuity of occupation as a 
binding obligation or agreement.  I would suggest, however, that GP.4 could be logically 
combined with GP.3, to which it is inseparably linked, and reworded for more clarity and 
certainty. 

Recommendation: 
4.9.6 I recommend that:- 

4.9.7 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.4 

4.9.8 The following be added at the end of recommended modified policy GP.3: 

Dwellings permitted in accordance with this policy will be reserved in perpetuity for 
affordable local needs by planning conditions or obligations. 

 

 

4.10 Policy GP.5: Maintenance of Housing Stock 
Supporters: 

 DD1154 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1481 C Hitchens 
 DD1506 AVALC 
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Objectors: 

 DD0542 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7246 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
4.10.1 Whether the policy was clear on loss situations where permission was not required. 

4.10.2 Whether the policy was over-restrictive and should be replaced by a criteria-based policy 
setting out circumstances justifying changes of use from residential. 

4.10.3 Whether the policy should allow equivalent provision on an acceptable alternative site. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.10.4 As drafted, the policy would only apply in cases where permission was required so the 

requested clarification is unnecessary. 

4.10.5 In relation to the other points, as far as I can see the only policy that provides for 
alternative uses for dwellings is GP.7, and even this anticipates retention of some 
residential use.  So, a ready understanding of its effect could be confusing although there 
is little doubt that the key policy objective is sound.  However, as cast I think it is 
restrictive and unclear about the nature of any losses, although this could be remedied by 
rewording the policy without any loss of substance.  I cannot imagine what exceptional 
circumstances should be included and the question of any alternative provision could lead 
to undesirable development pressures and is not appropriate in this statement of general 
intent. 

Recommendation: 
4.10.6 I recommend that policy GP.5 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In deciding planning applications the Council will resist any numerical loss to the 
District’s housing stock.. 

 

 

4.11 Policy GP.6: Conversion of Dwellings 
Supporters: 

 DD1155 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1482 C Hitchens 
 DD1507 AVALC 

Objectors: 
 DD0099 B & E Banfield 
 DD2630 G Shaw 
 DD2828 Buckingham Society 
 DD5641 Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association 
 DD6926 Thomas Hickman's Charity 

Issues: 
4.11.1 Whether the policy should resist the loss of larger dwellings in high-density urban areas to 

ensure a balance of dwelling sizes. 

4.11.2 Whether the policy should refer to disability provision in every case, and tighter control 
over noise attenuation between party walls. 
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4.11.3 Whether the reference to parking provision should be omitted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.11.4 Policy GP.6 favours the subdivision of larger dwellings into smaller units of accomm-

odation, subject to a range of criteria.  Given the Government’s projected growth in one 
person households, and the LPA’s identification of a need for small residential units 
throughout the District, I am satisfied that the policy accords with PPG3 advice, and is 
acceptable in principle. 

4.11.5 Several objectors have expressed concern that dwelling subdivision could have an adverse 
effect upon the demographic make-up of Aylesbury Old Town by creating an imbalance of 
properties suitable for occupation by families with young children.  The Old Town is an 
attractive part of Aylesbury, and I endorse the objectors’ and the LPA’s shared objective 
of seeking to ensure that its close-knit character is retained and enhanced.  However, GP.6 
must be sufficiently embracing to take account of the range of locations throughout the 
District where the subdivision of existing dwellings may be proposed. 

4.11.6 PPG3 advises planning authorities to encourage mixed and balanced communities and 
ensure that new housing development helps secure a better social mix by avoiding the 
creation of large areas of housing of similar characteristics.  This advice is as applicable to 
proposals for the conversion of existing dwellings as it is to new build.  I do not entirely 
agree with the Council’s point that the Policy requirement to have regard to the effect on 
the character of the area will be sufficient to ensure that objector’s concerns are properly 
recognised.  The phrase ‘effect on the character of the area’, in a planning context, 
normally refers to the physical nature of the area, namely the built or natural environment.  
It does not normally extend to include demographic composition. It is thus appropriate, in 
my view, for GP.6 to include reference to the ‘balance of the community’ as a material 
consideration to be taken into account when determining applications for the subdivision 
of existing dwellings.  This consideration will be as relevant elsewhere throughout the 
District as it is in Aylesbury Old Town.  

4.11.7 The subdivision of existing dwellings invariably results in an increase in intensity of 
occupation. This frequently manifests itself by an increase in demand for parking spaces.  
It is thus appropriate for the need to make adequate provision for parking to be included in 
GP.6 as one of the criteria to be taken into account when determining applications for 
subdivision.  However, it is possible that, in exceptional circumstances, for example high 
density areas near existing facilities, and having regard to recent guidance in PPG13 that 
seeks to minimise parking provision, the appropriate level of provision may be zero.  The 
explanatory text accompanying the Parking Standards in Appendix 6 makes reference to 
the possibility of modifying the level of parking provision if it would be unnecessary or 
otherwise counter productive to a proposal.  The text does not, however, go so far as to 
suggest that it is possible that provision may be zero.  Proposals other than for the 
subdivision of existing dwellings may, of course, precipitate a zero requirement for 
parking.  Rather than seek to modify each of those policies where these circumstances may 
arise, it seems to me that it would be better to include a comment to this effect in 
Appendix 6.  

4.11.8 Part M of the Building Regulations, concerning access for disabled people, does not apply 
to proposals for the conversion or subdivision of existing dwellings, other than by stating 
that where such buildings are already accessible for disabled persons the conversion 
should not result in a less accessible building.  Furthermore, the internal layout of 
buildings is not a matter for planning control, other than in the context of its impact on 
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adjacent and/or nearby occupiers.  It would thus be inappropriate to include a requirement 
in GP.6 that all proposals for subdivision should make provision for disabled persons.  

4.11.9 It is important to ensure that the subdivision of dwellings does not result in an 
unsatisfactory standard of amenity for future occupants.  Problems sometimes arise as a 
result of noise transmission through party walls, floors, and ceilings and between units and 
communal areas.  While inadequate noise attenuation between party walls is, perhaps, the 
most common cause of such problems it would be inappropriate to single them out for 
attention.  However, the inclusion in GP.6 of the requirement for proposals to make 
adequate provision for noise attenuation, and to have regard to the amenities of adjoining 
or nearby occupiers, is sufficient to ensure that these potential problems are adequately 
dealt with. 

Recommendation: 
4.11.10 I recommend that:- 

4.11.11 Policy GP.6 be modified by the inclusion of reference to the need to have regard to the 
balance of the community. 

4.11.12 Supporting text to the Parking Standards be modified by the inclusion of comment to the 
effect that in certain exceptional circumstances the appropriate level of parking provision 
may be zero. 

4.11.13 Furthermore, although not the subject of objection, I suggest that in view of the distinction 
drawn in recommended replacement / additional policies GP.2 and GP.2A and amended 
supporting text, paragraph 4.17 be concluded by a reference to low cost market housing.  

 

 

4.12 Policy GP.7: Changes of Use of Residential Accommodation 
Supporter: 

 DD1156 Rural Development Commission  

Objectors: 
 DD1111-12 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1483 C Hitchens 
 DD1508 AVALC 

Principal Issues: 
4.12.1 Whether greater control over noise attenuation should be included. 

4.12.2 Whether the policy provided sufficient protection for the housing stock and should be 
worded negatively, with exceptions in rural areas to fortify local services. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.12.3 My comments in paragraph 4.11.9 apply to the first issue. 

4.12.4 The policy provides some protection for amenities associated with the existing housing 
stock but, oddly, only in respect of the residential residual and adjacent properties of all 
descriptions where non-residential uses are permitted in existing dwellings.  There appear 
to be no safeguards for residential amenities affected by off-site development other than in 
GP.17 (in the context of employment uses).  I think this should be corrected. 

4.12.5 I consider that the policy objective is adequately stated and does not need strengthening 
and that it would not be helpful to specify certain exceptions because each situation will 
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differ.  I am concerned that the policy construction is too loose and may prove difficult to 
implement successfully.  It should be rephrased to facilitate the desired protection in 
practice and allow developers and the Council flexibility in appropriate conditions. 

Recommendation: 
4.12.6 I recommend that:-: 

4.12.7 Policy GP.7 be modified as follows: 

In considering applications for changes of use of dwellings or parts of dwellings for 
non-residential purposes or home-working the Council will have particular regard 
to the amenities of occupiers of any retained residential accommodation and those 
of adjoining dwellings, and the character of the locality. 

Such proposals should make appropriate provision for access, parking and noise 
attenuation. 

4.12.8 The Council considers including an additional General Policy with appropriate 
justification dealing with the qualitative aspects of the housing stock and the protection of 
residential amenities. 

 

 

4.13 Policy GP.8: Extension of Dwellings and Annexes 
Supporter: 

 DD0306 Buckland Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0543 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1509 AVALC 

Principal Issues: 
4.13.1 Whether the policy was clearly worded in reference to amenity effects. 

4.13.2 Whether the reference to adverse effect on the character and appearance of the building 
might be implemented arbitrarily. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.13.3 I agree with objectors that some parts of GP.8 are too vague for comfort.  The kind of 

‘amenity’ mentioned is not qualified, the degree or scale of ‘intrusion’ is not clear and the 
reference to the ‘original building’ could be confusing if the building has already been 
altered.  I see no reason why the officers’ judgement in delegated cases should be 
questioned, but this policy hangs on subjective assessments and it is important that it is 
presented in a neutral form without prejudgement.  The considerations and interests 
usually affected by building extensions are sufficiently well understood to be referred to in 
the policy. 

Recommendation: 
4.13.4 I recommend that Policy GP.8 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In considering applications for extensions to dwellings the Council will pay 
particular attention to the natural light, character of outlook and privacy of people 
who live nearby.  Such extensions should respect the appearance of the dwelling and 
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its setting and other buildings in the locality and have regard to published 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on residential extensions. 

 

 

4.14 Paragraph 4.22: Extension of Dwellings and Annexes 
Objector: 

 DD0100 B & E Banfield 

Principal Issue: 
4.14.1 Whether the paragraph should recognise that occupants might be, or become, disabled. 

 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 

4.14.2 The Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act applies statutory requirements to building 
works that affect people who are disadvantaged and I do not see that it would add to this 
paragraph to refer to their needs. 

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

4.14.4 Although there has been no other objection I would suggest the Council reviews the 
reference to a legal agreement in the last sentence because there may be instances where a 
condition would be just as effective.  It might be enough the replace A legal…required 
with Conditions may also be imposed or obligations sought… 

 
 

4.15 Policy GP.10: Extension of Dwellings and Annexes 
Objector 

 DD0307 Buckland Parish Council 

Principal Issue: 
4.15.1 Whether the policy should require a legal agreement preventing subsequent sale of 

annexes as separate entities. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.15.2 GP.10 includes an intention to seek an agreement, and with the reference in paragraph 

4.22, about which my earlier comments still apply, I think it need go no further. 

4.15.3 Notwithstanding the lack of other objections I would suggest that it would be helpful to 
replace the words in the countryside with outside the built-up areas of settlements to 
distinguish the policy from GP.9 and because the countryside is not defined in the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
4.15.4 I recommend that policy GP.10 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Residential annexes to dwellings outside the built-up areas of settlements will be 
permitted providing they are physically attached to the dwelling and capable of 
being incorporated within the existing residential accommodation.  The use of such 
annexes may be regulated by planning conditions or obligations. 
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4.15.5 The Council may wish to review the wording of policy GP.9 in the light of my 
recommendation. 

 
 

4.16 Paragraph 4.24: Mobile Homes/Residential Caravans/Residential Moorings 
Objector: 

 DD2746 Buckingham Town Council 

Principal Issue: 
4.16.1 Whether the inclusion of Treefields caravan site was appropriate. 

 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 

4.16.2 I am satisfied that ORC 23.01, which modifies PC 4.1, more accurately reflects the current 
position. 

Recommendation: 
4.16.3 I recommend that paragraph 4.24 be modified in accordance with ORC 23.01. 

 
 

4.17 Paragraph 4.28: Gypsies 
Objector: 

 DD2284 Bucks County Council 

Principal Issue: 
4.17.1 Whether the text should indicate that there is information on gypsy demand although this 

does not necessarily equate to need. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.17.2 I am satisfied that the Council’s Proposed Change meets the County Council’s objection. 

Recommendation: 
4.17.3 I recommend that paragraph 4.28 be modified in accordance with PC 4.2. 

 

 

4.18 Policy GP.13: Gypsies 
Supporter: 

 DD4342 Chiltern District Council 

Objector: 
 DD0676 E G Clarke 

Principal Issue: 
4.18.1 Whether the policy should refer to surface water and soil drainage, and electricity supply. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.18.2 This policy relates to permanent gypsy caravan sites and not the kind of unauthorised 

overnight stops referred to by the objector.  I agree with the Council that the infrastructure 
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of permitted sites would be resolved as part of their layout and development and that it is 
not necessary to include such matters in the schedule of land use criteria. 

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

 

 

4.19 Policy GP.14: Travelling Show People 
Supporter: 

 DD4343 Chiltern District Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0677 E G Clarke 
 DD0701 Mrs M Clarke 

Principal Issues: 
4.19.1 Whether the policy should indicate that travellers must not abuse their areas of stay. 

4.19.2 Whether criterion a) should refer to surface water and soil drainage, and electricity supply. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.19.3 The manner in which travellers occupy areas of stay is not a planning issue and thus 

comment should not be included in the Plan.  

4.19.4 Points concerning utilities are essentially the same as those reported at paragraph 4.18.1 
above and my comments in paragraph 4.18.2 apply. 

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

 

EMPLOYMENT (GENERAL) 
 

4.20 Paragraph 4.36: Introduction 
Supporter: 

 DD7934 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD2128 CLA 

Principal Issue: 
4.20.1 Whether the policy was contrary to paragraph 3.8 of PPG7. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.20.2 Paragraph 4.36 is not entirely consistent with national guidance because there may be 

cases where the expansion of rural industries could be achieved without harm to planning 
interests.  Another difficulty is that it implies a policy position without leading to any 
proposal.  I suggest that it should be rephrased. 
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Recommendation: 
4.20.3 I recommend that the second sentence of paragraph 4.36 be modified by rewording as 

follows: 

The expansion of these isolated businesses can have adverse effects on rural 
interests and such applications will need to be judged against their conflict with 
other uses in the vicinity, along with local employment needs and the availability of 
more appropriate locations. 

 
 

4.21 Paragraph 4.38: Employment Growth and Strategic Land Requirements 
Objectors: 

 DD2418 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2631 G Shaw 

Principal Issues: 
4.21.1 Whether the employment strategy should seek to reduce out-commuting and provide more 

rural employment opportunities. 

4.21.2 Whether the employment growth figure was accurate. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.21.3 The Plan needs to be pragmatic in relation to employment forecasts and proposals.  It 

seems to me unrealistic to expect that the commuting habits of people living in parts of the 
District affected by the draw of London and other large employment centres can be 
substantially changed by allocations within the District.  I agree with the Council that the 
correct approach is to provide for an achievable scale of employment opportunities in 
locations related to the main centres of population and growth.  There is scope in the rural 
settlement policies for suitable employment sites associated with villages, and I see no 
reason for specific rural allocations to be referred to in this section of the Plan.   

4.21.4 I have no reason to doubt the Council’s figures, based on the 1995 employment census 
data. 

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

 

 

4.22 Paragraph 4.39: Employment Growth and Strategic Land Requirements 
Objectors: 

 DD7492 Thames Valley CCI 
 DD7939 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD7947 G Shaw 

Principal Issues: 
4.22.1 The points in connection with paragraph 4.38 were repeated. 

4.22.2 Whether sufficient land was allocated to accommodate required levels of employment 
growth, especially in the southern part of the District. 

 76



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.22.3 My comments in paragraph 4.21.3 apply.  On the basis of the assumptions set out in the 

preamble to policies GP.15 and GP.16, and having regard to employment policies 
elsewhere in the Plan, I find nothing to indicate a shortage of employment land within the 
District or that this reasoned justification misrepresents the position. 

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

 

 

4.23 Paragraphs 4.40-4.44: Employment Growth and Strategic Land 
Requirements 
Objectors: 

 DD7717 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD7940 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD7941 Old Road Securities plc 
  
 DD7942 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD7948 G Shaw 
 DD7949 G Shaw 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.3): 
 CO147 M L J Evans 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC4.3) 
 CO0095 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 

Principal Issues: 
4.23.1 The objections set out in paragraphs 4.21.1 and 4.21.2 above were repeated. 

4.23.2 Whether the Proposed Change should refer to sustainable travel patterns. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.23.3 My comments in paragraph 4.21.3 above are relevant. 

4.23.4 The objection to the proposed Paragraph 4.44A relating to redevelopment proposals arose 
from an expression of general support.  I deal with this in connection with GP.16 below. 

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

 

 

4.24 Policy GP.15: Employment Growth and Strategic Land Requirements 
Supporters: 

 DD1928 Taywood Homes 
 DD6595 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0702 Mrs M E Clarke  DD1286 Rural Development 

Commission  DD0938 K W Miller 
 DD1001 Mrs V L Miller  DD1343 B and S A Robson 
 DD1113 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
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 DD1360 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD5845 J W Horne 
 DD6045 Landmatch Ltd 

 DD1511 AVALC  DD6247 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 
 DD1577 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD6409 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6861 J J Gallagher Ltd 

 DD2416 Old Road Securities plc  DD6930 Cala Homes (South) Ltd & 
Westbury Homes 
(Holdings) 

 DD2690 Friends of the Vale of 
Aylesbury 

 DD4386* English Sports Council 
South 

 DD7074 Clifford & Billings 

*objection withdrawn 

Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 4.4): 
 CO0096 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 CO0157 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
4.24.1 Whether the location of proposed employment uses should be identified. 

4.24.2 Whether the policy should be strengthened and linked to the availability of public 
transport, road capacity and services prior to the provision of homes and jobs. 

4.24.3 Whether ‘skills’ should be added to the association between homes and jobs. 

4.24.4 Whether the locational reference should be to ‘major’ employment uses. 

4.24.5 Whether greater employment opportunities should be provided in the principal rural 
centres and large villages. 

4.24.6 Whether the policy should seek to obtain sporting and recreational facilities by means of 
planning obligations related to employment proposals. 

4.24.7 Whether jobs should be related to the ‘availability’ of housing and the policy provide more 
employment opportunities in the rural areas. 

4.24.8 Whether the policy should avoid mixing housing and employment and provide more 
allocations exclusively for employment. 

4.24.9 Whether there should be a strategy to promote a closer correlation between jobs and 
houses and reduce out-commuting. 

4.24.10 Whether new employment would lead to excessive car use. 

4.24.11 Whether the employment potential of Haddenham should be recognised. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.24.12 Most of the objections sought to apply GP.15 to individual situations or include detailed 

criteria that are more appropriate to the parts of the Plan dealing with the larger 
settlements or other land-use interests.  However, the purpose of this policy is to provide 
the broad strategic linkage between houses, jobs, infrastructure, sustainable transport 
patterns and the protection of environmental interests without intruding on the finer tuning 
of what or where allocations should be made.  The Council proposed a change to add skills 
to the policy, which proved unobjectionable, and in the over-arching context of GP.15 I 
think it is a reasonable policy objective. 

4.24.13 I do not regard it as an imperative of the policy for services to have to be in place before 
development takes place.  These factors are built in to the employment allocation policies 
and it will be a development control function to implement those requirements.  I agree 
with the Council that the issues influencing employment location are relevant to large and 
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small enterprises in urban and rural situations and I see no justification for applying them 
to MDAs alone. 

4.24.14 GP.15 does not preclude employment provision in the rural centres or villages and there 
are adequate references to indicate the Council’s support for rural business enterprise of 
the right scale in appropriate locations without any need for more detailed allusion in the 
policy.  I consider that it is unnecessary to refer to leisure facilities in a policy dealing 
essentially with the employment strategy for the District; other proposals cover sports and 
recreational provision. 

4.24.15 Employment uses and houses are capable of co-existing in a neighbourly fashion and the 
policy umbrella provides for mixed-use flexibility as well as the basis for specific 
employment allocations.  It is impossible to say that new employment opportunities will 
not create additional car usage but the aim of the strategy – which is how I regard the 
Policy statement - is clearly to develop a closer association between houses and jobs.  The 
question of employment allocations at Haddenham is not appropriate for GP.15 and is 
addressed in Chapter 8 of the Plan. 

4.24.16 I think that it is the location of the housing/jobs/skills factors rather than their provision or 
availability that provides the key to employment development and sustainable traffic 
patterns.  I would suggest this distinction could be drawn in a re-adjustment of the 
wording of the policy to relate it to land-use objectives. 

Recommendation: 
4.24.17 I recommend that policy GP.15 be modified as follows: 

In deciding applications for employment development the Council will take account 
of the need to secure a close correlation between the location of homes, jobs and 
skills.  The location of employment uses should be consistent with the availability of 
services, including public transport and highway capacity.  Employment 
development proposals should have regard to the need to safeguard the environment 
of towns, villages and the countryside. 

 
 

4.25 Policy GP.16: Employment Growth and Strategic Land Requirements 
Supporter: 

 DD0933 K W Miller 

Objectors: 
 DD0544 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1030 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 
 DD1317  British 

Telecommunications plc 

 DD2267 Wilcon Homes 
 DD2361 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD6240 Hives Partnership 
 DD6557 Carrington Estates 
 DD7055 Castle Cement Ltd 
 DD7493 Thames Valley CCI 

Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 4.5): 
CO0148 M L J Evans 
CO0158 Thames Valley CCI 
Objectors to Proposed Change (PC4.5) 

 CO0240 Wilcon Homes 
 CO0243 Castle Cement 
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Principal Issues: 
4.25.1 Whether the policy should anticipate a loss of rural employment sites, and require 

alternative provision when unneighbourly uses are redeveloped. 

4.25.2 Whether the specified alternative use for residential purposes was too restrictive. 

4.25.3 Whether the policy should refer only to ‘larger settlements’, especially where brownfield 
sites are concerned. 

4.25.4 Whether the policy should include reviews to meet changing market demands. 

4.25.5 Whether the policy should allow alternative employment-generating uses. 

4.25.6 Whether the policy should be linked to the vitality and potential of existing uses and 
benefits of alternative uses. 

4.25.7 Whether the policy should provide extra flexibility on brownfield sites. 

4.25.8 Whether the Chamber of Commerce should be consulted on changes of employment sites 
to non-employment uses. 

4.25.9 Whether the Proposed Change would improve the policy. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 

4.25.10 The point of GP.16 is to retain employment uses that do not create social problems or 
obstruct more important residential land-use priorities.  These are relevant planning 
objectives but they are not explained adequately in the policy preamble other than by an 
oblique reference in paragraph 4.35.  This should be rectified. 

4.25.11 The Council can do little about conserving rural employment sites other than when 
applications for alternative development are submitted.  These will have to be judged on 
their merits against GP.16 and other material considerations and it would be inappropriate 
to require the replacement provision as sought, as a matter of policy – it might not be in 
the developer’s power. 

4.25.12 Proposed Change PC 4.5 would require a new use to create equal employment to the 
existing enterprise and add mixed-use development to the acceptable alternatives.  The 
first part of this PC seems unrealistic to me.  Modern business practice can be more 
efficient than traditional operations and it strikes me as unreasonable to penalise a 
beneficial enterprise simply because it employs less people.  And, of course, it would not 
deal with situations where redundant businesses were replaced by otherwise acceptable 
uses.  I do not see an objection to successor mixed-use development. 

4.25.13 I think the policy context of the ‘larger settlement’ is reasonable because it is in these 
locations, rather than the smaller villages, that substantial development is planned and 
opportunities may arise to re-order unsatisfactory uses and use land more effectively 
through redevelopment.  A Change, dealt with in Part II of my report, is proposed to 
policy RA.18 dealing with brownfield village sites but I agree with the Council that 
special considerations apply to redundant sites in the countryside and that GP.16 should 
not be enlarged to cover those locations. 

4.25.14 The new paragraph 4.44A, which is intended to amplify GP.16, is cast more in the way of 
a policy than reasoned justification and it includes criteria germane to the application of 
the policy.  I think it would be better combined in a new policy wording that adds more 
certainty and clarity to the Council’s approach to planning applications without 
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undermining the objective.  It is inappropriate for consultative bodies to be identified in 
local plan policies. 

Recommendation: 
4.25.15 I recommend that:- 

4.25.16 Policy GP.16 be modified as follows: 

The Council will seek to retain existing employment sites and uses. 

In considering applications for changes of use or redevelopment of employment sites 
the Council will have particular regard to: 

a) the environmental impact of the existing use and the amenity benefits of 
replacing it; 

b) the effect on job numbers and employment efficiency; 

c) the opportunities in larger settlements of a more advantageous land-use 
arrangement through redevelopment for mixed use, including residential, 
purposes. 

4.25.17 The purpose of the policy be more adequately explained in supporting text. 

 
  

4.26 Policy GP.17: Employment Growth and Strategic Land Requirements 
Supporters: 

 DD0932 K W Miller 
 DD1361 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1592 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD2383 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD4217 Haddenham Protection Society 
 DD6410 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7105 Environment Agency 

Objectors: 
 DD0545 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0931 K W Miller  
 DD2129 Country Landowners Association 
 DD7296 Highways Agency 

Principal Issues: 
4.26.1 Whether the policy should be more flexible and the test should be ‘unacceptable impact’. 

4.26.2 Whether the policy would impose density and financial constraints in MDAs. 

4.26.3 Whether the policy would prevent necessary modernisation and replacement of farm 
buildings. 

4.26.4 Whether excessive traffic generation should be a policy criterion. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.26.5 GP.17 is confusing because although located in the Employment section of the Plan, as 

worded it applies to all development and not simply employment uses.  Some aspects are 
also duplicated in other policies.  If it is directed at employment development (and from 
the Council’s response in CD13 I take this to be the case) its approach goes against the 
positive line of PPG4 which indicates that permission should usually be granted unless 
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there are specific and significant objections.  Recasting in this way would not weaken the 
Council’s position in relation to residential amenities, although they might be more 
adequately safeguarded by an additional protective policy that I referred to earlier. 

4.26.6 Whilst I agree that ‘normally’ should not be added to the policy, the ‘ground of objection’ 
– presumably from adjoining occupiers - yardstick of GP.17 is an entirely arbitrary and 
inappropriate planning test and I do not see how it can be applied equitably or objectively 
to development proposals.  If the Council is concerned about events consequent on the 
grant of permission it can always consider whether suitable control could be exercised 
through conditions or obligations. 

4.26.7 The point about the MDAs arose from a supporting commentary.  GP.17 should not 
prevent farm modernisation unless harm was caused to planning interests.  Traffic 
generation may of itself, and whether excessive or not, provide grounds for refusal so this 
criterion is properly included.  The stated aim of GP.17 could be met equally by a bedrock 
amenity protection policy but if it is retained as an employment consideration it requires 
re-writing as a criteria-based expression.  The weight of the planning interests involved 
and the impact of the employment use will then be matters of judgement according to the 
circumstances of the case. 

Recommendation: 
4.26.8 I recommend that policy GP.17 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for employment development will be considered with particular reference 
to their compatibility with nearby uses and utilities, the effects of the industrial or 
commercial processes undertaken and the associated traffic generation. 

 

 

4.27 Policy GP.18: Employment Site Development Densities 
Supporter: 

 DD7075 Clifford & Billings 

Objectors: 
 DD0546 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0939 K W Miller 
 DD1345 B and S A Robson 

 DD1362 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1578 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD1634 Defence Estate 
Organisation South East 

 DD1722* Aylesbury Vale Friends of 
the Earth 

 DD2417 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2783 C Cumming 
 DD6411 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7247 GOSE 
 DD7494 Thames Valley CCI 

  *objection withdrawn 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.7): 
CO0013 I Hopcraft 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.7): 
CO0097 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
CO0159 Thames Valley CCI 
CO0211 Landmatch Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
4.27.1 Whether a blanket site coverage percentage was justified. 

 82



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

4.27.2 Whether the policy was inconsistent with the aim to discourage parking and local 
commuting. 

4.27.3 Whether ‘appropriate instances’ was clear. 

4.27.4 Whether a smaller percentage should be used. 

4.27.5 Whether the site coverage ratio would lead to less employment building and if site specific 
allocations should be increased. 

4.27.6 Whether a larger percentage should be used. 

4.27.7 Whether the change promoted development in the countryside in preference to built-up 
areas. 

4.27.8 Whether ratios away from areas defined in the Change should be decided by other criteria. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.27.9 The changes proposed under PC4.7 indicating a revision to paragraph 4.46, and relating 

implementation of GP.18 to sites in the countryside and the edge of settlements were 
further modified by ORC28.02 and FPC28.01.  The essence of GP.18, which is quite 
unclear in the Deposit Draft, is to ensure that employment development permitted outside 
urban areas provides sufficient landscaping to offset any adverse visual effect.  The 
proposed alterations now partly clarify the intention. 

4.27.10 It seems to me an odd concept that investors’ requirements are put as the policy 
justification rather than a planning interest.  Words along the lines of the Officers’ 
Recommended Change offer a much more relevant explanation and should be used in 
preference to the original text.  However the use of a plot ratio, especially one lower than 
the historical figure recorded in the District, could be inconsistent with the more efficient 
use of land sought by national policies.  It could also leave the Council as a hostage to 
fortune in cases where it might be desirable to adopt a higher employment density and, as 
pointed up by a counter-objector, it begs the question whether urban and village 
employment sites should be developed to different environmental standards.  And, it 
disregards situations where off-site landscaping might be appropriate. 

4.27.11 I consider that GP.18 would not promote commercial development in the countryside at 
the expense of urban sites, lead to reductions in employment development or require 
further allocations.  But, it requires significant amendment to retain its objectives and rank 
as an effective instrument for development control. 

Recommendation: 
4.27.12 I recommend that:- 

4.27.13 Policy GP.18 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Employment development permitted in the countryside or adjacent to the built-up 
areas of settlements will be expected to provide extensive landscaping to mitigate 
any adverse visual effects, and planning conditions may be imposed or obligations 
sought to secure those objectives. 

4.27.14 Paragraph 4.46 be modified by replacing the second sentence as follows: 

Where employment development is found acceptable outside built-up areas it is 
often important to ensure that it is accompanied by landscaping on and around the 
site, and sometimes away from the site, to protect the visual and rural amenities of 
the locality.  This may mean that in some instances the proportion of the site covered 
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by buildings and car parks could be lower than the historic figure for the District, 
and the site coverage ratio applying within settlements. 

 

 

4.28 OM402 Policy Omission: Home-working & Tele-working 
Objector: 

 DD0014 Orange Personal Communications 

Principal Issue: 
Whether there should be a policy on home-based working and tele-working. 4.28.1 

4.28.2 

4.28.3 

4.28.4 

4.28.5 

4.28.6 

4.28.7 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council propose PC 4.6 in response to this objection, introducing an additional 
paragraph and policy after policy GP.18, recognising the benefits of and offering qualified 
support for home and tele-working. 

The suggested inclusion of this additional policy and text in the section of the Plan dealing 
with Employment Site Development Densities is a little curious; the section dealing with 
Change of Use of Residential Accommodation seems a more obvious destination.  
Nevertheless, while the suggested text causes me no concern, the proposed policy is 
flawed in that it is a statement of intent concerning an activity which, if pursued by the 
occupier of the dwelling or on a de minimus basis, does not require planning permission.  
The policy continues by introducing matters, eg health and safety, which are controlled by 
other legislation. 

Should the nature or scale of use be adjudged to require planning permission, it can be 
adequately controlled by policy GP.7 as recommended to be modified. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the introduction of additional supplementary text asserting the 
Council’s support for home and tele-working, and confirming that when undertaken by the 
occupier of the premises or on a de minimus basis it does not require planning permission. 

The Plan be not modified in accordance with PC.4.6. 

 

TRANSPORT (GENERAL) 
 

4.29 Policy GP.19: Key Transport Targets 
Supporters: 

 DD1723 Aylesbury Vale Friends of the Earth 
 DD2776 C Cumming 
 DD2804 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD4258 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 
 DD4319 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD6594 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0940 K W Miller  DD1002 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0941 K W Miller  DD1346 B and S A Robson 
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 DD2632 G Shaw  DD1363 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD2901 Stone with Bishopstone & 

Hartwell Parish Council  DD1364 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD4320 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 

 DD5846 J W Horne  DD1365 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD6412 W W H Carlyle 

 DD6413 W W H Carlyle  DD1366 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD6414 W W H Carlyle 

 DD6415 W W H Carlyle  DD1579 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group  DD7248 GOSE 

 DD7297 Highways Agency  DD1724 Aylesbury Vale Friends of 
the Earth  DD7495 Thames Valley CCI 

 DD2492 British Waterways 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 4.8): 
CO0054 Wendover Society 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy conflicts with GP.18 4.29.1 

4.29.2 

4.29.3 

4.29.4 

4.29.5 

4.29.6 

4.29.7 

4.29.8 

4.29.9 

4.29.10 

4.29.11 

4.29.12 

4.29.13 

4.29.14 

4.29.15 

Whether rail services should be restored north of Aylesbury. 

Whether traffic management measures for the Link Roads need defining. 

Whether the strategic highway network (SHN) should be shown on the Proposals Map and 
include the Link Roads. 

Whether short stay parking should be preferred to long stay in b). 

Whether there should be support for water-borne transport. 

Whether HGVs should be mentioned in d). 

Whether there should be more positive proposals for better public transport. 

Whether an additional criterion should acknowledge the role of limited rural development 
in maintaining facilities in such areas. 

Whether there should be a clear policy objective to minimise car use. 

Whether there was a real need for new roads as opposed to public transport improvements 
or more intensive development. 

Whether the policy conformed with PPG 13. 

Whether investment in better public transport, cycling and walking should precede parking 
reductions. 

Whether the Proposed Change would make any difference to parking conditions in 
Wendover. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.19 is intended to provide the base-line policy link between the objectives and targets of 
the transport strategy and the Council’s approach to planning applications.  Amendments 
were put forward in PC4.8 and FPC29.01-02 to address the points made by British 
Waterways, the Highway Agency and the Wendover Society.  Many of the objections 
concerned matters of detail or location that are not apposite in this general statement of 
principle.  Some may be reasonably inferred in the policy wording and from the integrated 
transport strategy and the underlying theme of the Plan, and others are dealt with 
elsewhere. 
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4.29.16 I find no conflict with GP.18.  The reference to the Strategic Highway Network is 
confusing because it is not otherwise explained in the Plan.  As it does not reflect a 
statutory function of the Council and does not include the Link Roads, there is no 
important reason for it or them to be highlighted or illustrated on the Proposals Map, 
especially if the alignment of the latter were to change before construction.  In the context 
of the Development Strategy I do not see how new road construction can be avoided but 
there are complementary intentions to improve the public transport system, and briefs for 
the MDAs will no doubt take on board PPG3 advice in relation to building densities. 

The timing of changes to different elements of the transport strategy will largely depend 
on factors that will be decided under other policies of the Plan and by other agencies.  I 
think it unnecessary for GP.19 to go into more detail.  However, I consider that it would 
benefit from a clearer statement of intent.  As worded, the blending together of different 
aspects of land-use/transport planning tends to reduce the crucial purposes of this 
important policy.  A reconstruction would also provide the opportunity to incorporate the 
essence of relevant guidance of PPG13.  It seems to me that identifying certain basic aims 
would provide a better focus for the broader policy objectives and the development of 
other related policies. 

4.29.17 

4.29.18 

4.30.1 

4.30.2 

4.30.3 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.19 be modified by rewording as follows:- 

The Council will take the following key factors into account in assessing the 
transport implications of development proposals: 

a) the need to reduce car usage; 

b) the need to promote the availability and use of convenient and safe public 
transport, cycling and walking opportunities; 

c) the need to reduce car parking associated with new development, and in town 
centres; 

d) the need for traffic management measures to improve environmental standards; 

e) the need to create better and safer conditions for all road users. 

 
 

4.30 Paragraph 4.50: Traffic in Towns and the Rural Areas 
Objector: 

 DD2615 Thames Valley Police 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to footpath and cycleway design and safety. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The paragraph introduces the Council’s objective of reducing the number of vehicle 
journeys.  It would be inappropriate to refer to detailed design or safety considerations in 
this policy preamble.  

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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4.31 Policy GP.20: Traffic in Towns and the Rural Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD0930 K W Miller 
 DD0993 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0994 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0995 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1367 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1593 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2777 C Cumming 
 DD2865 Councillor J G Puddefoot 
 DD2871 Councillor P Vernon 
 DD4259 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 
 DD5619 Mrs S Cotton 
 DD6416 W W H Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD0928 K W Miller 
 DD0929 K W Miller 
 DD1114 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1485 C Hitchens 
 DD1512  AVALC 
 DD1581 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2615 Thames Valley Police 
 DD2633 G Shaw 
 DD2902 Stone with Bishopstone & 

Hartwell Parish Council 
 DD4269 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 
 DD7496 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should require new roads to precede house building and if measures 
should be developed to relieve traffic in Bierton. 

4.31.1 

4.31.2 

4.31.3 

4.31.4 

4.31.5 

4.31.6 

4.31.7 

4.31.8 

4.31.9 

4.31.10 

4.31.11 

Whether the policy should include reducing school runs by car. 

Whether the policy would work against rural residents because of a lack of affordable, 
frequent public transport. 

Whether reference should be made to footpath and cycleway design and security. 

Whether home zones should be introduced and speed limits reduced in villages. 

Whether parking restrictions would create problems for villages with poor public transport 
links and increase development pressure in those with them. 

Whether bus lanes were proposed and how HGV traffic would be managed. 

Whether investment in better public transport, cycling and walking should precede parking 
reductions. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Many objectors reiterated concerns raised in response to GP.19 and, once again, sought to 
include matters of detail already subsumed in GP.20.  Indeed, GP.20 itself seeks to 
develop the detail of a number of the points of principle from the preceding policy but it is 
not easy to imagine how such support for actions by other agencies will be translated into 
land-use policies other than for those with site-specific implications. 

The implementation of most of the traffic restraint and management measures in sections 
a) - e) of GP.20 is impractical within the planning system, as the Council recognises in 
paragraphs 187-192 of CD13.  Similar difficulties arise with issues like improving public 
transport reliability, managing HGVs, reducing road speeds and effecting road 
improvements. 

GP.20 is a valid expression of corporate intent and it seems to me that if the Council 
adopts policy GP.19 as recommended it would also achieve this end, with a commitment 
to supporting sustainable transport initiatives.  Where appropriate, relevant objectives can 
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be integrated with site-specific allocations but I consider that GP.20 as drafted is not a 
suitable general policy for the Plan because it has no direct land-use application. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.20. 4.31.12 

4.32.1 

4.32.2 

 

 

4.32 Paragraph 4.51: New Development 
Inspector’s Note 
An uncontentious ORC added a new sentence at the beginning of Paragraph 4.51. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with ORC30.05 

 
 

4.33.1 

4.33 New Paragraph 4.51A 
Inspector’s Note 
A new paragraph was proposed concerning Travel Plans (ORC 30.06).  I see no need to 
refer to County Council practice and suggest the text simply echoes the point of paragraph 
89 of PPG13, viz: 

Travel Plans provide an opportunity for difficulties associated with increased traffic 
levels to be addressed prior to development.  The requirement for a Travel Plan will 
depend on the scale and type of development but such a plan will be expected in 
support of planning applications for all proposals with significant transport 
implications or to tackle a particular local traffic problem. 

 
 

4.34 Policy GP.21: New Development 
Supporters: 

 DD0927 K W Miller 
 DD0989 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0990 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0991 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0992 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1327 B and S A Robson 
 DD1368 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1369 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1370 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1594 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
  

Objectors:
 DD0924 K W Miller 
 DD0925 K W Miller 
 DD0926 K W Miller 
 DD1285 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD2420 Old Road Securities plc 

 DD6248 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 
 DD6295 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6417 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6418 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6419 W W H Carlyle 
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 DD7249 GOSE  DD7298 Highways Agency 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.9): 
CO0118 G Aylett 
CO0149 M J L Evans 
CO0229 Berryfields Consortium 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the highway network should be clarified by means of a map 4.34.1 

4.34.2 

4.34.3 

4.34.4 

4.34.5 

4.34.6 

4.34.7 

4.34.8 

4.34.9 

4.34.10 

4.34.11 

4.34.12 

4.34.13 

4.34.14 

4.34.15 

4.34.16 

Whether new roads should be developed before new houses and other buildings 

Whether the policy resolve should be more positive. 

Whether criterion a) was too broad and should be qualified pragmatically. 

Whether the policy was drawn too widely and should apply only to major developments. 

Whether criterion a) was outside the scope of Circulars 11/95 and 1/97. 

Whether the policy should address wider issues of housing density and car parking 
reductions. 

Whether the policy should require developers to demonstrate the acceptability of their 
projects by means of Transport Assessments (Traffic Impact Assessments). 

Whether the Change applied the policy to the wider highway network. 

Whether the policy duplicated GP.19 and GP.26. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A number of these objections were related to expressions of general support and focussed 
on the development of allocated sites, and changes were proposed to meet their points and 
other criticisms. 

As I see it, GP.21 is not well explained by paragraph 4.51.  It purports to set out the 
highway and traffic considerations that will be applied to planning applications.  This is 
fair enough but the justification concentrates on safe roads in pleasant settings and is quite 
silent about the public transport, car parking and servicing topics mentioned in the policy.  
The Change to paragraph 4.51 improves the position marginally. 

There would also be difficulties in implementing certain sections of the policy especially 
in its revised form.  Most proposals will have no public transport implications and even for 
those that may it would be inappropriate to make their provision a requirement of 
permission.  A phrase like the ‘local highway network’ is vague and it is not clear how the 
reference to car parking relates to the requirements of GP.26. 

The policy objectives of GP.21 are sound and it is mainly a question of redrafting to 
ensure that it can be confidently understood and applied.  This would meet or overcome 
the objections raised.  There might be circumstances under which Transport Assessments 
would be justified but I am not persuaded that the policy has to refer to them because they 
could simply be requested as and when conditions required, or look at wider aspects of 
housing density and the style of development.  It would be correct to add a reference about 
Travel Plans and I suggest a more economical form of words than the change proposed. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.21 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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In considering the highway aspects of planning applications the Council will have 
regard to: 

a) the need to secure public transport links and improvements related to the 
development; 

b) the need for safe and convenient access for road users, including cyclists, 
pedestrians and disabled persons; 

c) the adequacy of the highway network involved; 

d) the requisite level of car parking; and 

e) the contents of any associated Travel Plan and the need to secure those 
benefits by means of planning conditions or obligations. 

The preamble be amended to reflect these criteria and avoid reference to aesthetic 
considerations, which are not addressed by the policy. 

4.34.17 

4.35.1 

4.35.2 

4.35.3 

4.35.4 

4.35.5 

 
 

4.35 Policy GP.22: New Development 
Objectors: 

 DD0547 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7107 Environment Agency 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.10): 
 CO0038 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should refer to proposed internal roads and road drainage systems. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Proposed Change met the first objection and the reference to infrastructure is broad 
enough to cover drainage.  However, the inflexible wording of this policy would leave the 
Council at the mercy of others’ judgements.  Planning permission might have to be 
refused for a good scheme that did not meet the standards of an outside agency (with 
which the Council might not agree).  This could be overcome by adapting GP.21, as 
recommended. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.22. 

An additional criterion be added to policy GP.21 as recommended as follows: 

f) the satisfactory design and layout of any proposed road system. 

 
 

4.36 Policy GP.23: New Development 
Objectors: 

 DD0548 Howard Hutton & 
Associates 

 DD0640 HBF 

 DD0942 K W Miller 
 DD1003 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1342 B and S A Robson 

 90



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

 DD1371 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1580 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD1635 Defence Estate South East 
& Germany 

 DD2493 British Waterways 
 DD6420 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6558 Carrington Estates 
 DD7076 Aylesbury Society 

Principal Issues: 
Whether funds should be received before development commences. 4.36.1 

4.36.2 

4.36.3 

4.36.4 

4.36.5 

4.36.6 

4.36.7 

4.36.8 

4.36.9 

4.37.1 

Whether there should be a mechanism for the management of monies. 

Whether the policy complied with Circular 1/97. 

Whether the policy duplicated GP.21 

Whether there should be a reference to towpath funding. 

Whether public transport funding should be a public rather than developer’s responsibility. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
There is no reason why the Plan should not signal an intention by the Council to seek 
planning obligations, which can include financial contributions, where conditions might 
not be effective in securing relevant planning objectives and advantages fairly related to 
development.  However, I consider it unacceptable for this policy to require developers to 
pay for public works without any regard for whether their projects have a connection with 
the benefits sought, are reasonable planning benefits or, indeed, whether the works 
involved are reasonable planning considerations. 

How any commuted payments might be received or managed are not questions for the 
policy and how the market might react in terms of house pricing is also outside its scope.  
Circular 1/97 sets out the circumstances in which planning obligations may be sought and, 
whilst I see no conflict with GP.21, in its present form the policy does not conform to 
Circular advice and needs redrafting. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.23 be modified by rewording as follows:- 

In granting permission for development likely to impact upon the transport system the 
Council may impose conditions or seek planning obligations including, where appropriate,
financial contributions by developers, to secure the provision or improvement of
relevant public transport facilities, cycle and footways, and other transport infrastructure. 
 

 

4.37 Paragraph 4.52 and Policy GP.24: New Development 
Objector: 

 DD2617 Thames Valley Police 

Principal Issues: 
Whether all parking should be on-plot or, if not, whether criteria for parking courts should 
be included. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I am surprised that the topic of parking courts is regarded as sufficiently important to 
justify a policy, even if they were to become more common in higher density schemes.  I 
would have thought that ordinary planning practice, in conjunction with supplementary 
guidance and police consultation, would be adequate to remedy deficient layouts. 

4.37.2 

4.37.3 

4.37.4 

4.37.5 

4.37.6 

4.38.1 

4.38.2 

4.38.3 

The Council acknowledged that parking courts can be unneighbourly and insecure and 
proposed a Change indicating that where they were necessary, exceptionally, certain 
design standards should be observed.  I remain unconvinced that the Council itself cannot 
deal with the topic satisfactorily when negotiating and considering housing layouts or that 
GP.24 represents a significant planning interest. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by deleting policy GP.24; 

If policy GP.24 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows; 

Communal parking areas should be located conveniently for the dwellings they are 
intended to serve and should have regard in their design and layout for the visual 
characteristics and security of the area and the residential amenities of nearby 
occupiers. 

 
 

4.38 Policy GP.25: Traffic Management 
Supporters: 

 DD0923 K W Miller 
 DD1372 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1595 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6421 W W H Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD0219 Mr & Mrs P A Pryce 
 DD0549 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1659 M J Cleary 
 DD1719 Mr & Mrs P G Hazle 
 DD1774 Mrs F P Scott 
 DD1776 Mr & Mrs R Vine 
 DD1778 Mrs A M McNeill 

 DD5876 R Lee 
 DD6356 B Hilliard 
 DD6359 P and D Winwright 
 DD6362 S John 
 DD6957 B Smith 
 DD7437 J Blackmore & R Lynn 
 DD7497 Thames Valley CCI 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.11): 
 CO0039 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 4.11): 
 CO0160 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
Whether a bypass should be provided or a weight restriction applied through Bedgrove 
and signage introduced to deter MDA traffic. 

Whether the policy was an aspiration. 

Whether conflicts reduced on the A41(T) would be transferred to the link roads. 
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4.38.4 Whether the policy should deter car journeys and promote other modes of transport. 

Whether further traffic management measures should be shelved unless the objectives 
were achievable. 

4.38.5 

4.38.6 

4.38.7 

4.38.8 

4.39.1 

4.39.2 

4.39.3 

4.39.4 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Most of these objectors were worried about traffic effects in Bedgrove but this general 
policy is not concerned with specific sites or locations, nor is it intended to deal with 
particular highway problems. 

The commentator who described the statement as an aspiration is correct.  Even as a 
desirable aim of corporate policy it has no land-use function in its original or changed 
form.  It is clear from the reasoned justification that the measures referred to are 
administered and implemented by highway and transport authorities and not private 
developers.  It should hardly need saying in a local plan that the Council will support those 
authorities’ measures to improve safety and convenience for road users.  However, 
notwithstanding the changes proposed I find insufficient planning justification for 
retaining GP.25. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.25. 

 
 

4.39 Paragraphs 4.56, 4.57 and 4.58: Car Parking Guidelines 
Objectors: 

 DD7983 Highways Agency 
 DD2619 Thames Valley Police 

Principal Issues: 
Whether a ‘gradual’ approach over a long period was appropriate. 

Whether the safety of parking areas and transport systems should be considerations. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these issues under GP.26 below. 

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

 
 

4.40 Policy GP.26: Car Parking Guidelines 
Supporters: 

 DD1140 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1725 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2618 Thames Valley Police 
 DD4332 Milton Keynes Council 

Objectors:
 DD0386 Cllr B M Griffin 
 DD0550 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 

 DD0678 E G Clarke 
 DD0943 K W Miller 
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 DD1031 Carter Commercial 
Developments Ltd 

 DD1331 B and S A Robson 
 DD1373 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1374 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1473 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1474 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1513 AVALC 
 DD1929 Taywood Homes 
 DD2358 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD2691 Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 
 DD4218 Haddenham Protection 

Society 

 DD4270 Dinton with Ford & Upton 
Parish Council 

 DD4311 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4360 Liz Tubb 
 DD6422 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6423 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6522 W W H Carlyle 
` DD6523 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6634 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust 
 DD6640 McCarthy & Stone 

(Developments) Ltd 
 DD6787 Bellway plc 
 DD6819 Mrs J C Stevens 
 DD6826 J R Stevens 
 DD6958 B Smith 
 DD7250 GOSE 
 DD7299 Highways Agency 
 DD7498 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should be simplified by reference to current standards. 4.40.1 

4.40.2 

4.40.3 

4.40.4 

4.40.5 

4.40.6 

4.40.7 

4.40.8 

4.40.9 

4.40.10 

4.40.11 

4.40.12 

4.40.13 

4.40.14 

4.40.15 

4.40.16 

4.40.17 

Whether the policy conflicted with GP.28 and GP.18. 

Whether criteria a) and d) should be deleted. 

Whether the parking standards were realistic. 

Whether outlying villagers would be disadvantaged. 

Whether the policy would simply encourage more people to travel to Milton Keynes. 

Whether another criterion should allow for further flexibility according to circumstances. 

Whether the safety of parking and transport systems should be a relevant criterion. 

Whether full on-site provision should be required in rural locations. 

Whether ‘gradually’ was unclear. 

Whether the parking standards should make special provision for sheltered housing. 

Whether the policy was flawed from the start. 

Whether parties affected by parking requirements should be consulted first. 

Whether the parking standards went against the aim of criterion a). 

Whether a ‘gradual’ reduction over a long period reflected advice in PPG 13. 

Whether the policy was premature in advance of alternative modes of travel and if 
reductions in standards should be subject to public consultation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.26 is part of a significant two-stage process.  The first part deals with the approach 
adopted by the Council in developing a strategy for car parking associated with 
development.  The second is concerned with the detailed parking standards applying to 
different categories of development.  The nature of the objections fall between those 
concerned with the generality of the policy and its relationship with other proposals, and 
those seeking to influence the standards themselves.  A range of changes was proposed 
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before and during the inquiry.  More recently the Government has published the latest 
version of PPG13. 

GP.26 creates the link between the parking needs of development and the sustainable 
objectives of the Plan, and it needs to be direct and robust but not over-prescriptive.  As 
currently drafted, I think it is less than clear in representing exactly how the Council will 
construct its parking guidelines, and it could be simplified.  The key aspects of national 
advice are a limitation on parking levels, with flexibility for special circumstances and a 
balance in town centres to avoid investment disincentives.  I see no reason why GP.26 
cannot anticipate an intention to lower parking requirements over the Plan period, 
although it should avoid arbitrary percentages that could be the subject of much 
unproductive argument at planning appeals.  I also consider that site-specific references 
should be restricted to the locational sections of the Plan. 

4.40.18 

4.40.19 

4.40.20 

4.40.21 

4.40.22 

4.40.23 

I find no conflict with GP18 or GP.28, which deal with different development contexts.  
Subject to rewording of the policy, I think that none of the general objections vitiate its 
importance although they do raise some valid arguments and in the form recommended 
below a number of the points made would be satisfied.  It would be better to refer to 
guidelines produced as Supplementary Planning Guidance, as referred to in paragraph 
4.57, so that subsequent revisions do not require a review of the Plan. 

As far as the amendments sought to the detailed standards in Appendix A are concerned, a 
reduced standard is set out in schedule 3.1 v) and vi) for elderly persons’ homes and 
sheltered housing schemes.  The introduction to the standards and the coda to the 
residential schedule indicate that the parking requirements associated with this particular 
kind of accommodation will be applied flexibly.  This would provide the opportunity for 
tailored solutions to the circumstances of individual developments and the Plan need go 
into no greater detail. 

Paragraph 4.59 is oddly positioned after GP.26 and its syntax is confusing.  I do not 
understand its purpose or how it would be applied and it seems to me to contain too many 
variables.  If it is retained it should precede the policy and clarify the status of the   
‘Parking Guidelines’ and the Parking Standards in Appendix 6 until the latter are 
overtaken.  If the Parking Standards are expected to change during the life of the Plan, my 
preference would be for Appendix 6 to be withdrawn and republished as Supplementary 
Planning Guidance after adjustment in accordance with Annex D of PPG13. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.26 be modified by rewording as follows:- 

New development will be required to provide vehicular parking in accordance with 
the Council’s operative guidelines published as supplementary planning guidance. 

These guidelines are intended to promote more sustainable transport options and 
will establish maximum levels of parking appropriate to the scale, type and location 
of development.  In applying the guidelines the Council will have regard to the 
requirements of disabled people and those occupying specialised accommodation, 
and the need to maintain the vitality and viability of town centres. 

During the period of the Plan the Council will review and may revise the parking 
guidelines in order to enhance the objectives of reducing car usage and traffic 
growth, and easing congestion. 
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4.40.24 The reasoned justification be suitably amended, without reference to specific numerical 
standards or aims or commuted sums. 

Appendix 6 be deleted and re-issued in conformity with PPG13, Annex D, as 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

4.40.25 

4.41.1 

4.41.2 

4.41.3 

4.42.1 

4.42.2 

4.42.3 

 

 

4.41 Paragraph 4.59: Car Parking Guidelines 
Objector: 

 DD0551 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether guidance should be given on how to assess the accessibility of development. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I commented on paragraph 4.59 in relation to GP.26 above. 

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

 
 

4.42 Policy GP.27 and Paragraph 4.61: Buses 
Supporters: 

 DD0922 K W Miller 
 DD0988 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1158 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1398 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1597 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD1728 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2487 Weston Turville Parish 

Council 
 DD2748  Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD6447 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7499 Thames Valley CCI 

Objectors: 
 DD0308 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1069 Ramblers Association 
 DD1109 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1472 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1502 AVALC 
 DD1514 AVALC 
 DD1636 Defence Estates South 

East & Germany 

 DD1930 Taywood Homes 
 DD2130 CLA 
 DD2368 McCann Homes 
 DD2634 G Shaw 
 DD4312 Hawes & Webb 
 DD5890 R G K Wells 
 DD6521 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7077 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7251 GOSE

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.12): 
 CO0098 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether financial contributions should be secured by legal agreements. 

Whether bus services through Bierton should be improved and be separate from any Park-
and–Ride service. 

Whether the policy was too weak. 
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4.42.4 Whether the policy would reduce car usage. 

Whether bus hours should be extended. 4.42.5 

4.42.6 

4.42.7 

4.42.8 

4.42.9 

4.42.10 

4.42.11 

Whether rural development could afford to subsidise rural public transport. 

Whether the policy would produce efficient, flexible and affordable bus services. 

Whether the policy responsibility should fall on the County Council and not developers. 

Whether the policy was contrary to Circular 1/97 and ignored the role of Local Transport 
Plans. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Two changes were proposed referring to urban bus services in the policy and the Local 
Transport Plan at the end of paragraph 4.61.  In my opinion they do nothing to improve 
the missing land use purpose of GP.27.  As an understandable expression of corporate 
intent its only function in relation to planning applications is in the possibility of financial 
contributions.  Even in those cases official guidance in Circular 1/97 suggests that relevant 
contributions are those needed from a practical point of view and I think it is doubtful that 
the provision of an independent operator’s bus service would be regarded as an 
appropriate planning benefit.  The objectives could be achieved through the operation of 
GP.22. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.27 and its 
justification. 

 

 

4.43 Policy GP.28: Rail 
Supporters: 

 DD0038 Oxon & Bucks Rural 
Action Committee 

 DD0070 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0071 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0921 K W Miller 
 DD0986 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD0987 Mrs V L Miller 

 DD1070 Ramblers Association  
 DD1596 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD1729 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD4219 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD6211 Railtrack Property (Town 

Planning) 
 DD7500 Thames Valley CCI

Objectors: 
 DD0552 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1335 B and S A Robson 
 DD1394 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1395 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1396 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1397 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD2692 Friends of the Vale of 
Aylesbury 

 DD4220 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD5891 R G K Wells 
 DD6443 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6444 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6445 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6446 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7252 GOSE 
 DD7549 John Bercow MP 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was land-use based. 4.43.1 

4.43.2 

4.43.3 

4.43.4 

4.43.5 

4.43.6 

4.43.7 

4.43.8 

4.43.9 

4.43.10 

4.44.1 

Whether rail routes with redevelopment potential should be regarded as primary transport 
corridors. 

Whether primary public transport rail and bus corridors should be shown on a map, with 
protected locations for stations. 

Whether rail services should be extended north of Aylesbury. 

Whether the policy should be strengthened. 

Whether a station should be supported at Stoke Mandeville hospital. 

Whether the policy should make provision for additional station stops. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Irrespective of the objections, this is clearly not a land-use policy and it should be deleted. 

I deal with site specific issues elsewhere in my report. 
 
Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.28 

 

 

4.44 Policy GP.29: Rail 
Supporters: 

 DD0031 Oxon & Bucks Rural 
Action Committee 

 DD0036 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0679 E G Clarke 
 DD0920 K W Miller 
 DD1032 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 
 DD1051 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes Ltd 
 DD1071 Ramblers Association 
 DD1139 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD2195 Eastern Generation 

 DD2424 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2486 Weston Turville Parish 

Council 
 DD2801 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD4221 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4333 Milton Keynes Council 
 DD5925 A Dickens 
 DD6212 Railtrack Property (Town 

Planning) 
 DD7011  Buckingham Business 

Club 
 DD7501 Thames Valley CCI

Objectors: 
 DD0553 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1314* Sustrans 
 DD1707 Banner Homes & Trustees 

of H C Stock Dec'd 
 DD2693 Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 
 *objection withdrawn  

 DD4222 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD4280 New Leys Consortium 
 DD5612 S W Davies 
 DD5892 R G K Wells 
 DD7827 John Bercow MP 
 
 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the opening sentence was a policy. 
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4.44.2 Whether the former railway line between Aylesbury and Cheddington should be protected 
from further development. 

Whether a station site should be reserved at Stoke Mandeville. 4.44.3 

4.44.4 

4.44.5 

4.44.6 

4.44.7 

4.44.8 

4.44.9 

4.44.10 

Whether the policy should include securing developer contributions for the re-opening of 
the Quainton/Calvert-Aylesbury line. 

Whether the policy should recognise development opportunities arising from the rail link. 

Whether more should be done to promote the use of integrated public transport. 

Whether the policy should promote the re-opening of the railway north of Aylesbury and 
mini stations on the line north of Haddenham. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
There is no reason why the Council cannot indicate its enthusiasm for rail transport in the 
Plan but unless it can be converted into a meaningful policy for planning applicants and 
planning decision makers it should be confined to the reasoned justification in support of 
land-use policies.  In the case of GP.29 the first sentence is statement of intent and the 
only connection with day to day planning is the reference to environmental safeguards for 
affected properties.  The second sentence has clearer land-use implications for 
development proposals. 

What the policy has to do is provide protection for rail routes that can be realistically 
anticipated as firm transport options through national imperatives or programmed 
investment in Transport Plans.  To go further could have the effect of introducing 
uncertainty, blighting land and raising issues of compensation.  Unless the individual lines 
and locations referred to by the objectors can be confidently identified as rail development 
opportunities they should not form part of the policy.  There is little point in elevating 
peoples’ hopes about former lines that have been ploughed over for many years.  Other 
considerations raised are too broad for the policy objectives, which could be expressed 
more directly. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.29 be modified as follows: 

The Council will resist development that might prejudice the use of the rail route 
running through the district between Bicester and Bletchley, and the northward link 
from Aylesbury, by passenger and freight services.  In considering proposals for any 
associated rail development the Council will have particular regard to the amenities 
of occupiers close to the route. 

 
 

4.45 Policy GP.30: Rail 
Supporters: 

 DD0065-66 Oxon & Bucks Rural 
Action Committee 

 DD0072 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0073 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 
 DD0680 E G Clarke 

 DD0919 K W Miller 
 DD1033 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 
 DD1072 Ramblers Association 
 DD2196 Eastern Generation 
 DD2426 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD2715 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD2796 Lakeside Land Ltd 
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 DD5926 A Dickens  DD6213 Railtrack Property (Town 
Planning) 

Objectors: 
 DD4334 Milton Keynes Council 
 DD5893 R G K Wells 

Principal Issues: 
Whether developer funding should be sought to secure re-opening of lines. 4.45.1 

4.45.2 

4.45.3 

4.45.4 

4.45.5 

4.45.6 

4.45.7 

4.45.8 

4.45.9 

Whether the policy should refer to the route north of Aylesbury and fuller use of the line 
through Haddenham. 

Whether extra rail parking provision should be made at Winslow. 

Whether land should be safeguarded for a station at Newton Longville. 

Whether more should be done to promote the use of public transport. 

Whether more stations should be built. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Most of these points arose from supporting commentaries.  I deal with objections 
proposing development at Newton Longville in Part 2 of my report.  However, in principle 
I agree that it would be inappropriate to identify a station at Newton Longville if the 
planning brief indicates that development there would be generally within Milton Keynes. 
I see no case for showing stations for which there may be no foreseeable economic 
development prospects.  The detail of how stations would be financed and what parking 
should accompany them are matters to be decided at the time when applications are made. 

The Council proposed a minor change.  I think the policy may need to be recast because it 
only seeks to protect interests that, apart from Winslow, have no other expression in the 
Plan.  If the sites are shown on the Proposals Map as viable and realistic land-use 
proposals that deserve safeguarding, the policy wording ought to reflect this. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.30 be modified as follows: 

Provision is made for railway stations on sites defined on the Proposals Map at 
Winslow, Quainton and Calvert.  The Council will resist development that would 
prejudice station schemes or related rail transport proposals for these sites. 

 
 

4.46.1 

4.46 Policy GP.31: Taxi Services 
Inspector’s Note 
No objections were made to this policy but I have no hesitation in saying that as it deals 
only with the management of road space and achieves nothing in planning terms, it is 
entirely inappropriate in a local plan and should be removed. 
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4.47 Paragraph 4.70: Walking and Cycling 
Supporters: 

 DD2291 Bucks County Council 

Objectors: 
 DD2292 Bucks County Council 
 DD2635 G Shaw 
 DD2749 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD2832 Buckingham Society 

Principal Issues: 
Whether more emphasis should be given to the priority need for the Stoke Hammond 
bypass. 

4.47.1 

4.47.2 

4.47.3 

4.47.4 

4.48.1 

4.48.2 

4.48.3 

Whether the Buckingham links in the national cycle network should be included. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Proposed Change meets the point about the Buckingham-Winslow link.  This section 
has no connection with the bypass and it would be the wrong place to refer to it. 
 
Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.70 be modified in accordance with PC 4.13. 

 

 

4.48 Policies GP.32 - GP.34: Walking and Cycling 
Supporters: 

 DD0915 K W Miller 
 DD0916 K W Miller 
 DD0917 K W Miller 
 DD1292 Sustrans 
 DD1293 Sustrans 
 DD1294 Sustrans 
 DD1731 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2793 Lakeside Land Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD0118  Cheddington Parish 

Council 
 DD0641 HBF 
 DD1637 Defence Estates South 

East & Germany 
 DD1732 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2903 Stone with Bishopstone & 

Hartwell Parish Council 
 DD4272 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 

 DD5620 Mrs S A Cotton 
 DD7436 J Blackmore & R Lynn 
 DD7732  Cheddington Parish 

Council 
 DD7733  Cheddington Parish 

Council 
 DD7809 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 
 DD7810 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council

Principal Issues: 
Whether cycleway and footway links should be provided between villages. 

Whether secure cycle parking should be provided. 

Whether the policy needed strengthening by separating cycleway/footways from roads. 
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4.48.4 Whether more cycleway provision should be made, particularly from the A418 to the 
A41(T). 

Whether GP.32 duplicated GP.21 and was contrary to Circular 1/97. 4.48.5 

4.48.6 

4.48.7 

4.48.8 

4.48.9 

4.48.10 

4.48.11 

4.48.12 

4.49.1 

4.49.2 

Whether shared paths were satisfactory. 

Whether cycleways through Bierton needed improving 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these policies together.  Cycling is a central component of a sustainable 
transport policy.  The underpinning purpose of these general policies is warranted but 
unless there are explicit proposals for a cycle network or links in the Plan the detailed 
references sought by objectors would be inappropriate. 

It is true that there is some repetition of GP.21 but I consider that there are contextual 
differences between the policies that justify this separate reference.  However, once again, 
policies GP.32-GP.34 mix statements of corporate intent with planning objectives.  Town 
planning is not meant to be a universal long-stop or cure-all and the Plan will not work 
unless it confines itself to rules that are capable of being applied to land-use applications.  
I commend an amalgamation and rewording of these policies for more effective use in 
planning practise.  I see no objection to the change proposed to paragraph 4.71. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policies GP.32, GP.33 and GP.34 be replaced with a single policy worded as follows: 

The Council will protect existing cycle routes from adverse effects of new 
development. 

In dealing with planning applications the Council will take into account the 
desirability of providing or improving cycle access and facilities, including cycle 
storage, and may impose conditions or seek obligations to secure such 
arrangements. 

Paragraph 4.71 be modified in accordance with ORC 36.01. 

 
 

4.49 Paragraph 4.73: Walking and Cycling 
Objector: 

 DD2494 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
Whether canal towpaths should be referred to, and developer funding for upgrading and 
maintenance. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Canal towpaths that form part of the pedestrian network will be covered by Paragraph 4.73 
and need no separate reference.  What responsibility a developer may be required to 
assume will depend on circumstances and should not be included in the reasoned 
justification. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 4.49.3 

4.50.1 

4.50.2 

4.50.3 

4.50.4 

4.50.5 

4.50.6 

4.50.7 

4.50.8 

4.50.9 

4.50.10 

 

 

4.50 Policies GP.35 – GP.36: Walking and Cycling 
Supporters: 

 DD0913 K W Miller 
 DD0914 K W Miller 
 DD1073 Ramblers Association 
 DD1931 Taywood Homes 
 DD1733 Aylesbury Vale FoE 

Objectors: 
 DD0554 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0642 HBF 
 DD1068 Ramblers Association 
 DD1350 B and S A Robson 
 DD1471 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1582 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD1734 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD4361 Liz Tubb 
 DD6520 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7435 J Blackmore & R Lynn 
 DD7541 M J Tubb 
 DD7734  Cheddington Parish 

Council 
 DD7735  Cheddington Parish 

Council 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.35 was land-use based. 

Whether better pedestrian provision was required. 

Whether pavements should be provided between the A418 and the A41(T). 

Whether cycleway and footway links should be provided between villages. 

Whether GP.36 duplicated GP.21 

Whether diverted routes should be no less direct or convenient. 

Whether GP.36 should include more detail about protecting pedestrian routes in the 
MDAs. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I treat these linked policies and objections together.  A minor and undisputed change was 
proposed to GP.36.  The tenor of my comments about cycling routes and facilities apply 
also to pedestrian access and convenience.  I think it would be unhelpful for the kind of 
detail sought by a number of the objectors to be included in the policy.  Notwithstanding 
the reference in GP.21 I see no objection to a bespoke policy for pedestrian routes.  
However, it is difficult to imagine what will be achieved by GP.35 through the exercise of 
development control.  In my view it should be removed from the Plan and GP.36 
reinforced to provide the Council with greater authority and control over development 
schemes. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.35; 
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4.50.11 Policy GP.36 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will safeguard existing pedestrian routes from adverse effects of new 
development. 

Development proposals should provide for direct, convenient and safe pedestrian 
movement and routes, connected where appropriate to the existing pedestrian 
network. 

In deciding planning applications the Council may impose conditions or seek 
obligations to secure the provision of new footpaths and the improvement of existing 
routes. 

4.50.12  Paragraph 4.73 be modified in accordance with PC 4.14. 

 
 

4.51 Paragraph 4.75: Motorways and Trunk Roads 
Objector: 

 DD7453 Mrs P D Green 

Principal Issue: 
Whether there should be a bypass for Aylesbury and other road and transport 
improvements. 

4.51.1 

4.51.2 

4.51.3 

4.52.1 

4.52.2 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
If the Highway Authority has no plan for an Aylesbury bypass, the Plan should contain no 
reference to it. 

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

 
 

4.52 Proposed New Paragraph 4.77A 
Inspector’s Note 
A Change (ORC 38.02) was proposed to include a new paragraph referring to the 
safeguarding of road lines not shown on the Proposals Map and indicating that such routes 
would be material considerations in dealing with applications affecting them.  I can see no 
purpose in this amendment.  The road lines concerned would remain a mystery to readers 
and they are not proposed for implementation during the currency of the Plan.  Moreover 
there is no policy expression of the additional statement.  If any new route were to be 
identified that warranted protection after adoption of the Plan, ordinary development 
control processes would ensure that it would be taken into account when applications are 
considered, until such time as the line can be included at a review of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in accordance with ORC 38.02. 
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4.53 Policy GP.37: Motorways and Trunk Roads 
Supporters: 

 DD0912 K W Miller 
 DD0984 Mrs V L Miller 

 DD1393 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1598 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2384 Hulcott Parish Council 

 DD2840 Mr and Mrs A Roberts 
 DD2895 Mr & Mrs N J Clark 
 DD6442 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7300 Highways Agency 
 DD7452 Mrs P D Green 
 DD7502 Thames Valley CCI

 

Objectors: 
 DD0132 Mrs C Paternoster 
 DD0309 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0985 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1515 AVALC 
 DD1735 Aylesbury Vale FoE 

 DD2484 Weston Turville Parish 
Council 

 DD2864 Councillor J G Puddefoot 
 DD2870 Councillor P Vernon 

Principal Issues: 
Whether there should be a bypass for Aylesbury linked to the Aston Clinton bypass. 4.53.1 

4.53.2 

4.53.3 

4.53.4 

4.53.5 

4.53.6 

4.53.7 

4.53.8 

4.53.9 

Whether the northern link should be omitted in order to avoid a through route. 

Whether the Aston Clinton bypass would create more traffic problems for Aylesbury. 

Whether bypassing should be achieved by traffic calming or a small-scale relief road. 

Whether the route should be changed to engage with the MDA. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Aston Clinton bypass is not something for which the Council has administrative or 
executive responsibility.  The route has been selected after public debate and construction 
commenced in 2002 so it is appropriate for the alignment to be shown on the Proposals 
Map.  It is not necessary for the Council’s support to be recorded, because this has no land 
use interpretation, but the Plan should protect the route from harmful development. 

Most questions raised by objectors are not related to the traffic difficulties of Aston 
Clinton, to which GP.37 relates.  To the extent that they do, the proper forum for their 
consideration would have been the inquiry into the bypass under the Highways Act. 

It is probable that the bypass will be at or nearing completion by the time the Plan reaches 
adoption, by which time GP.37 may be superfluous.  If it is to be retained, I recommend 
that it be re-drafted.  

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.37 be modified as follows: 

The approved route of the A41 (T) Aston Clinton Bypass is shown on the Proposals 
Map.  The Council will not grant planning permission for development that would 
be prejudicial to the construction of this road. 

 
 

4.54 Paragraph 4.79 (4.70): County Roads 
Objector: 

 DD4335 Milton Keynes Council 
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Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to access from the Stoke Hammond bypass to the 
Newton Leys development in Milton Keynes. 

4.54.1 

4.54.2 

4.54.3 

4.55.1 

4.55.2 

4.55.3 

4.55.4 

4.55.5 

4.55.6 

4.55.7 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
The Council spotted that the paragraph numbering needs amending.  The objection arose 
from a generally supporting commentary but I regard the point as not significant. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by numbering this paragraph 4.79. 

 
 

4.55 Policy GP.38: County Roads 
Supporters: 

 DD0910 K W Miller 
 DD0983 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1295 Sustrans  
 DD1392 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1599 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 
 DD2385 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD6441 W W H Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD1108 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1516 AVALC 
 DD7193 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 
 DD7253 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether traffic calming should be introduced in Bierton. 

Whether outward housing creep towards the lines of bypasses should be resisted. 

Whether more traffic improvements were required in Aylesbury. 

Whether the policy should refer to avoiding increased flood risks. 

Whether the policy was land-use based. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The points made in GP.38 are desirable aims that the Council will wish to establish with 
the LHA in negotiations about new County roads.  However they have no land-use 
application other than through planning proposals and decisions and it is improbable that 
private developers will put forward projects of the kind referred to in the policy.  In fact, 
by reference to the reasoned justification in paragraph 4.76, GP.38 only applies to bypass 
schemes.  I cannot see how the policy, the worded purpose of which is very elusive, 
addresses a land-use issue of such significance as to warrant inclusion. 

Apart from the point about drainage factors, none of the objections raised are directly 
relevant to the policy or its objectives.  My conclusion is that GP.38 is unnecessary but if 
it is retained it should be put more clearly. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.55.8 

4.55.9 

4.55.10 

4.56.1 

4.56.2 

4.56.3 

4.56.4 

4.56.5 

4.56.6 

4.56.7 

4.56.8 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.38. 

If policy GP.38 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows: 

The design of new road schemes should have regard to their effect on landscape, 
drainage, ecological and amenity interests.  In considering such applications the 
Council will resist layouts that attract extraneous traffic unrelated to local needs, 
and encourage complementary measures intended to reduce speed and improve 
safety and environmental conditions. 

 

 

4.56 Policy GP.39: County Roads 
Supporters: 

 DD2190 Bellway Homes 
 DD6836 City & St James Property Ltd 
 DD7503 Thames Valley CCI 

Objectors:
 DD0270 Cllr D J Rowlands 
 DD0944 K W Miller 
 DD0945 K W Miller 
 DD1107 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1296 Sustrans 
 DD1348 B and S A Robson 
 DD1469 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1517 AVALC 
 DD1583 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2257 Bucks County Council 
 DD2280 Bucks County Council 
 DD5714 Cllr A L Rowlands 
 DD6518 W W H Carlyle 

 DD7194 Bedford Group of 
Drainage Boards 

 DD7203 English Heritage 
 DD7243 County Archaeological 

Service

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.15): 
 CO0161 Thames Valley CCI 
 CO0186 Bellway Homes 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should protect the Bierton bypass and the proposed link roads 

Whether the Stoke Hammond and Linslade Western bypasses should be excluded. 

Whether more traffic improvements were required in Aylesbury. 

Whether the Winslow Inner Relief Road should be excluded. 

Whether reference should be made to access to the Newton Leys development in Milton 
Keynes. 

Whether the policy should refer to avoiding increased flood risks. 

Whether the policy should refer to any potential archaeological impact and evaluation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
PC4.15 deleted the reference to the Winslow Inner Relief Road (IRR), correctly in my 
view, because if there is no reasonable funding prospect it would be misleading to protect 
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the route.  A further amendment under FPC38.01 proposed to maintain the line of the IRR 
on the Proposals Map, and I consider this in Part 2 of my report under WI.9. 

If the Stoke Hammond and Linslade Western bypasses are firm proposals that are likely to 
proceed during the Plan period their protection and identification on the Proposals Map is 
justified.  The objectors’ points about detailed design considerations do not require 
specific reference and the policy objectives should not be extended to road schemes 
outside the LHA programme. 

4.56.9 

4.56.10 

4.57.1 

4.57.2 

4.57.3 

4.57.4 

4.57.5 

4.57.6 

4.57.7 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.39 be modified in accordance with PC 4.15. 

 
 

4.57 Policy GP.40: County Roads 
Objectors: 

 DD0946 K W Miller 
 DD1349 B and S A Robson 
 DD1470 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1584 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD2636 G Shaw 
 DD2694 Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 

 DD2750  Buckingham Town 
Council 

 DD2827 Buckingham Society 
 DD4223 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4271 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 
 DD6519 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7254 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the Strategic Highways Network (SHN) should be shown on a map. 

Whether ‘long distance’ should be deleted. 

Whether the policy was clear and practical. 

Whether the policy was land-use based. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
PC 4.8, in response to objections to GP.19, proposed an indicative map of the SHN.  I 
question the value of this Change.  The SHN is not a designation of the Plan nor do any 
policies follow directly from it. 

I disagree with the Council’s validation of GP.40 as a land-use policy.  How does the 
Council intend to apply GP.40 to normal day to day planning practice?  All that it says is 
that the County Council (not even the Local Highway Authority) will be encouraged to 
make Traffic Regulation Orders in certain, uncertain, circumstances.  It does not say that 
the Council itself will take any specific action on planning proposals, or provide guidance 
for users of the Plan.  I do not mean to be unduly critical but if the Plan and its policies are 
to command confidence and respect they must have some relevance to the interaction 
between the public, developers and development proposals.  GP.40 does none of these 
things.  I find no case for revisions arising from the other objections that would make the 
policy acceptable. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.40. 
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4.58 Policy GP.41: Roadside Services 
Objectors: 

 DD1518 AVALC  
 DD0555 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7255 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether spelling and grammatical corrections should be made. 4.58.1 

4.58.2 

4.58.3 

4.58.4 

4.58.5 

4.58.6 

4.58.7 

4.59.1 

4.59.2 

Whether the scale of facilities should be regulated. 

Whether the policy function was clear. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I am not sure what this policy is intended to achieve.  Although GP.41 purports to deal 
with roadside services it makes no special point about them.  All proposals should be 
considered in the light of the design (and other germane) criteria of the Plan.  I am unclear 
why facilities inside settlements should have different design criteria and how or why the 
identity of settlements is significant in considering the location of rural filling stations.  
The reasoned justification refers to the need to protect the countryside and not to the 
design of the buildings.  If the Council regards existing facilities on the primary road 
network as adequate it is difficult to understand the need for GP.41.  New proposals could 
simply be considered on their merits against the appropriate policies of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.41. 

If policy GP.41 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for petrol filling stations and related roadside facilities should be located 
with particular regard for motoring convenience, transport efficiency and highway 
safety.  In considering applications the Council will also pay special attention to the 
effect of development on the rural, visual and residential aspects and amenities of 
the locality. 

 

SHOPPING (GENERAL) 
 

4.59 Paragraph 4.90: Shopping 
Objectors: 

 DD2359 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD4349 Safeway Stores plc 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ‘necessity’ had to be demonstrated for out of centre retail sites to be considered 
acceptable. 

Whether sequentially preferred sites should be likely to become available within a 
‘reasonable time period’. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a change to omit ‘if necessary’.  The second point was related to 
other site and policy-specific objections.  In my opinion the paragraph sets out fairly and 
economically the sequential approach to site selection and I consider that in this general 
statement the objective requires no further explanation. 

4.59.3 

4.59.4 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.90 be modified in accordance with ORC 40.01. 

 
 

4.60.1 

4.60.2 

4.60.3 

4.60.4 

4.60.5 

4.60.6 

4.60.7 

4.60.8 

4.60.9 

4.60 Policy GP.42: Shopping 
Supporters: 

 DD1159 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2005 Wendover Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0101 B and E Banfield 
 DD0556 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2185 Marks & Spencer plc 
 DD4224 Haddenham Protection Society 
 DD4350 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD6603 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 
 DD7166 Dacorum Borough Council 

Principal Issues: 
Whether reference should be made to access for people with mobility difficulties. 

Whether the policy wording could be improved. 

Whether the reference to proposed retail developments should mean those with out-
standing permissions. 

Whether the policy should apply in Haddenham. 

Whether the policy should refer to nearby centres. 

Whether the policy should promote small shops rather than superstore extensions. 

Whether section c) should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed changes to meet the third, fourth and fifth objections.  I think that 
the question of disabled access is too detailed for this broad strategic statement and would 
be better rehearsed elsewhere.  I regard the preferment of one kind of shop over another as 
unworkable in planning practice.  The second and final objections are partly justified 
because the objectives of the policy wording, plucked verbatim from different parts of 
PPG6, may not be immediately clear to readers and could be made plainer. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.42 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The retail strategy is to locate most shopping development in Aylesbury. 

All applications for retail development will be considered having regard to: 

a) a sequential approach to site selection; 
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b) the impact of the development on the trading strength of Aylesbury and other 
retail centres; 

c) the effect on traffic growth, movement and parking; 

d) the need to provide a safe and attractive shopping environment accessible to 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users. 

 
 

4.61 Policy GP.43: Shopping 
Supporters: 

 DD1160 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1996 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2386 Hulcott Parish Council  

Objectors: 
 DD0352 Wyevale Garden Centres  
 DD0631 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1034 Carter Commercial 
  Developments Ltd 

 DD1318* British 
Telecommunications plc 

 DD1391 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2186 Marks & Spencer plc 
 DD2357 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD6440 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7256 GOSE 
 DD7504 Thames Valley CCI 
 DD7821 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 

*objection withdrawn 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC4.17) 
CO0162 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy conflicted with PPG6 and was too onerous. 4.61.1 

4.61.2 

4.61.3 

4.61.4 

4.61.5 

4.61.6 

4.61.7 

4.61.8 

Whether the policy duplicated GP.42. 

Whether local need should be defined. 

Whether ‘bolster’ should be made clearer. 

Whether the policy took account of the needs of specialist retailers. 

Whether the policy should promote small shops rather than superstore extensions. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
In response to a number of objections the Council proposed PC 4.17 to replace ‘bolster’ 
with another form of words, and another Officer Recommended Change.  In my opinion 
this policy remains flawed as a development control instrument.  The proper test in 
deciding applications is whether important planning interests would be harmed by the 
development; it is unnecessary for projects to improve existing trading characteristics.  
The suggested locational significance of GP.43 is unclear because it applies to all 
shopping development.  Moreover, the ‘local shopping need’ referred to in two qualified 
expressions of support remains indeterminate. 

The point of GP.43 is to safeguard the main retail centres of the District from adverse 
development.  In my judgement criterion b) of GP.42 as drafted and recommended would 
have a similar effect and provide the Council with adequate powers to resist detrimental 
proposals. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.61.9 

4.61.10 

4.61.11 

4.61.12 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.43. 

If policy GP.43 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will treat the protection of the retail characteristics of the centres of 
Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow as an important part of the retail 
strategy of the Plan in dealing with new shopping proposals affecting those centres. 

Clarification be given in paragraph 4.91 about where details of, and policies apposite to 
the designation of Central Shopping Areas and Primary Shopping Frontages are found. 

 
 

4.62.1 

4.62.2 

4.62.3 

4.62.4 

4.62.5 

4.62.6 

4.62 Policy GP.44: Shopping 
Supporters: 

 DD0699 E G Clarke 
 DD1138 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1161 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1808 Mrs J de Selincourt 
 DD1997 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2904 Stone with Bishopstone & Hartwell Parish Council 
 DD6598 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD2637 G Shaw 
 DD6238 Hives Partnership 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should require the facilities to be planned in new housing schemes. 

Whether there should be a mechanism outside planning to achieve the objective. 

Whether the policy should have regard to the viability of the facility or any alternative use. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Whether or not residential estates should incorporate retail and social facilities is not a 
matter for this policy.  Not would it be appropriate for grants or subsidies falling outside 
the planning system to be brought into the Plan. 

The third objection is more relevant to GP.129, but it does raise the whole question of the 
point of GP.44.  How does the Council propose to apply this statement to planning 
applications, especially when it is partly duplicated and qualified by GP.129?  And why?  
Although most local residents will applaud the intention to resist the loss of such facilities, 
there is very little planning justification for the policy in the preceding text.  It seems to 
me that GP.44 is not a crucial component of the wider retail strategy and that its objectives 
would be better subsumed in GP.129. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.44. 

 

 112



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

DESIGN AND ACCESS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 
 

4.63 Policies GP.45-GP.47: Design and Access for People with Disabilities 
Supporters: 

 DD0102 B and E Banfield 
 DD0510 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 
 DD1162 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1163 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1164 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7724 B and E Banfield 
 DD7725 B and E Banfield 
 DD7758 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 
 DD7759 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 

Objectors: 
 
 DD0105 B and E Banfield 
 DD0557* Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0558* Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0559* Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD6643  McCarthy & Stone 

(Developments) Ltd 

 DD6644  McCarthy & Stone 
(Developments) Ltd 

 DD6645  McCarthy & Stone 
(Developments) Ltd 

 DD7257 GOSE 
 DD7258 GOSE 
 DD7985 B and E Banfield 
 DD7986 B and E Banfield 

   *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policies could be weakened through changes to Building Regulations. 4.63.1 

4.63.2 

4.63.3 

4.63.4 

4.63.5 

4.63.6 

4.63.7 

4.63.8 

4.63.9 

Whether GP.45 and GP.47 should simply require suitable provision to be made. 

Whether the policies should refer specifically to public buildings. 

Whether the opening of GP.46 was an aspiration and not a policy. 

Whether GP.46 was land-use based. 

Whether GP.47 should indicate appropriate standards for disabled parking. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these three policies together because they are part of a topic-focussed package 
that has attracted a number of repetitive objections. 

It would be very unusual for a planning authority to concern itself with the internal design 
or layout of a building, even in relation to the needs of people with mobility difficulties.  
Such considerations are dealt with under Building Regulations and the Chronically Sick 
and Disabled Persons Act and it is unnecessary for the Local Plan to duplicate these 
statutory provisions.  In circumstances where the legislation does not apply, however, 
there may be a case for applying planning conditions to ensure accessibility for the less 
mobile. 

The policies need to distinguish between these circumstances and set out a firm planning 
statement so that designers have a clear idea of what considerations will have to be 
addressed in planning submissions.  This would cover most of the objectors’ points and 
would be unaffected by revisions to areas of law dealing with other development contexts.  
I see no reason why a single policy cannot be devised to embrace the key objectives. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by replacing policies GP.45, GP.46 and GP.47 
with a single policy worded as follows: 

4.63.10 

4.64.1 

4.64.2 

4.64.3 

In considering planning applications the Council will pay special attention to the 
needs of people with mobility difficulties and other personal disadvantages.  
Development proposals should facilitate easy and safe movement and access to and 
from buildings and through outside public spaces and include, where appropriate, 
suitably located disabled parking provision.  Regard will also be had for published 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on designing for disabilities. 

 

CONSERVATION OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT 
 

4.64 Paragraph 4.102: Design Principles for New Development 
Objector: 

 DD7591 Thames Water Property Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph should refer to sustainable new buildings and design guidelines in 
the Water Regulations. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Change PC 4.18 was advanced to address this objection.  This amendment does not appear 
to have much to do with the policy that follows or the section in which it is located. 

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

 
 

4.65.1 

4.65.2 

4.65.3 

4.65.4 

4.65 Paragraph 4.105: Design Principles for New Development 
Objectors: 

 DD2826 Buckingham Society 
 DD7209 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issues: 
Whether development should complement rather than contrast with its surroundings. 

Whether development should respect the historic character of its surroundings. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I see no reason why contrasting development cannot also be acceptable in the right 
situation.  The Proposed Change meets the second point. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.105 be modified in accordance with PC 4.19. 
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4.66 Policy GP.48: Design Principles for New Development 
Supporters: 

 DD1165 Rural Development 
Commission 

 DD1519 AVALC 
 DD1932 Taywood Homes 
 DD2145 Oving Parish Council 

 DD4313 Hawes & Webb 
 DD6678 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6713 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6755 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD0517 Southern Arts 
 DD0560* Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7259 GOSE 
   *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should refer to public art. 4.66.1 

4.66.2 

4.66.3 

4.66.4 

4.66.5 

4.66.6 

4.66.7 

Whether the policy should be reworded. 

Whether the policy was too inflexible and should be criteria-based. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.48 is meant to establish an important development control principle.   

I am not persuaded that it should refer to works of art because although they can enhance 
the built environment they are not crucial to the success of building and spatial design.  I 
deal with the Council’s suggested inclusion of a policy concerning the Arts later in this 
section of my report.  

In my view the first sentence of the policy goes too far and second sentence is doubtful 
and indecisive.  Considering the foregoing justification, a bolder and more certain policy 
statement is warranted. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.48 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In determining planning applications the Council will seek to protect or improve the 
traditional building characteristics of towns, villages and the countryside.  
Development proposals should respect the local distinctiveness and environmental 
qualities of their setting and surroundings.  Permission will not be granted for poor 
designs that harm these important visual and historic interests. 

 
 

4.67 Policy GP.49: Siting and Layout 
Supporters: 

 DD0766 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0909 K W Miller 
 DD0982 Mrs V L Miller 

 DD1520 AVALC 
 DD1166 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1390 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD2387 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2638 G Shaw 
 DD2905 Stone with Bishopstone & 

Hartwell Parish Council 
 DD4314 Hawes & Webb 
 DD6439 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7542 M J Tubb
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Objectors: 
 DD0561* Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0643 HBF 
 DD0981 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1933 Taywood Homes 
 DD2369 McCann Homes 

 DD2429 I Hopcraft 
 DD2496 British Waterways 
 DD2591 Hallam Land Management  
 DD4315 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4362 Liz Tubb 
 DD7108 Environment Agency 

   *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should presume against development that did not contribute positively 
to the local environment. 

4.67.1 

4.67.2 

4.67.3 

4.67.4 

4.67.5 

4.67.6 

4.67.7 

4.67.8 

Whether the policy should be part of the reasoned justification. 

Whether Broughton Stocklake MDA was a contradiction of GP.49. 

Whether the policy was necessary. 

Whether criteria relating to transport corridors, canals and towpaths, and wildlife corridors 
should be added 

Whether the wording was too weak. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A number of objectors have detected the difficulties presented by the detail and 
interpretation of the criteria of GP.49.  The Council is wrong to assert that new 
development must make a positive contribution (whatever that means) to environmental 
quality.  It is, however, entirely correct that the Plan should contain a policy indicating the 
kind of considerations that the Council will expect to see taken into account when new 
schemes are designed.  There is no inconsistency in principle with the MDAs, proposals 
for which would have to reflect the factors relevant to their circumstances.  I deal with 
these later in my report.  The key is to provide clear and understandable guidance for 
developers and other interested readers without over-excessive detail. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.49 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The design of new development proposals should have regard to: 

a) the physical characteristics of the site and the surroundings; 

b) the building tradition, ordering, form and materials of the locality; 

c) the historic scale and context of the setting; and 

d) the natural qualities and features of the area. 

 
 

4.68.1 

4.68 Paragraph 4.109: Scale 
Objector: 

 DD0562* Howard Hutton & Associates 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the last sentence was a policy. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
An arguable, but not fatal, point. 4.68.2 

4.68.3 

4.69.1 

4.69.2 

4.69.3 

4.69.4 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this (subsequently withdrawn) 
objection. 

 
 

4.69 Paragraph 4.110: Scale 
Objectors: 

 DD0563* Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2639 G Shaw 
 DD2782 C Cumming 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the last sentence was a policy. 

Whether three-storey development should be recognised as efficient and acceptable in the 
right places. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The revisions proposed under ORC45.02 bring a more acceptable perspective to this 
paragraph. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.110 be modified in accordance with ORC45.02. 

 
 

4.70.1 

4.70.2 

4.70.3 

4.70 Paragraph 4.111: Scale 
Objector: 

 DD0564* Howard Hutton & Associates 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the last sentence was a policy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
My previous comments on the same point apply, 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this (subsequently withdrawn) 
objection. 

 
 

4.71 Policy GP.50:Scale 
Supporters:

 DD0907 K W Miller 
 DD1167 Rural Development 

Commission 

 DD1389 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 
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 DD1468 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1601 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2388 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2640 G Shaw 

 DD4225 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD6185 A L D Biffen 
 DD6187 Miss K G Webb 
 DD6438 W W H Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD0565 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0644 HBF 
 DD1521 AVALC 
 DD2825 Buckingham Society 
 DD4363 Liz Tubb 

 DD6249 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 
 DD6517 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6559 Carrington Estates 
 DD6788 Bellway plc 
 DD6862 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.20): 
 CO0163 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should be reworded and the ‘loss of view’ amplified. 4.71.1 

4.71.2 

4.71.3 

4.71.4 

4.71.5 

4.71.6 

4.71.7 

4.71.8 

4.71.9 

4.71.10 

4.71.11 

4.71.12 

4.71.13 

4.71.14 

4.71.15 

Whether the policy duplicated GP.48 and should only relate to skyline development. 

Whether guidance on the Broughton Stocklake MDA should include height restrictions. 

Whether the last sentence should be deleted. 

Whether local councils should be consulted. 

Whether the policy was too widely drawn and should not preclude development on 
undesignated areas of the Plan. 

Whether the policy was ambiguous. 

Whether the policy objective could be met in GP.49. 

Whether the policy was over-restrictive. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A minor and undisputed change was proposed to the wording of GP.50. 

The section uses a lot of words to deal with an uncomplicated topic, the purpose of which 
is to ensure that development fits in with its surroundings and does not obstruct important 
views or skylines.  The result is very woolly.  It could be equally well achieved by an extra 
criterion to GP.49 as recommended.  This would meet most of the objections of substance.  
The matters of detail raised are not germane to the policy objective. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.50.  

GP.49 be further modified  by the addition of: 

e) the effect on important public views and skylines. 

Paragraphs 4.109-4.111 be suitably amended and adjusted to precede policy GP.49. 
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4.72 Paragraph 4.112: Materials and Design Details 
Objectors: 

 DD2641 G Shaw 
 DD2824 Buckingham Society 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ‘inappropriate’ materials should be unacceptable. 4.72.1 

4.72.2 

4.72.3 

4.72.4 

4.73.1 

4.73.2 

4.73.3 

4.73.4 

4.73.5 

4.73.6 

4.73.7 

Whether ‘modern’ should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I see no reason why modern materials of a suitable form should not be acceptable in these 
special situations but the Officer Recommended Change commended meets the objections. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.112 be modified in accordance with ORC4.03. 

 

 

4.73 Policy GP.51: Materials and Design Details 
Supporters: 

 DD0905 K W Miller 
 DD1168 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0645 HBF 
 DD2642 G Shaw 
 DD2823 Buckingham Society 
 DD6646 McCarthy & Stone (Developments) Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.51 should be part of the reasoned justification of GP.48 

Whether ‘reflect’ should be ‘respect’. 

Whether the policy wording should be strengthened.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The aim of GP.51 could be met as easily by criterion b) of GP.49 as recommended.  This 
would have the same effect and would not weaken the Council’s ability to deal capably 
with unsatisfactory materials and inappropriate design details. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:-: 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.51. 

Paragraphs 4.112 and 4.113 be suitably adapted to precede policy GP.49 
 
 

 119



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

4.74 Paragraphs 4.102 – 4.111 and Policies GP.48 – GP.50: Design Principles for 
New Development 
Inspector’s Note 
I ought to say in conclusion of my review of this section of the Plan that detailed design 
policies are very difficult to construct.  They have to identify succinctly and plainly the 
principal matters that will influence the Council’s approach to the design of new buildings, 
avoiding hazy conceptual references or the suggestion of predetermined positions.  In 
policies GP.48-GP.51 the Council has had a pretty fair stab at identifying the main issues 
that should guide developers but they are not as clearly expressed as they should be.  In 
the modified GP.48 and GP.49 I have tried to combine them in firm but neutral 
expressions that provide developers with the foundation for the design of building 
schemes and the Council with a clean sheet for their evaluation.  Design and appearance 
are subjective matters and it will be in the interpretation of the weight to be applied to each 
policy criterion that will provide more fruitful opportunities for agreement, or otherwise. 

4.74.1 

4.75.1 

4.75.2 

4.75.3 

4.75.4 

 
 

4.75 Paragraphs 4.115 – 4.117: Development Density 
Objector: 

 DD0566 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0567 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0568 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the paragraphs concealed policies. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these objections below. 

I think it is reasonable for this justification to provide a broad indication of the kind of 
densities that the Council will find acceptable in different situations and, because density 
is not of itself a qualitative measure of development, better here than in a policy.  The 
Council should ensure that the quoted figures reflect the guidance in PPG3. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.116 and 4.117 be modified to reflect more closely national 
advice on housing density in paragraph 58 of PPG 3. 

 

4.76 Paragraphs 4.114-4.117 and Policies GP.52 and GP.53: Development Density 
Supporters: 

 DD0681 E G Clarke 
 DD0903 K W Miller 
 DD1170 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2781 C Cumming 
 DD4227 Haddenham Protection Society 
 DD6323 Williams & Company 

Objectors: 
 DD0060 M Robertson 
 DD0566 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0567 Howard Hutton & Associates 

 120



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

 DD0568 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0646 HBF 
 DD0706 Mrs M Clarke 
 DD7505 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issue: 
Whether paragraphs 4.115-4.117 concealed policies. 4.76.1 

4.76.2 

4.76.3 

4.76.4 

4.76.5 

4.76.6 

4.76.7 

4.76.8 

4.76.9 

4.76.10 

4.76.11 

Whether GP.53 conflicted with GP.52 and added nothing to GP.48 

Whether the policy should provide for higher density development in appropriate 
locations. 

Whether development that adversely affected wildlife should be prohibited. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Following publication of PPG 3, Housing, and after further discussion at the inquiry the 
Council proposed substantial revisions to paragraphs 4.114-4.117 and policies GP.52 and 
GP.53.  The Government has provided planning authorities with positive guidance on how 
residential densities can be used to achieve more efficient land use.  I agree that the Plan 
should properly include a statement on the topic without relying on more general policies.  
These are unaffected or will meet the objections (other than the last, which I think is made 
mistakenly). 

I find new paragraphs 4.114 – 4.116 very helpful.  I think that paragraph 4.116a is too 
detailed and unnecessary.  Professional developers should be aware of the advice in Annex 
C of PPG3 and ordinary applicants in doubt could be advised more easily by the Council’s 
officers.  The value of paragraph 4.116b is questionable because it introduces subjective 
considerations – and it is possible that unimaginative solutions could have the same effect.  
Paragraph 4.116d also strikes me as difficult because it ponders conditions that might or 
might not arise and commits the Council to certain courses of action that might not be 
appropriate. 

GP.52 and GP.53 deal with two topics – efficient land use and housing densities.  I 
consider that, although linked, these are sufficiently distinct to justify the separate policy 
references but they need some finer tuning for clarity and more effective development 
control.  This would also bring them closer into line with national ambitions. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Paragraphs 4.114 – 4.117 be modified in accordance with ORC 46.01 and 46.03 subject to 
the omission of paragraphs 4.116a, 4.116b and 4.116d and the combining of paragraphs 
4.116c and 4.117. 

Policy GP.52 be modified by rewording as follows: 

All development proposals should make best and most efficient use of land.  In 
considering applications the Council will have regard to the desirability of using 
previously developed sites or buildings in preference to undeveloped sites, 
consistent with the need to achieve a pleasing arrangement of buildings and spaces, 
and neighbourly development standards. 

Policy GP.53 be modified by rewording as follows: 

New housing schemes should be designed to as high a density as is reasonable 
having regard to the residential characteristics of the locality and the need to avoid 
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wasting land.  In and around the centres of towns within the District and on sites 
with good public transport accessibility the Council will be prepared to consider 
more intensive forms of residential development that correspond with the overall 
development strategy and criteria of the Plan. 

 
 

4.77.1 

4.77.2 

4.77.3 

4.77 Paragraph 4.118: Landscape Design 
Objector: 

 DD7210 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issue: 
Whether historic landscape elements should be included. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree with the Council that this reference is unnecessary. 

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

 
 

4.78.1 

4.78.2 

4.78.3 

4.78.4 

4.78 Policy GP.54: Landscape Design 
Supporters: 

 DD0902 K W Miller 
 DD1171 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6324 Williams & Company 

Objectors: 
 DD2497 British Waterways 
 DD2643 G Shaw 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the rear elevations of advertising hoardings should be referred to as an area of 
concern. 

Whether the policy should omit ‘where possible’. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think the first objection quotes the wrong policy number and should relate to policy 
GP.64, where I deal with it.  I agree with the Council that the use of existing features must 
be regarded pragmatically. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections although I have 
more to say on this subject in relation to policies GP.55-GP.57 below. 
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4.79 Policy GP.55: Landscape Design 
Supporters: 

 DD0901 K W Miller 
 DD1172 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6325 Williams & Company 

Objector: 
 DD0569 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy wording could be improved. 4.79.1 

4.79.2 

4.79.3 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree that the suggested wording does not add to the clarity of this policy.  It seems to 
me that GP.55 is redundant in the light of GP.54, which could be used to achieve the same 
objective.  However, as there is so little objection to the principle of the policy it might 
seem churlish to advocate deletion for this reason alone. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections, but see my 
further comments below. 

 
 

4.80.1 

4.80.2 

4.80.3 

4.80.4 

4.80 Policy GP.56: Hard Landscape Features 
Supporters: 

 DD0900 K W Miller 
 DD1173 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0647 HBF 
 DD7802 G Shaw 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was better as part of the reasoned justification of GP.48. 

Whether the policy should omit ‘where possible’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Rather than GP.48, the purpose of GP.56 could be met by the addition of a few words to 
GP.54.  My earlier comments apply to the second point. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections, but see my 
further comments below. 

 

 

4.81 Paragraph 4.122: Planting and Soft Landscaping 
Supporters: 

 DD2431 I Hopcraft 
 DD7314 English Nature 
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Objector: 
 DD2432 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should also be made to the use of non-native species in appropriate 
cases. 

4.81.1 

4.81.2 

4.81.3 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The reference to ‘most cases’ indicates a flexible approach. 

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

 
 

4.82.1 

4.82.2 

4.82.3 

4.82.4 

4.82.5 

4.82.6 

4.82 Policy GP.57: Planting and Soft Landscaping 
Supporters: 

 DD0899 K W Miller 
 DD1174 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7315 English Nature 

Objectors: 
 DD0080 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD0648 HBF 
 DD7477 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy duplicated GP.54 

Whether the policy should require the use of native trees, shrubs, grasses and wildflowers. 

Whether the policy aim could be met by planning conditions and if native species should 
be defined. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The policy should not be so detailed as to refer to or define every variety of planting 
material and few people will be misled or confused by the term native species.  It would 
be necessary for conditions to be imposed to put GP.57 into practice and it is correct for 
the general intention to be backed up by a policy expression.  GP.57, like GP.55 and 
GP.56, touches upon areas covered by GP.54 and I think there is a good case, in the 
interests of clarity and brevity, for combining all these policies into one single landscaping 
statement. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policies GP.54, GP.55, GP.56 and GP.57 be deleted and replaced by a single policy 
worded as follows: 

Applications for new development schemes should include landscaping proposals 
designed to help buildings fit in with and complement their surroundings, and 
conserve existing natural and other features of value as far as possible. 

Hard landscaping should incorporate materials appropriate to the character of the 
locality.  New planting should be with predominantly native species. 
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Conditions will be attached to relevant planning permissions to require the 
submission of landscaping schemes and implementation of the approved 
arrangements. 

The text of paragraphs 4.118 – 4.122 precede the new policy. 4.82.7 

 
 

4.83.1 

4.83.2 

4.83 Paragraph 4.123: Existing Vegetation 
Inspector’s note  
A change was proposed to this paragraph after consideration of objections to policies 
GP.58-GP.60.  I am reluctant to endorse an official reference in the policy justification to 
advisory material published by another agency – especially when the policy is silent about 
it - even though the Council may have had some involvement in its preparation.  However 
this information might be conveniently dealt with by a margin note. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in accordance with ORC48.03 but that a 
margin note be added about the Tree and Woodland Strategy. 

 
 

4.84.1 

4.84.2 

4.84.3 

4.84.4 

4.84 Paragraph 4.124: Existing Vegetation 
 

Supporter: 
DD7977 English Nature 

Objectors: 
 DD2286 Bucks County Council 
 DD2433 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issues: 
Whether reference should be made to best practice guidance in BS5837 etc. 

Whether reference should be made to the Tree and Woodland Strategy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
My comments in relation to paragraph 4.123 apply to the second point and I agree that the 
proposed margin note on the British Standard would be helpful.  Another Change added a 
sentence to paragraph 4.124 about hedgerows but, although unchallenged, with the present 
wording of paragraph 4.123 and 4.124 this seems to me superfluous. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the addition of a margin note in accordance 
with PC 4.24 but not in accordance with PC 4.26. 

 
 

4.85 Policy GP.58: Existing Vegetation 
Supporters:

 DD0310 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0898 K W Miller 

 DD1175 Rural Development 
Commission 
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 DD1388 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1486 C Hitchens 
 DD1522  AVALC 
 DD1602 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD1736 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2437 I Hopcraft 
 DD6437 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6984 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler

 

Objectors: 
 DD0081 JGK Environmental 

Consultancy 
 DD0570 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0767 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD1737 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD2105 J Halls 
 DD2434 I Hopcraft 

 DD2435 I Hopcraft 
 DD2436 I Hopcraft 
 DD7109 Environment Agency 
 DD7211 County Archaeological 

Service 
 DD7318 English Nature 
 DD7332 English Nature 
 DD7441 J Blackmore & R Lynn 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.23): 
 CO0099 Aylesbury Vale CPRE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ‘standard’ should be deleted. 4.85.1 

4.85.2 

4.85.3 

4.85.4 

4.85.5 

4.85.6 

4.85.7 

4.85.8 

4.85.9 

4.85.10 

4.85.11 

4.85.12 

4.85.13 

4.85.14 

4.85.15 

4.85.16 

Whether hedgerow management should be included. 

Whether terms in the policy should be defined. 

Whether other natural and wildlife features should be added to the policy. 

Whether the data required in a tree survey should be defined. 

Whether the retention of trees ought to be ‘successful’. 

Whether the policy provided for effective tree protection. 

Whether the policy would apply in the Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether on-going management of landscape features should be included. 

Whether reference should be made to the Hedgerows Act. 

Whether the policy should require compensatory hedgerow or tree replanting. 

Whether the policy should extend to hedgerow protection. 

Whether hedgerows and trees should be defined and the measure of their importance. 

Whether criteria c) and d) should be deleted. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This policy attracted some keen and detailed objections, surprisingly, because what it 
contemplates are certain conventional requirements and courses of action by the Council 
when applications are considered that affect trees and hedgerows.  Almost all the objectors 
wanted to see extra interests and protection included and the Council responded with a 
change to meet some of these.  I consider this a relevant policy that could be improved and 
made more certain by reducing the number of words rather than adding to them.  It should 
avoid reference to other guidance and put the Council’s position simply and confidently. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.58 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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In considering applications for development affecting trees or hedges the Council: 

a) may require a survey of the site and the trees and hedges concerned: 

b) will serve Tree Preservation Orders to protect trees with public amenity value: 

c) may impose conditions on planning permissions to ensure the retention or 
replacement of trees, and hedgerows of amenity value or wildlife importance, 
and their protection during construction. 

 

 

4.86 Policy GP.59: Existing Vegetation 
Supporters: 

 DD0698 E G Clarke 
 DD0700 E G Clarke 
 DD0768 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0896 K W Miller 
 DD1176 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1387 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1467 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD1603 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2389 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2841 Mr and Mrs A Roberts 
 DD2898 Mr & Mrs N J Clark 
 DD6436 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6985 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7319 English Nature

Objectors: 
 DD0082 JGK Environmental 

Consultancy 
 DD0571 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0649 HBF 
 DD1106 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1487 C Hitchens 
 DD1523 AVALC 

 DD1638 Defence Estate 
Organisation South East 

 DD2438 I Hopcraft 
 DD2573 Berryfields Consortium 
 DD4365 Liz Tubb 
 DD6250 Hunting Gate Homes Ltd 
 DD6516 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7260 GOSE

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was too sweeping. 4.86.1 

4.86.2 

4.86.3 

4.86.4 

4.86.5 

4.86.6 

4.86.7 

4.86.8 

4.86.9 

4.86.10 

4.86.11 

Whether the policy duplicated GP.58. 

Whether the policy should extend to trees and hedges likely to be damaged. 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy should apply to all unretained trees or hedges. 

Whether the policy was adequate. 

Whether the policy should refer to ‘successfully retained’ trees. 

Whether the policy should be more flexible. 

Whether the policy should prevent development on designated sites. 

Whether the policy was over-restrictive 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This short policy also excited considerable comments and objections.  On the face of it, 
GP.59 has a sound purpose but it is fraught with difficulty in interpretation because it 
relies on various indeterminate events and values.  It also represents an absolute position 
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that the Council could regret in certain conditions, because it might prove difficult to 
justify a refusal based solely on the loss of a tree or hedge of arguable landscape or 
wildlife significance.  The Change proposed does not resolve these faults. 

The essence of GP.59 could be readily included in the reasoned justification to GP.58 as 
recommended, with criteria b) and c) of GP.58 used to regulate prospective tree and 
hedgerow losses.  If it is retained the Council needs to ensure that it includes some 
measure of flexibility but I am not convinced that my suggestion below would be more 
effective than GP.58 as recommended. 

4.86.12 

4.86.13 

4.86.14 

4.86.15 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.59. 

If policy GP.59 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows: 

In dealing with planning proposals the Council will oppose the loss of trees and 
hedgerows of amenity value and wildlife importance. 

 
 

4.87.1 

4.87.2 

4.87.3 

4.87.4 

4.87.5 

4.87.6 

4.87.7 

4.87 Policy GP.60: Existing Vegetation 
Supporters: 

 DD0895 K W Miller 
 DD1177 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2439 I Hopcraft 
 DD7320 English Nature 

Objectors: 
 DD0083 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD0092 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD1488 C Hitchens 
 DD1524 AVALC 
 DD2798 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD2806 Lakeside Land Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy duplicated Circular 36/78 and the Forestry Acts. 

Whether the Plan should identify all trees and woodlands that merit TPOs. 

Whether the policy was adequate. 

Whether the policy should be flexible about the choice of tree species. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.60 details the kind of considerations that should be in the Council’s mind when it deals 
with applications to fell or carry out works to protected trees.  These statutory obligations 
are well documented in the Act and Regulations relating to felling applications, and do not 
require rehearsal as matters of policy.  They may, however, be mentioned in supporting 
text. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.60. 
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4.87.8 Matters to be considered in assessing proposals to fell or carry out works to protected trees 
be included in the supporting text. 

 
 

4.88.1 

4.88.2 

4.88 Paragraph 4.125: Black Poplars 
Supporters: 

 DD7321 English Nature 

Objector: 
 DD2440 I Hopcraft 
 DD2441 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph references should be to ‘native’ black poplars and ‘re-pollarding’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with this paragraph and the objection under GP.61 below. 

 
 

4.89.1 

4.89.2 

4.89.3 

4.89.4 

4.89.5 

4.89.6 

4.89.7 

4.89 Policy GP.61: Black Poplars 
Supporters: 

 DD0769 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD1178 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7106 Environment Agency 
 DD7322 English Nature 
 DD7543 M J Tubb 

Objectors: 
 DD0084 JGK Environmental 

Consultancy 
 DD0572 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD0705 Mrs M Clarke 
 DD0947 K W Miller 
 DD1465 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1585 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2442 I Hopcraft 
 DD2644 G Shaw 
 DD4366 Liz Tubb 
 DD6514 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6515 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6986 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7261 GOSE 
 DD7432 J Blackmore & R Lynn

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 4.28): 
 CO0019 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was necessary. 

Whether the policy was too sweeping. 

Whether the policy was too weak. 

Whether the policy would work in the Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy should include damage to the trees as well as loss. 

Whether ‘otherwise’ should be omitted. 

Whether information about Black Poplars should be included in the Plan. 
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4.89.8 Whether the policy was over-restrictive. 

Whether the policy references should be to ‘native’ poplars and ‘serious damage to’ as 
well as loss of trees. 

4.89.9 

4.89.10 

4.89.11 

4.89.12 

4.89.13 

4.89.14 

4.89.15 

4.89.16 

4.89.17 

4.89.18 

4.89.19 

4.90.1 

Whether the policy was too severe and should allow greater flexibility on allocated sites or 
where suitable replanting could be undertaken. 

Whether the policy should contemplate circumstances where poplars could be removed. 

Whether the policy should extend to habitat protection in floodplains. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I see no difficulties with the changes proposed to meet certain objections but there are 
holes in paragraph 4.125 - what are the other ‘rare species’ and why are they not to be 
conserved, and where is the evidence that Black Poplars are of major value to wildlife?  
Furthermore, the second sentence of GP.61 is a corporate aim and not a land-use planning 
objective.  It is doubtful if permission would be required for the conservation, 
management or planting of trees. 

There is plainly some scarcity merit associated with the incidences of Populus nigra subsp 
betulifolia that occur within the District.  What the Council needs to be clear about is that 
these trees can only be protected under planning legislation if it is considered expedient to 
do so in the interests of public amenity, the sole ground for making a TPO.  Very 
occasionally it may be reasonable to ensure that trees are retained because they are 
outstanding examples of a rare species but that does not appear to have led to the 
promotion of many TPOs in the past.  From my observations and reading of the objections 
and responses I am yet to be persuaded that the trees involved are so significantly unusual 
or exceptional as to justify a special policy in the Plan. 

If the Council wishes to safeguard betulifolia and is not prepared to protect them by 
something like a rolling programme of TPOs it will have to develop a dynamic strategy 
outside the context of the Plan or otherwise rely on GP.58 and/or GP.59 for their 
protection.  The second of these could be adapted easily for a similar effect. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.61; 

If policy GP.59 is retained in its recommended form it be further modified by the addition 
of particularly native black poplars after trees. 

Paragraph 4.125 be modified in accordance with ORC 49.01 and moved to precede policy 
GP.58 as recommended, or GP.59 if retained. 

 

 

4.90 Paragraph 4.126: Lighting 
Objector: 

 DD2831 Buckingham Society 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to mitigating existing pollution. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The controls sought on light from existing installations would be a matter for legislation 
other than planning. 

4.90.2 

4.90.3 

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

 
 

4.91.1 

4.91.2 

4.91.3 

4.91.4 

4.91.5 

4.91.6 

4.91.7 

4.91 Policies GP.62 and GP.63: Lighting 
Supporters: 

 DD0311 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD1179 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1180 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2390 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2645 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD0573 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0650 HBF 
 DD1489 C Hitchens 
 DD1499 AVALC 
 DD1525 AVALC 
 DD2877 P Cleasby 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.62 contained an aspiration. 

Whether the policy should be more assertive and control existing light pollution. 

Whether GP.63 should be deleted as superfluous. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these policies together.  The objective of GP.62 is sound but the first sentence 
is an aspiration that is already well explained in the text of paragraphs 4.126-4.128.  The 
rest of the policy is too detailed and needs recasting as a criteria-based statement.  GP.63 
is unclear because no lighting SPG is mentioned in paragraph 4.135 or elsewhere in the 
Plan, and I am not aware of any intention of the Council to prepare or publish such 
guidance. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.62 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In dealing with planning applications the Council may require the submission of 
details of external lighting associated with the proposals and will have regard to the 
effect of such illumination on the character of rural areas, road safety and 
residential properties.  Conditions may be imposed on planning permissions, or 
planning obligations sought, in order to reduce detrimental impact through 
unreasonable glare and light pollution. 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.63. 
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4.92 Policy GP.64: Advertisements 
Supporters: 

 DD1181 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1998 Wendover Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD7301 Highways Agency 
 DD2497 British Waterways 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should refer to road safety issues. 4.92.1 

4.92.2 

4.92.3 

4.92.4 

Whether the policy should refer to the impact of the rear of large advertisement hoardings. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Two changes were proposed to address these objections.  The issue of public safety is 
correctly added to the policy.  I consider that no amendment is necessary in relation to the 
second point because the interest would be included in the assessment of the impact on 
amenity.  Some care is required with the wording of GP.64 because the content of 
advertisements is not a matter for the planning authority.  It would make life easier for all 
concerned with this policy if it were turned into a more neutral criteria-based expression. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.64 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In considering applications for the display of advertisements the Council will have 
regard to: 

a) the interests of amenity, including the appearance of the building on which 
the advertisement is to be erected and the visual characteristics of the 
surroundings; 

b) the interests of public safety, particularly for road users, cyclists and 
pedestrians. 

 
 

4.93.1 

4.93.2 

4.93.3 

4.93 Policy GP.65: Advertisements 
Supporters: 

 DD1182 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1999 Wendover Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0353 Wyevale Garden Centres plc 
 DD0574 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy went beyond statutory limits 

Whether the policy wording could be improved. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The significance of areas of special advertisement control is to apply stricter controls, 
especially in relation to the scheduled classes, and provide a further test for remote signs 
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like advance direction signs in the countryside.  This is not quite the same as implied by 
the wording of GP.65, which ought to be amended.  I am uncertain whether the revised 
Area of Special Control has been agreed by the Secretary of State and this should be 
clarified by an adjustment to paragraph 4.130 or the definition on the Proposals Map. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.93.4 

4.93.5 

4.93.6 

4.94.1 

4.94.2 

4.94.3 

Policy GP.65 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Area of Special Control for advertisements is defined on the Proposals Map.  In 
considering applications for advertisements in this area the Council will pay 
particular attention to the protection of the distinctive amenity interests concerned 
and will resist illuminated signs and those not reasonably required in connection 
with the buildings or land to which they relate. 

Paragraph 4.130 and the Proposals Map be modified to indicate the current position with 
regard to the extent of the Area of Special Control. 

 

 

4.94 Policy GP.67: Safe and Secure Development 
Supporters: 

 DD1184 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2621 Thames Valley Police 

Objector: 
 DD2498 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should recognise that the lighting of towpaths was inappropriate. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Having regard to the policy phrasing the relevant question is whether the guidance referred 
to should include this reference.  The perception of freedom from fear of crime and crime 
prevention can be material considerations in planning proposals but I think it unhelpful for 
the policy to turn on documents prepared by agencies outside the democratic planning 
system.  The wording needs changing and should avoid concepts that are not readily 
converted into ordinary meaning in applications. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.67 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The design and layout of all planning proposals should incorporate measures to 
assist crime prevention and help reduce risks to personal safety.  In considering 
applications for planning permission the Council will have regard to the security 
aspects of development including personal visibility, the arrangement of buildings, 
landscaping and walls, and lighting and closed circuit television surveillance. 
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4.95 Policy GP.68: Safe and Secure Development 
Supporter: 

 DD1185 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD7262 GOSE 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy accorded with Circular 1/97. 4.95.1 

4.95.2 

4.95.3 

4.95.4 

4.95.5 

4.95.6 

4.95.7 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I do not accept that the intention to ‘seek’ contributions brings this policy into line with 
Circular 1/97.  Moreover, the uncertain variables of ‘public access’ and ‘appropriate 
contributions’ could create difficulties in implementation. 

The inference of placing paragraphs 4.133 and 4.134 after policy GP.67 is that they relate 
to some separate kind of development, like housing.  I do not see that this need be the case 
and for this reason have advocated the reference to television surveillance in GP.67.  The 
aim of GP.68 could then be met by a further sentence. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.68. 

Policy GP.67 as recommended be further modified by the addition of: 

In granting planning permission the Council may impose conditions or seek 
reasonably related planning obligations, which may include financial contributions, 
designed to improve environmental security. 

Paragraphs 4.133 and 4.134 be adjusted to precede policy GP.67. 

 
 

4.96.1 

4.96.2 

4.96.3 

4.96 Paragraph  4.135: Supplementary Planning Guidance 
Objector: 

 DD7212 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issue: 
Whether archaeology should be added to SPG. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Not unless the Council proposes to prepare such advice. 
 
Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 

 
 

 134



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

4.97 Policy GP.69: Supplementary Planning Guidance 
Supporter: 

 DD1186 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0651 HBF 
 DD1035 Carter Commercial Developments Ltd 
 DD2355 Annington Property Ltd 
 DD2622 Thames Valley Police 
 DD6863 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was a statement of intent and should be deleted. 4.97.1 

4.97.2 

4.97.3 

4.97.4 

4.97.5 

4.97.6 

4.97.7 

4.98.1 

4.98.2 

Whether SPG should be accorded policy status in the Plan. 

Whether SPG should be an appendix to the Plan. 

Whether a reworded form of the policy would help meet the aims of the Crime and 
Disorder Act. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Supplementary planning guidance will be a material consideration in all planning 
decisions to which it relates.  How important it is will be a matter of judgement according 
to the circumstances of the case.  GP.69 is rather ambiguous by focussing only on design 
guidance when SPG can cover many other aspects of development control. 

There is some confusion amongst objectors over GP.69.  It is not my understanding that 
the Plan intends to elevate SPG to a policy position and PPG12 makes it clear that SPG 
should be issued separately from the plan.  The policy should be recast so that readers are 
not in doubt.  Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act is not a material planning 
consideration. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.69 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council has produced, and will continue to prepare, Supplementary Planning 
Guidance to provide a clearer understanding of the policies and proposals of the 
Plan.  Applicants for planning permission should have regard to relevant published 
supplementary guidance, which the Council will take into account in coming to 
planning decisions. 

 

 

4.98 Paragraph 4.136: Listed Buildings and other Structures 
Objectors: 
DD0575 Howard Hutton & Associates 
DD7213 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy wording should reflect the Council’s reactive role in identifying viable 
uses. 

Whether a margin note referring to PPG15 should be included. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions 
I think the phrasing of this justification will not compromise the policy.  I agree that the 
proposed margin note is helpful. 

4.98.3 

4.98.4 

4.99.1 

4.99.2 

4.100.1 

4.100.2 

4.100.3 

Recommendation 
I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with FPC 53.01. 

 

 

4.99 Paragraph 4.138: Changes of Use (Listed Buildings) 
Objector: 

 DD0575 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph wording should envisage a reactive role for the Council. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with this point under GP.70 below. 

 

 

4.100 Policy GP.70: Changes of Use (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters: 

 DD1187 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2001 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2131 CLA 
 DD4260 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 
 DD6679 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6714 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6756 National Trust 

Objector: 
 DD0576 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy wording should resist incompatible changes of use. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
In its response to the objection the Council intimated that the tone of the policy wording 
accorded with the guidance of PPG15 which, to some extent, is true.  The starting point for 
GP.70 is that listed buildings should retain their original or existing uses.  But PPG15 also 
says that new uses may often be the key to preservation and that, generally, the same 
provisions on changes of use should apply to historic buildings as all others.  Changing 
economic activity means that it is unrealistic to prevent new uses by the use of planning 
controls and policies should recognise the need for flexibility where new uses have to be 
considered to secure a building’s survival. 

There is, therefore, a difference of emphasis that ought to be corrected in the policy, and 
the reasoned justification.  My view is that there is no case for obstructing changes of use 
of historic buildings without sound and convincing planning objections and I cannot see 
how their special merit would be compromised by proposals that do not involve 
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operational development.  I think that the point of GP.70 ought to be to indicate a 
flexibility of approach to schemes that might not fit into the usual standards and criteria of 
the Plan because of the historic constraint. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.100.4 

4.100.5 

4.100.6 

4.101.1 

4.101.2 

4.101.3 

4.101.4 

4.101.5 

4.101.6 

Policy GP.70 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In dealing with applications for changes of use involving conversions of buildings of 
architectural or historic interest the Council may, exceptionally, relax the ordinary 
requirements of the Plan in order to promote the preservation of and a beneficial 
future for the listed building. 

Paragraph 4.138 be modified to reflect this position. 

 
 

4.101 Policy GP.71: Alterations and Extensions (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters: 

 DD1188 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2002 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD6680 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6715 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6757 National Trust 

Objector: 
 DD7263 GOSE 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should be deleted as contrary to PPG 15. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The purpose of this policy is quite lost on me.  Alterations that do not adversely affect the 
listed interest should be approved - there is no need for the Plan to say that they will be 
considered favourably.  Part of the justification to GP.71 is lifted directly from the section 
of PPG15 that relates to listed building control, which is not a section 54A consideration, 
so there is a confusion of contexts within the policy that needs to be clarified. 

The Council also proposed a Change to paragraph 4.139 but with the addition of the 
margin note about PPG15 at paragraph 4.136 I regard this as unnecessary. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.71 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Applications for planning permission that involve alterations or extensions to 
buildings of architectural or historic interest should take full account, as will the 
Council, of the need to respect and protect the special interest and features of the 
listed building. 

No modification be made in accordance with ORC 53.02. 
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4.102 Policy GP.72: Demolition (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters: 

 DD1189 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2003 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD6681 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6716 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6758 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD0577 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7264 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
4.102.1 

4.102.2 

4.102.3 

4.102.4 

4.103.1 

4.103.2 

4.103.3 

4.103.4 

Whether the policy was too sweeping. 

Whether the policy should be deleted as contrary to PPG 15. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Although statutory regard does not need to be had to the development plan in deciding 
applications for listed building consent it seems to me that the strong national policy 
position in relation to their demolition is, with minor adjustments, fairly reflected in 
GP.72. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.72 be modified by rewording as follows: 

There is a presumption against the total or substantial demolition of any building of 
architectural or historic interest. 

 
 

4.103 Policy GP.73: Demolition (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters: 

 DD1190 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2004 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD6682 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6717 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6759 National Trust 

Objector: 
 DD7265 GOSE 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should be deleted as contrary to PPG 15. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think the Plan should not neglect the Council’s policy attitudes on listed buildings, even 
allowing for the different position in relation to section 54A.  A change was proposed to 
create a back-bearing to policy GP.71 and paragraph 4.139.  I suggest that the objective 
could be put more plainly. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.73 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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Consent may be granted for partial demolition of a building of architectural or 
historic interest where retention and preservation of the special interest and features 
of the listed building would be assured or improved. 

No modification be made in accordance with ORC 54.01. 4.103.5 

4.104.1 

4.104.2 

4.104.3 

4.104.4 

 
 

4.104 Policy GP.74: Setting and Long Distance Views (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters: 

 DD1191 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1995 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2391 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD6683 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6718 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6760 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD1105 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD7266 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ‘resisted’ should be ‘refused’. 

Whether the policy was too restrictive and should be criteria-based. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It would be unreasonable to indicate that any project would be refused as a matter of 
policy.  GP.74 sets out the Council’s view of development that impairs the setting of listed 
buildings but it does not explain the approach to applications generally, the point that the 
second objection is trying to make.  

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.74 be modified as follows: 

Development proposals or listed building alterations that affect the location of a 
building of architectural or historic interest should take full account of the need to 
protect its setting.  Works that do not respect the special characteristics of the 
setting of a listed building may not be permitted. 

 
 

4.105 Policy GP.75: Setting and Long Distance Views (Listed Buildings) 
Supporters:

 DD0856 K W Miller 
 DD1192 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1340 B and S A Robson 
 DD1386 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1604 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD1994 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2392 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD4261 Dinton with Ford & Upton 

Parish Council 
 DD6435 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7544 M J Tubb 

Objectors: 
 DD2751 Buckingham Town Council 
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 DD2822 Buckingham Society 
 DD6684 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6719 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6761 National Trust 
 DD6789 Bellway plc 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should require impact drawings to be submitted with applications. 4.105.1 

4.105.2 

4.105.3 

4.105.4 

4.106.1 

4.106.2 

4.106.3 

4.107.1 

4.107.2 

Whether key views should be shown on the Proposals Map. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The option of seeking supporting information to amplify planning applications is generally 
available to the Council and I see no need for the requested policy reference.  I regard it as 
impractical to indicate the views on the Map because they will change from different 
viewpoints and could not be represented realistically. 

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

 
 

4.106 Paragraph 4.143: Conservation Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD2317 Chearsley Parish Council 
 DD4264 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 

Objector: 
 DD7568 S O Meadows 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the Buckingham Conservation Area should be extended. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The supporting commentaries also asked for reviews of their conservation areas but this is 
not a function of the Local Plan 

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

 
 

4.107 Paragraph 4.144: Conservation Areas 
Objector: 

 DD7214 County Archaeological Service 
 
Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to the historic environment. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I consider that the point is adequately made in this text. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 4.107.3 

4.108.1 

4.108.2 

4.108.3 

4.109.1 

4.109.2 

4.109.3 

4.109.4 

4.109.5 

4.109.6 

 
 

4.108 Paragraph 4.145: New Development (Conservation Areas) 
Supporter: 

 DD2646 G Shaw 

Objector: 
 DD0578 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the last sentence of the paragraph represented a policy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The objector has a point, which could be met by a minor rephrasing. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.145 be modified by rewording the last sentence as follows: 

….and outline planning applications may not provide sufficient information for a 
decision to be made. 

 

 

4.109 Policy GP.76: New Development (Conservation Areas) 
Supporters: 

 DD1193 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1934 Taywood Homes 
 DD1993 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2393 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD6686 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6721 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6762 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD0579 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1036 Carter Commercial Developments Ltd 
 DD2527 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD6343 Faulkners 
 DD6560 Carrington Estates 
 DD7023 Station Road Trust 

Principal Issues: 
Whether criterion a) was over-rigid. 

Whether the policy should apply to land adjacent to a conservation area. 

Whether criterion b) required specific reference. 

Whether new development should be required to enhance a conservation area. 

Whether the policy should apply Article 4 directions in appropriate cases. 

Whether the historic street pattern should be a relevant consideration. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A change was proposed to meet the last objection.  It is something of a disappointment to 
find that the Council has formulated no positive plans of its own to improve the special 
characteristics of its conservation areas and will simply rely on the control of other 
peoples’ proposals. 

4.109.7 

4.109.8 

4.109.9 

4.110.1 

4.110.2 

4.110.3 

4.110.4 

However.  As written, the policy creates a number of difficulties of understanding and in 
implementation.  How would building alterations and street patterns interact? What is the 
‘intrinsic quality’ of a building and why must it be retained if the development otherwise 
preserves or enhances the conservation area.  GP.76 mixes too many concepts and needs 
focussing and simplifying.  I agree with the Council that land outside the conservation area 
can be relevant and that Article 4 directions are used in exceptional circumstances and 
should not be referred to in the policy. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.76 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In fulfilling its planning responsibilities the Council will seek to preserve or enhance 
the special characteristics of designated conservation areas. 

Development proposals should avoid harm to the character or appearance of 
conservation areas, their settings and any associated views of or from the 
conservation area. 

In considering such applications the Council will pay careful attention to the 
relationship between the development and the historic ordering, scale and form of 
buildings, street patterns, open spaces and natural features in the conservation area 
that contribute to its character and appearance. 

 

 

4.110 Policy GP.77: New Development (Conservation Areas) 
Supporters: 

 DD1194 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1526 AVALC 
 DD2394 Hulcott Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0580 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2395 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2499 British Waterways 
 DD6344 Faulkners 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should take account of replacement development, which may have on-
site parking. 

Whether the policy was contradictory. 

Whether the policy should include the visual impact on adjoining land. 

Whether the policy was superfluous. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council needs to be vigilant not to confuse the traffic aspects of development with the 
special character of conservation areas that this section of the Plan is seeking to protect.  
There will be instances when different parking standards might apply but I do not see how 
the Council can decide as a matter of policy that on-site parking in a conservation area is, 
of itself, harmful to the character and appearance.  Nor do I understand why on-site 
parking would be acceptable if any traffic increase is not ‘significant’ – an imprecise 
quantum.  And, how a means of access becomes visually acceptable or otherwise. 

4.110.5 

4.110.6 

4.110.7 

4.111.1 

4.111.2 

4.111.3 

The objectors have something of a point.  I think that operational development could be 
adequately regulated under GP.76 as recommended.  I accept that traffic increases and the 
effects of parking can be relevant factors in conservation area schemes.  The policy should 
be adapted to address this aspect of development. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.77 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In conservation areas the Council may modify the ordinary requirements of the Plan 
in relation to car parking standards.  

Development proposals should avoid vehicular increases and movements, and new 
car parking arrangements, that would impact adversely upon the character or 
appearance of the conservation area. 

 

 

4.111 Policy GP.78: Surface Treatments and Street Furniture (Conservation Areas) 
Supporters: 

 DD1195 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1492 C Hitchens 
 DD1527 AVALC 
 DD1992 Wendover Parish Council 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ‘exceptional’ circumstances should be clarified. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This question arose from a qualified supporting comment.  It seems to me to make very 
little difference if the circumstances are clarified or not because few, if any, of the utilities 
mentioned require planning permission, so GP.78 is fairly pointless.  As no objections 
have been lodged it is not part of my remit to recommend deletion of the policy.  If there 
had, I would.  

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

 
 

4.112 Paragraph 4.149: Demolition (Conservation Areas) 
Objectors: 

 DD0581 Howard Hutton & Associates 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether the final sentence should be added to GP.79 4.112.1 

4.112.2 

4.112.3 

4.113.1 

4.113.2 

4.113.3 

4.113.4 

4.114.1 

4.114.2 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The penultimate sentence of paragraph 4.149 is incorporated in GP.79.  It will not be 
terminal if the intention to impose a condition is signalled in the justification although it 
would not carry the full weight of policy. 

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

 
 

4.113 Policy GP.79: Demolition (Conservation Areas) 
Supporters: 

 DD1196 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1493 C Hitchens 
 DD1528 AVALC 
 DD6687 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6722 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6763 National Trust 

Objector: 
 DD1104 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should apply to all buildings in conservation areas. 

Whether ‘reasonably’ should be clarified. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
There is a general presumption against the demolition of buildings of value in 
conservation areas.  The protection should not extend to buildings of lesser merit although 
the policy rightly points up the need for information about the site proposals in these 
cases.  What is reasonable will depend on the matters under consideration. 

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

 
 

4.114 Paragraph 4.150: Trees (Conservation Areas) 
Objector: 

 DD2444 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should be clearer about trees in conservation areas. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A change was proposed to meet this objection but it would still not be entirely accurate. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.150 be modified by rewording as follows: 4.114.3 

4.115.1 

4.115.2 

4.115.3 

4.115.4 

4.115.5 

Conservation area designation introduces special provision for trees that are not 
already protected by Tree Preservation Orders.  Anyone proposing to undertake 
works to trees must, with certain limited exceptions, give written warning to the 
local planning authority so that the Council can consider whether an Order should 
be made (under Policy GP.58).  There are penalties for not giving appropriate 
notice.  Trees are valued features of conservation areas that often contribute to the 
setting of open spaces and buildings in the area.  These factors will be taken into 
account when conservation area trees are affected by felling or development 
proposals and if consent is given to remove a protected tree, replanting with a 
suitable replacement may be required. 

 
 

4.115 Policy GP.80: Trees (Conservation Areas) 
Supporters: 

 DD1197 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1991 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD6688 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6723 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6764 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD0312 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0582 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1490 C Hitchens 
 DD1529 AVALC 
 DD2443 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should apply to all trees. 

Whether the policy should apply only to applications to remove trees. 

Whether felling should be the last resort and replacement planting guaranteed for ten 
years. 

Whether conservation controls could secure replanting effectively. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The purpose of GP.80 is not entirely clear.  If the first and second sentences mean that the 
Council will serve TPOs on trees worthy of protection there would be adequate powers to 
do so under Policy GP.58 and it does not require saying again. In the third sentence the 
Council has no authority to grant consent for the removal of trees in conservation areas.  
Its power is limited to making a TPO in appropriate circumstances.  The objectors, with 
the exception of the arboriculturist, have been given the wrong impression by the policy 
wording and their points are not relevant.   The Change does not improve GP.80, which 
needs to address the factors likely to influence the Council when dealing with Tree 
Notices. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.80 be modified by rewording as follows: 4.115.6 

4.116.1 

4.116.2 

4.116.3 

4.116.4 

4.116.5 

4.116.6 

4.117.1 

4.117.2 

4.117.3 

When informed of works affecting trees in conservation areas the Council will take 
account of their contribution to the amenity and character and appearance of the 
area in determining planning proposals and in deciding whether to make Tree 
Preservation Orders.  In granting planning permission that involves the removal of 
trees in conservation areas the Council may impose conditions to require suitable 
replacement planting. 

 

 

4.116 Paragraph 4.152: Archaeology and Ancient Monuments 
Objectors: 

 DD2528 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD7215 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the paragraph should mention the Archaeological Maps and County Records. 

Whether the setting of sites should be included. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A Change was proposed to meet the first objection.  If this is merely informative I see no 
difficulties but if it includes sites protected by GP.82 then according to PPG16 they should 
be defined on the Proposals Map.  The settings of sites may be significant but I regard the 
reference in paragraph 4.154 as adequate. 

Recommendation 
I recommend that:- 

Paragraph 4.152 be modified in accordance with PC 4.30. 

In addition to Scheduled Monuments, other sites of known archaeological importance be 
shown on the Proposals Map. 

 
 

4.117 Paragraph 4.153: Archaeology and Ancient Monuments 
Objectors: 

 DD0583 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD7204 English Heritage 
 DD7217 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the last sentence is a policy. 

Whether there should be a policy on archaeological evaluation. 

Whether consultations should include the County Archaeological Service. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I accept that the intention expressed in the last sentence may be regarded as advisory.  I 
see no need for a new policy but it would be helpful to indicate that evaluations may 
sometimes be required before a decision can be made and I suggest this in GP.82 below.  I 
do not agree that consultees need to be referred to; this is the Council’s Plan and policies. 

4.117.4 

4.117.5 

4.118.1 

4.118.2 

4.118.3 

4.118.4 

4.118.5 

4.118.6 

4.118.7 

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

 
 

4.118 Policy GP.82: Archaeology and Ancient Monuments 
Supporters: 

 DD1199 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1548 I Pleeth 
 DD1989 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2396 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2797 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD2805 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD5920 G J Stewart 

Objectors: 
 DD0584 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2529 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD2574 Berryfields Consortium 
 DD6864 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the second part of the policy is redundant. 

Whether the policy should require the Council to obtain professional advice. 

Whether the policy should exclude development allocated in the Plan from the visual test. 

Whether the policy is too restrictive. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.82 goes too far.   The desirability of preserving an Ancient Monument and its setting 
(and, by extension, sites of archaeological importance) is a material consideration in 
determining applications but it might be unreasonable to refuse permission just because 
development affected the historic interest or its surroundings. 

What advice the Council seeks will depend on the nature of the case and there is no need 
for the policy to spell this out.  I see no reason why land containing archaeological remains 
and likely to be developed under the proposals of the Plan should not have to be fully 
assessed.  The objective is sound but the policy is unclear and I think it should be 
reconstructed to explain the Council’s approach to the protection, enhancement and 
preservation of sites of archaeological interest. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.82 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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The sites of Scheduled Ancient Monuments are shown on the Proposals Map.  The 
Council will resist development that affects these areas of national importance and 
their settings. 

In dealing with development proposals affecting a site of archaeological importance 
the Council will have regard to the need to protect, enhance and preserve the 
historic interest and its setting. 

Where research suggests that historic remains may be present on a development site 
planning applications should be supported by details of an archaeological field 
evaluation. 

 

 

4.119 Policy GP.83: Archaeology and Ancient Monuments 
Supporters: 

 DD1200 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1988 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD5921 G J Stewart 

Objector: 
 DD2530 Bucks Archaeological Society 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should require remains of archaeological importance to be preserved 
undisturbed. 

4.119.1 

4.119.2 

4.119.3 

4.120.1 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree that the objection would add nothing to the policy wording.  However, national 
guidance is that preservation in situ only applies to nationally important remains and that 
other cases are assessed on their merits.   The policy should make this clear. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.83 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In cases where development affects important archaeological remains and their 
settings the Council will expect proposals to preserve the historic interest without 
substantial change.  Where permission is granted for development involving sites 
containing archaeological remains the Council may impose conditions or seek 
planning obligations to secure the excavation and recording of the remains and 
publication of the results. 

 
 
4.120 OM403 Policy Omission: Archaeological Site Management 

Objector: 
 DD7218 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issue: 
Whether a policy should be added to support initiatives that promote the management of 
archaeological sites. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council propose a new policy to this effect but it has no land-use planning function. 4.120.2 

4.120.3 

4.121.1 

4.121.2 

4.121.3 

4.122.1 

4.122.2 

4.122.3 

4.123.1 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in accordance with PC 4.31. 

 
 

4.121 OM404 Omission: SAM Boundary 
Objector: 

 DD5922 G J Stewart 

Principal Issue: 
Whether Snelshall Priory SAM was correctly identified on the Proposals Map. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council propose to correct a recognised drafting error concerning Snelshall Priory 
SAM by means of PC 4.32. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with PC 4.32. 

 
 

4.122 OM405 Omission: Margin Note on PPG15 
Objector: 

 DD7216 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issue: 
Whether a margin note should be added about archaeologically related Acts and guidance. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It is unnecessary, and would be excessive, for every piece of legislation relevant to the 
Plan to be identified in a margin note.  Margin notes should be used solely to inform on 
particular points in the Plan. 

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

 
 

4.123 Paragraph 4.156: Historic Parks and Gardens 
Objector: 

 DD7219 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph should note that the sites are shown on Archaeological Notification 
Maps. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree that if these sites are shown on the Proposals Map the reference is unnecessary. 4.123.2 

4.123.3 

4.124.1 

4.124.2 

4.124.3 

4.124.4 

4.124.5 

4.124.6 

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

 
 

4.124 Policy GP.84: Historic Parks and Gardens 
Supporter: 

 DD1201 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0585 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2575 Berryfields Consortium 
 DD5613 S W Davies 
 DD6685 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6720 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6765 National Trust 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.33): 
 CO0020 I Hopcraft 
 CO0083 English Heritage 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was too rigid. 

Whether trees at Hartwell House were correctly shown. 

Whether key views into parks and historic gardens should be identified and listed. 

Whether ‘significantly’ should be omitted from the proposed change. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council is right to ensure that the Proposals Map needs to be as up to date as possible 
in accordance with the review by English Heritage.  I also accept that showing the views 
referred to would involve too great a level of detail.  Those who criticised the inflexibility 
of GP.84 have a point and I suggest an alternative more in line with PPG15. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.84 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map identifies parks and gardens of special historic interest.  
Planning proposals should respect the historic context of these sites and their 
settings.  In determining applications the Council will take full account of the 
historic significance of these areas and seek to protect their distinctive 
characteristics from adverse development. 
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CONSERVATION OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

4.125 Paragraph 4.157: Conservation of the Natural Environment 
Objectors: 

 DD2531 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD7478 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the historic context of natural habitats should be referred to. 4.125.1 

4.125.2 

4.125.3 

4.125.4 

4.126.1 

4.126.2 

4.126.3 

4.126.4 

4.126.5 

Whether reference should be made to biodiversity. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think that the first objection would add little to the Plan.  The second point is dealt with 
in a policy omission objection below.  I see nothing unreasonable in the assertion about 
habitats in this justification – at appeals the Council will be able to bring forward 
appropriate evidence to back this up. 

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

 
 

4.126 Paragraph 4.158: Sites of Acknowledged Nature Conservation Value 
Objectors: 

 DD2231 Bucks County Museum 
 DD7316 English Nature 
 DD7479 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether sites of County and local interest should be included. 

Whether the paragraph was entirely accurate and if English Nature should be mentioned as 
national advisers and reference made to the geological significance of the proposed Local 
Nature Reserve. 

Whether there was sufficient data for sound decisions and if reference should be made to 
BBONT surveys. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a series of changes that largely meet the points of objection.  I think 
it unnecessary to detail the context of the LNR reference in the policy justification. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.158 be modified in accordance with PC 4.34. 
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4.127 Paragraph 4.159: Sites of Acknowledged Nature Conservation Value 
Objectors: 

 DD0093 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD2232 Bucks County Museum 
 DD7976 English Nature 

Principal Issues: 
Whether sites referred to in the Plan should only be those identified by the Council. 4.127.1 

4.127.2 

4.127.3 

4.127.4 

4.127.5 

4.128.1 

4.128.2 

4.128.3 

Whether the first sentence should be corrected by the omission of ‘all’. 

Whether reference should be made to positive management in SINCs. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This is an informative paragraph which would be made more accurate by the Proposed 
Change but which I find otherwise neither misleading nor unsatisfactory. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.159 be modified in accordance with PC 4.34. 

 

 

4.128 Paragraph 4.160: Sites of Acknowledged Nature Conservation Value 
Supporters: 

 DD7325 English Nature 

Objector: 
 DD2287 Bucks County Council 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to the protection of ponds, watercourse and associated 
vegetation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think that this reference is unnecessary. 

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

 
 

4.129 Policy GP.85: Sites of Acknowledged Nature Conservation Value 
Supporters: 

 DD1202 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2101 J Halls 
 DD6605 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 
 DD7323 English Nature 

Objectors: 
 DD0085 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD1951 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD7110 Environment Agency 
 DD7161 Environment Agency 
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 DD7267 GOSE 
 DD7324 English Nature 
 DD7336 English Nature 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.34): 
 CO0217 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether references to LNRs and BBONT reserves should be deleted. 4.129.1 

4.129.2 

4.129.3 

4.129.4 

4.129.5 

4.129.6 

4.129.7 

4.129.8 

4.129.9 

4.129.10 

Whether damage should be ‘significant’. 

Whether the wider countryside in undesignated areas of conservation value should be 
protected and permissions required to enhance the biological resource. 

Whether the boundaries of SSSIs adjacent to the District boundary should be shown on the 
Proposals Map. 

Whether the policy was contrary to PPG9. 

Whether the Proposals Map was confusing in relation to SSSIs and BBONT reserves. 

Whether the policy should apply to the loss of parts of sites. 

Whether the change introduced an inappropriate criterion. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Changes were proposed to meet certain of these objections.  I consider that these would 
not improve GP.85, which is far too rigid – nature conservation interests may be only one 
of the factors to be considered when dealing with planning proposals – and contains 
subjective criteria.  I am also concerned about a statutory policy relating to sites that rely 
on the judgements and values of named unelected organisations, however professional 
they may be, because weight accorded to those interests will not be the same as those of 
national significance.  I am not persuaded that sites without formal recognition should 
enjoy policy protection (although their interest might still be a material consideration in 
applications).  The Council is right that designations on the Proposals Map outside the 
District should not be included.  The wording of GP.85 needs revising to bring it more into 
line with the thrust of PPG9 whilst protecting relevant local interests.  Indeed it would be 
more satisfactory if GP.85 dealt only with sites of designated significance. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.85 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Sites of national nature conservation importance and designated Local Nature 
Reserves are shown on the Proposals Map.  In determining development proposals 
affecting these areas the Council will ensure that their nature interest and 
ecological value is fully protected and, where possible, enhanced. 

 
 

4.130 Policy GP.86: Sites of Acknowledged Nature Conservation Value 
Supporters: 

 DD0858 K W Miller  DD1385 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD1203 Rural Development 

Commission  DD1605 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group  DD1341 B and S A Robson 
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 DD2102 J Halls 
 DD6434 W W H Carlyle 

 DD6606 Stoke Mandeville Parish 
Council 

 DD7326 English Nature

Objectors: 
 DD0086 JGK Environmental 

Consultancy 
 DD1952 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2288 Bucks County Council 
 DD2576 Berryfields Consortium 
 DD7056 Castle Cement Ltd 

 DD7111 Environment Agency 
 DD7162 Environment Agency 
 DD7163 Environment Agency 
 DD7268 GOSE 
 DD7825 English Nature 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.34 (e)): 
 CO0022 I Hopcraft 
 CO0248 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether owner/occupiers of sites should be notified and sites reviewed regularly and new 
sites added only through the Local Plan process. 

4.130.1 

4.130.2 

4.130.3 

4.130.4 

4.130.5 

4.130.6 

4.130.7 

4.130.8 

4.130.9 

4.130.10 

4.130.11 

4.130.12 

4.130.13 

4.130.14 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether damage should be ‘significant’. 

Whether the policy should distinguish between statutory and non-statutory designations. 

Whether the policy should exclude sites allocated for development on the Plan. 

Whether the penultimate sentence should be deleted. 

Whether the policy should require extra surveys where conservation data was lacking in 
SINCs or ALERT sites. 

Whether ALERT boundaries should be clearly shown. 

Whether Boarstall Duck Decoy should be shown as a BBONT reserve. 

Whether the policy was too rigid and should be criteria–based. 

Whether the Proposals Map was confusing in relation to SSSIs and BBONT reserves. 

Whether the change weakened the policy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a series of changes and compromises that, to my mind, would make 
the policy unworkable.  GP.86 should be distinguished from GP.85, by concentrating on 
sites of local nature significance that do not warrant statutory designation, but it should be 
plain that it may be only one factor in the planning decision.  It does not need to include 
the minutiae of process, or exclusions, or individual sites, or seek additional information.  
The operation of the policy would include all these matters. 

What is required is a clear statement of how the Council will approach the nature 
conservation interest of sites affected by development so that applicants understand what 
may be expected of their schemes.  The Proposals Map needs to represent the different 
designations accurately so that people know where the policy will apply.  I think the 
policy should avoid vernacular references and stick to one grade of site that would include 
non-statutory nature reserves and sites of importance for nature conservation.  I suggest 
below how it might be recast to reflect more closely the guidance of PPG9. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that :- 4.130.15 

4.130.16 

4.130.17 

4.131.1 

4.131.2 

4.131.3 

4.131.4 

4.132.1 

4.132.2 

Policy GP.86 be modified by rewording as follows; 

The Proposals Map identifies sites of local importance for nature conservation.  
When considering applications affecting these areas the Council will have regard to 
the desirability of conserving their special nature features and ecological 
characteristics.  In granting permission the Council may impose conditions or seek 
planning obligations to promote the management and conservation of the nature 
interests involved. 

The Proposals Map be modified by renaming the BBONT designations as ‘Sites of Local 
Importance for Nature Conservation’. 

 
4.131 OM406 Policy Omission: Biodiversity Action Plan 

Objectors: 
 DD0089 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD7333 English Nature 
 DD7433 J Blackmore & R Lynn 
 DD7478 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether ponds that support great crested newts should be identified on the Proposals Map. 

Whether reference should be made to the County Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree that it would be appropriate to mention the County Plan in the text and I deal with 
it in connection with the proposed change to paragraph 4.162 below.  The matter of newts 
would be considered under GP.88 and I see no need for any habitats to be separately 
shown. 

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

 
 

4.132 Paragraph 4.161: Amenity Potential of Safeguarded Sites 
Objector: 

 DD4379 English Sports Council South 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the last sentence should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I do not understand the reference in the Proposed Change to Ancient Monuments.  The 
context of this section is the natural environment.  I understand that FPC 67.01 does not 
apply to Paragraph 4.161. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that the last sentence of paragraph 4.161 be modified by rewording as 
follows: 

4.132.3 

4.133.1 

4.133.2 

4.133.3 

4.133.4 

4.133.5 

4.134.1 

On the edge of towns and close to large residential areas sites of nature 
conservation interest may be more susceptible to harm from recreational uses.  

 
 

4.133 Policy GP.87: Amenity Potential of Safeguarded Sites 
Supporters: 

 DD1204 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2103 J Halls 
 DD6607 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0087 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD7113 Environment Agency 
 DD7327 English Nature 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy duplicated GP.85 and GP.86 

Whether the policy should refer to nature conservation value. 

Whether the policy might put wildlife sites more at risk. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It is true that proposals considered under GP.87 might also be covered by the two previous 
policies but I understand the Council’s purpose in making this separate statement about 
recreational activities because nature sites can be compatible with leisure pursuits.  A 
change was proposed to meet the second objection.  I do not see how the policy would 
imperil wildlife interests because these would be material considerations to be accounted 
for in its implementation.  GP.87 is less than clear on the question of amenity uses, which 
I take to mean picnic areas and the like, and would benefit from redrafting. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.87 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Leisure, recreational and sporting uses may be permitted in areas of nature 
conservation value where compatible with the ecological and wildlife interests to be 
protected. 

 
 

4.134 Paragraph 4.162: Wildlife and Habitats 
Objector: 

 DD7114 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to a local Biodiversity Action Plan. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a change to meet this objection, which also satisfies the points 
raised above about the related missing policy. 

4.134.2 

4.134.3 

4.135.1 

4.135.2 

4.135.3 

4.135.4 

4.135.5 

4.135.6 

4.135.7 

4.135.8 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.162 be modified in accordance with ORC 60.05. 

 
 

4.135 Policy GP.88: Wildlife and Habitats 
Supporters: 

 DD0770 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0860 K W Miller 
 DD1205 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1383 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1384 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD1606 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2104 J Halls 
 DD6432 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6433 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6608 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 
 DD7112 Environment Agency 
 DD7328 English Nature

Objectors: 
 DD0088 JGK Environmental Consultancy 
 DD0586 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1103 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD4367 Liz Tubb 
 DD7269 GOSE 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 4.36): 
 CO0023 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy replicates GP.86 and is unnecessary. 

Whether the policy is contradictory. 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy could be made to work effectively. 

Whether the policy was over-restrictive and should be criteria-based. 

Whether the change weakened the policy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It is national policy to minimise any adverse development effects on wildlife and the 
presence of a protected species is a material consideration in any development that might 
harm a species or its habitat.  It seems to me a sufficiently discrete topic to justify the 
policy expression rather than in combination with GP.85 or GP.86.  However the two 
sentences are confusing and in my planning experience it is most uncommon for 
permission to be refused solely on the grounds of interference with wildlife, especially 
because there is specific protective legislation for many species. 

In its present form GP.88 would not be a good development control instrument and the 
Proposed Change still leaves it less than plain.  The key objective is there but the 
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expression needs sharpening up.  It would then work effectively for allocated and 
unallocated sites.  

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.88 be modified by rewording as follows: 4.135.9 

4.136.1 

4.136.2 

4.136.3 

4.136.4 

4.136.5 

4.136.6 

The Council will expect building operations and new land uses to minimise 
interference with and avoid harm to any protected species or its habitat, and will 
have regard to the effect of all development proposals on plant and animal species.  
Planning permissions may include conditions, or planning obligations may be 
sought, to secure protection of wildlife interests affected by development. 

 
 

4.136 Paragraph 4.163: Surface Water Protection 
Objectors: 

 DD2500 British Waterways 
 DD7115 Environment Agency 

 
Principal Issues: 
Whether the consultees should include British Waterways and include quantitative 
assessments. 

Whether reference should be made to foul water infrastructure and pollution prevention 
measures. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A change was proposed to meet the first point.  The second request would involve 
inappropriate detail.  People may be confused with the context of ‘surface water’ 
protection, a term often more associated with drainage rather than water resources like 
ponds, rivers, lakes and over-ground reservoirs.  It might be helpful to clarify the title of 
this section. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Paragraph 4.163 be modified in accordance with PC 4.37. 

Consideration be given to re-titling the Section ‘The Protection of Rivers and Surface 
Waters’. 

 
 

4.137 Policy GP.89: Surface Water Protection 
Supporters: 

 DD0862 K W Miller 
 DD1206 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1382 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD2647 G Shaw 
 DD2752 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD6431 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6609 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 
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Objectors: 
 DD0587 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2132 Country Landowners Association 
 DD2501 British Waterways 
 DD7116 Environment Agency 
 DD7270 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy wording should be strengthened. 4.137.1 

4.137.2 

4.137.3 

4.137.4 

4.137.5 

4.137.6 

4.137.7 

4.137.8 

4.137.9 

Whether the policy should be more flexible. 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy should prohibit large-scale development that impaired water supply. 

Whether the policy should refer to water quality. 

Whether the policy was over-restrictive. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A change was proposed to refer to the risk to water quality (but not quantity).  As with the 
justification to GP.89 I find it difficult to understand the policy context of surface water 
protection but I take it to mean all open water systems serving the interests referred to in 
paragraph 4.163.  I accept that the protection of an adequate and potable water supply can 
be a material planning consideration.  I think also that the avoidance of pollution of 
watercourses and open water, and recognition of their recreational value, are relevant 
planning objectives. 

GP.89 addresses none of these considerations satisfactorily.  It states that development 
with the propensity to impair (surface) water quality will be refused.  This cannot be right: 
there may be ways of getting round any problem.  The Change proposed is not for the 
better.  If the justification is to refer to quantity the policy should do likewise.  The matter 
of the MDA would be resolved in implementing the policy. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.89 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Planning proposals should take full account of the effect of development on the 
quantity and quality of watercourses and open water systems.  The Council may 
impose conditions on planning permissions, or seek planning obligations, to ensure 
the protection of water flows and potability, and the leisure and amenity 
characteristics of water systems. 

 

 

4.138 OM407 Policy Omission: Protection of River Corridors 
Objectors: 

 DD7118 Environment Agency 
 DD7195 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 
 DD7331 English Nature 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.43): 
 CO0209 Hives Partnership Planning 
 CO0220 Environment Agency  
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Principal Issues: 
Whether a new policy was needed to secure maintenance accesses alongside watercourses 
and floodplains. 

4.138.1 

4.138.2 

4.138.3 

4.138.4 

4.138.5 

4.139.1 

4.139.2 

4.139.3 

4.139.4 

4.140.1 

4.140.2 

Whether reference should be made to the applicable watercourses. 

Whether the proposed change was sufficient. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a new policy to require access to be maintained alongside 
watercourses for various reasons.  I question whether the Council has planning powers to 
do so except in certain cases of development sites adjacent to rivers and streams.  In these 
instances the objectives of the new policy could be material planning considerations that 
could be secured by conditions.  It does not require a new policy to obtain those benefits. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be not modified in accordance with PC 4.43. 

 

4.139 Paragraph 4.164: River Flood Plains 
Supporter: 

 DD7117 Environment Agency  

Objectors: 
 DD7160 Environment Agency 
 DD7196 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 

Principal Issues: 
Whether topographical surveys should be required with applications within or adjacent to 
the floodplain line. 

Whether the Internal Drainage Boards should be referred to. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The first objection was concealed in a supporting comment.  This would be a matter of 
practice and does not need to be referred to in the Plan.  Nor is it necessary to refer to the 
objectives of other agencies (including the Environment Agency). 

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

 
 

4.140 Paragraph 4.165: River Flood Plains 
Objectors: 

 DD7119 Environment Agency 
 DD7197 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 
 DD7481 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether reference should be made to flood water flows. 

Whether there should be a presumption against dense planting and caravan sites in 
floodplains. 
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4.140.3 Whether nature conservation interests should be linked to floodplains. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A change was proposed to meet the first objection.  Whatever the approach of the 
Environment Agency (paragraph 4.164) I consider that there should be no ‘presumption’ 
of the kind suggested – one of the key aims of the Plan is to facilitate development and 
presumptions only apply in Green Belt situations.  Nature conservation interests are 
covered by other policies. 

4.140.4 

4.140.5 

4.141.1 

4.141.2 

4.141.3 

4.141.4 

4.141.5 

4.141.6 

4.141.7 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.165 be modified in accordance with PC 4.39. 

 
 

4.141 Policy GP.90: River Flood Plains 
Supporters: 

 DD0771 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0864 K W Miller 
 DD1207 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1330 B and S A Robson 
 DD1381 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1464 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1541 I Pleeth 
 DD1607 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD1859 R G Vaughan 
 DD2319 Chearsley Parish Council 
 DD2397 Hulcott Parish Council 

 DD2753  Buckingham Town 
Council 

 DD2842 Mr and Mrs A Roberts 
 DD2908 Mr & Mrs N J Clark 
 DD6123 E G Clarke 
 DD6189 A L D Biffen 
 DD6430 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6547 B W T Bell 
 DD6610 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 
 DD6798 J Mitchell 
 DD6811 J E Mitchell 
 DD6828 Miss D Haynes 
 DD6987 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7329 English Nature 
 DD7803 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD0300 P Arnold 
 DD0588 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD2720 D F Macleod 
 DD4368 Liz Tubb 

 DD5696 P Jenkin 
 DD6513 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7120 Environment Agency 
 DD7480 BBONT

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should apply to all planning proposals. 

Whether the policy was contradictory. 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy would improve existing flooding. 

Whether the policy should be strengthened. 

Whether there should be a presumption against development in floodplains. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Many points were associated with supporting remarks for the policy, but not for the MDA, 
and the Council propose a Change to exclude allocated sites.  I think this would be 
inappropriate because it could sanction unsatisfactory development and increase flood 
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risks.  The susceptibility of land to flooding is a material planning consideration and I see 
no reason why development sites should be excused the test. 

The wording of the two policy parts is at odds and it does not seem to me that the change 
rectifies this.  It will not be practical to expect the policy to improve current conditions, 
although it could avoid worsening them.  Once again, I counsel against any presumption 
against development (although it would be appropriate to refuse permission for caravan 
and camping sites in areas of the highest risk of flooding).  Some rephrasing is needed to 
reflect the guidance of PPG25 in a realistic form of words. 

4.141.8 

4.141.9 

4.142.1 

4.142.2 

4.142.3 

Recommendation: 
I recommend  that policy GP.90 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In considering planning proposals the Council will pay special attention to the need 
to manage and reduce any risk of flooding.  Within areas of flood risk full account 
will be taken of the hazard of flooding to proposed development.  In all cases regard 
will be had to the effect of development on flood flows, flood storage capacity and 
flood run-off and the consequences for property protection and personal safety. 

Where permission is granted for development in areas at risk from flooding or that 
might increase flood risks, the Council may impose conditions or seek planning 
obligations, including financial contributions, to promote flood-risk management 
and avoid or mitigate any adverse effects. 

 

 

4.142 Policy GP.91: River Flood Plains 
Supporters: 

 DD0772 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0866 K W Miller 
 DD1208 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1380 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1463 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1608 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD6124 E G Clarke 
 DD6429 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6548 B W T Bell 
 DD6611 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 
 DD6829 Miss D Haynes 
 DD7330 English Nature 
 DD7804 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD2940 M J Pritchard 
 DD4369 Liz Tubb 
 DD4370 Liz Tubb 
 DD6512 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7744 P Arnold 
 DD7826 BBONT  

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy should apply to all planning proposals. 

Whether there should be a presumption against development in floodplains. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
My comments in relation to similar objections to GP.90 apply.  I think there is a good case 
for combining GP.91 with GP.90 because each addresses linked objectives.  I have 
attempted to do this in the recommended modified GP.90, in which case GP.91 would be 
redundant. 

4.142.4 

4.142.5 

4.143.1 

4.143.2 

4.143.3 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.91, in favour of policy 
GP.90 as recommended. 

 
 

4.143 Paragraph 4.169: Source Control 
Supporter: 

 DD7123 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph should indicate that source control might not suit contaminated 
land. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Two changes were proposed to meet this qualified supporting point, including a margin 
note.  I have no comments. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.169 be modified in accordance with PC 4.41 and ORC 
62.01. 

 
 

4.144 Policy GP.92: Source Control 
Supporters: 

 DD0773 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0885 K W Miller 
 DD1209 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1329 B and S A Robson 
 DD1379 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1462 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1609 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2398 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2843 Mr and Mrs A Roberts 
 DD6125 E G Clarke 
 DD6428 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6612 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 
 DD6988 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7122 Environment Agency 
 DD7555 Mr & Mrs N J Clark 

Objectors: 
 DD2941 M J Pritchard 
 DD4371 Liz Tubb 
 DD6511 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7198 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 
 DD7745 P Arnold 

 163



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 4.144.1 

4.144.2 

4.144.3 

4.144.4 

4.144.5 

4.144.6 

4.144.7 

4.144.8 

4.145.1 

4.145.2 

4.145.3 

4.145.4 

Whether the policy could be implemented. 

Whether the system design should be ‘sustainable’ 

Whether the policy would apply to all planning applications. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A minor change was proposed here to refer to sustainable drainage systems.  The other 
points raised will be a function of the operation of the policy.  There does seem to be an 
awful lot of words used in this section to deal with a fairly narrow aspect of development 
control.  The Council could achieve the objectives of GP.92 just as effectively and more 
succinctly by including the wording recommended below as the second paragraph of 
Policy GP.90. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.92 be deleted and that policy GP.90 be further modified by the addition of the 
following sentence at the start of the second paragraph: 

New development should be designed to restrict and reduce surface water discharge 
and incorporate suitable measures for the management and disposal of surface 
water to avoid the risk of flooding. 

Paragraphs 4.166-4.169 precede policy GP.90 as modified and that the title of the section 
be adjusted accordingly. 

 
 

4.145 Paragraphs 4.170 and 4.171: Ground Water Protection 
Objector: 

 DD7125-26 Environment Agency 

Principal Issues: 
Whether reference should be made to sources of pollution. 

Whether an Environment Agency document should be a material consideration for the 
Council. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree with the Council that these references would be over-detailed and unnecessary 

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

 
 

4.146 Policy GP.93: Ground Water Protection 
Supporters: 

 DD0868 K W Miller 

 164



Inspector’s Report Part I : General Policies 

 DD1210 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6613 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 
 DD7124 Environment Agency 

Objectors: 
 DD2133 Country Landowners Association 
 DD2687 Chiltern Society 
 DD7271 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 4.146.1 

4.146.2 

4.146.3 

4.146.4 

4.146.5 

4.146.6 

4.147.1 

4.147.2 

4.147.3 

Whether large-scale development with adverse effects on water quality and quantity 
should be prohibited. 

Whether the policy should ‘sustain’ groundwater supplies. 

Whether the policy was too restrictive and should be criteria-based. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The points raised in the first three objections would be a function of the operation of the 
policy.  The aim of this short statement is sound but as drafted, and as to be changed, it is 
too inflexible. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.93 be modified by rewording as follows: 

New development should not impair the supply or quality of groundwater and 
underground water reserves.  In considering applications the Council will have 
regard to the effect of proposals on the conservation of water resources and the 
need to avoid their contamination. 

 

 

4.147 OM408 Policy Omission: Protection of Ground-water Resources 
Objector: 

 DD7127 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
Whether there should be a policy linking development to the adequacy of water resources 
and requiring development to incorporate measures for water conservation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This might be a material consideration for planning decision-makers but I am not 
persuaded that it justifies a special policy.  The protection of the supply and quality of 
groundwater is included in my recommended modification of GP.93 above. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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4.148 OM409 Policy Omission: Waste-water Management 
Objector: 

 DD7141 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
Whether a policy should link development to the adequacy of sewage infrastructure and 
discourage small treatment plants and septic tanks. 

4.148.1 

4.148.2 

4.148.3 

4.149.1 

4.149.2 

4.149.3 

4.150.1 

4.150.2 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Unless there are acknowledged shortcomings with the sewage systems of the District or 
foreseeable problems with the operations of small private treatment works and septic tanks 
I would not regard this as essential. 

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

 
4.149 OM410 Policy Omission: Protection of Air Quality 

Objector: 
 DD7142 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
Whether a new policy was needed resisting development adversely affecting air quality. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
As Circular 15/97 points out, air quality can be a factor in the consideration of 
development proposals.  In a predominantly rural environment like Aylesbury Vale it is a 
relatively uncommon issue and I think that a separate policy is not required. 

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

 

TOURISM 
 

4.150 Policy GP.94: Tourism 
Supporters: 

 DD0869 K W Miller 
 DD1211 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2016 Mr & Mrs P Menday 
 DD2648 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD2686 Chiltern Society 
 DD7272 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should address the impact of extra traffic, parking and other facilities. 

Whether the policy was a land-use policy. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
As written, GP.94 is a corporate intention.  The Proposed Change brings it no closer to a 
land-use policy that has any value in development control.  In relevant circumstances the 
tourism strategy might be a material planning consideration for proposals but GP.94 has 
no land-use application and should not be part of the Plan. 

4.150.3 

4.150.4 

4.151.1 

4.151.2 

4.151.3 

4.151.4 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.94 and its 
justification. 

 
 

4.151 Policy GP.95: Hotels and Motels 
Supporters: 

 DD0870 K W Miller 
 DD1212 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2399 Hulcott Parish Council 

 
Objectors: 

 DD0589 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD0682 E G Clarke 
 DD4372 Liz Tubb 
 DD7273 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was too restrictive and should be criteria-based. 

Whether a hotel at Broughton Stocklake would comply with the policy. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The pre-judgement of GP.95 in relation to tourist accommodation in the countryside is 
contrary to national planning principles.  The bald assertion in the preamble that hotels are 
inappropriate in rural areas and detrimental to their character is not adequately justified.  
As GP.96 anticipates, there may be circumstances where building conversions and 
changes of use (which would, technically, be ‘new’ hotels) could provide satisfactory 
hotels and it would be wrong for the Plan to exclude those possibilities. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.95 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for hotel and motel building development outside the built-up areas of 
settlements will be considered against the background of the Council’s tourism 
strategy, and with particular reference to the aims of protecting the character and 
appearance of the countryside and the need to reduce car-borne travel. 

 

 

4.152 Policy GP.96: Hotels and Motels 
Supporters: 

 DD0871 K W Miller 
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 DD1213 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2017 Mr & Mrs P Menday 

Objectors: 
 DD1530` AVALC 
 DD7274 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether more hotels would lead to increased traffic. 4.152.1 

4.152.2 

4.152.3 

4.152.4 

4.152.5 

4.152.6 

4.153.1 

4.153.2 

Whether the policy should be criteria-based. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It is probable that new hotels, wherever located, would be accompanied by extra traffic 
because most are used by driving travellers.  This may be a factor in deciding whether 
permission should be granted but not a reason for excluding this policy.  However, I have 
already drawn attention to the possible conflict between GP.96 and GP.95.  I do not see 
how the Council can be so certain that it would grant permission for the conversion of an 
‘historic building’ without considering other circumstances – like sustainable traffic 
movements - that might apply.  And, given the opening sentence of paragraph 4.179, it 
seems unnecessary to apply GP.96 in built-up areas.  My conclusion is that the policy 
objectives could be met equally well by an extra sentence on GP.95 as recommended. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.96. 

Policy GP.95 as recommended be further modified by the addition of another paragraph 
worded as follows;: 

In dealing with applications for the change of use of rural buildings to hotels or 
motels the Council will pay special attention to any benefits arising from the 
conversion and conservation of historic buildings and their settings. 

 
 

4.153 Policy GP.97: Bed and Breakfast/Guest Houses 
Supporters: 

 DD0872 K W Miller 
 DD1214 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2018 Mr & Mrs P Menday 

Objector: 
 DD7275 GOSE 
 DD6600* Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 
 *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should be criteria-based.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Development control would be much easier if GP.97 (and others) do not allude to some 
position that the Council might come to regret when individual applications are assessed 
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against all the factors that might impact on any proposal.  This is why neutrally expressed 
criteria-based policies are so much more valuable in local plans. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that Policy GP.97 be modified by rewording as follows: 4.153.3 

4.154.1 

4.154.2 

4.154.3 

4.154.4 

4.154.5 

4.154.6 

4.154.7 

4.154.8 

Applications for the use of existing dwellings as guesthouses or bed and breakfast 
accommodation, in whole or in part, will be considered with special reference to the 
effect of the development on the character and appearance of the locality and the 
residential amenities of people living nearby. 

 

 

4.154 Policies GP.98 and GP.99: Self-Catering Holiday Cottages 
Supporters: 

 DD0873-74 K W Miller 
 DD0873-74 K W Miller 
 DD1215-16 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1215-16 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2134 Country Landowners Association 

Objectors: 
 DD0590 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1102 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD2649 G Shaw 
 DD2830 Buckingham Society 
 DD7276 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.98 conflicted with the aim to avoid housing losses. 

Whether GP.98 should include historic buildings and refer to ‘sympathetic’ rather than 
‘favourable’ consideration. 

Whether conditions and planning agreements should apply to GP.98. 

Whether GP.98 should be criteria-based. 

Whether GP.99 should include conversions. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
In the Council’s response to the first objection it stated that the promotion of the local 
tourist economy is an exception to the protection of the numerical housing stock.  Where 
is the Plan explicit about this, in relation to either conversions or new-build 
accommodation? 

GP.98 would relate to all buildings for which applications had to be made.  ‘Sympathetic’ 
would give rise to similar difficulties as ‘favourable’ mentioned in my consideration of 
GP.97 above.  I cannot see why restrictions on residential occupation should not apply to 
holiday conversions in the countryside as well as new buildings, otherwise the rural 
settlement strategy of the Plan could be blown out of the water. 

A criteria-based solution is better for GP.98 and GP.99, combining both aspects of the 
topic, and I suggest an appropriate form of words.  This would satisfy the last objection. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.154.9 

4.154.10 

4.154.11 

4.155.1 

4.155.2 

4.155.3 

4.156.1 

4.156.2 

Policy GP.98 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for the construction of self-catering holiday accommodation and holiday 
homes will be assessed against the housing and rural settlement policies of the Plan. 

Applications for the conversion or changes of use of dwellings and other buildings 
to self-catering holiday accommodation outside the built-up areas of settlements will 
be considered against the background of the Council’s tourism strategy, and the 
need to protect the character and appearance of the countryside. 

In granting permission the Council may impose conditions or seek planning 
obligations to control the use and occupation of holiday accommodation. 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.99. 

 
 

4.155 Policy GP. 100: Camping and Caravaning 
Supporters: 

 DD0875 K W Miller 
 DD1217 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD0591 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the wording of the policy could be improved. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Maybe, but it would not be significant. 

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

 
 

4.156 Policy GP.101: Existing Tourist Attractions 
Supporters: 

 DD0876 K W Miller 
 DD1218 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0524 Southern Arts 
 DD0592 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should promote the night-time economy. 

Whether the policy was an aspiration. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The second objector is right.  This is a corporate intention without land-use application 
and my comments in relation to GP.94 apply. 

4.156.3 

4.156.4 

4.157.1 

4.157.2 

4.157.3 

4.157.4 

4.157.5 

4.157.6 

4.157.7 

4.157.8 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.101. 

 

RECREATION AND LEISURE 
 

4.157 Policy GP.102: Recreation and Leisure 
Supporters: 

 DD0877 K W Miller 
 DD1219 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1531 AVALC 
 DD2650 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD0525 Southern Arts 
 DD7128 Environment Agency 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should include arts and cultural facilities. 

Whether the policy was clear. 

Whether the policy should include better access provision to river corridors. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
In response to the first objection the Council proposed a new section to follow GP.130 
including an additional policy on the Arts under Change 4.45, which was subsequently 
amended by FPC 81.02.  I am sure that no-one will gainsay the value of art and cultural 
influences in modern life and the Council’s (laudable) arts development strategy ranks 
with its tourism strategy as an important corporate policy.  But it is not a planning policy.  
Developers will not be much interested in an intention to ‘encourage’ dedicated arts 
facilities in larger settlements.  What they wish to know is whether it will be a planning 
requirement that schemes include aesthetic elements - and if such features are not crucial 
or relevant to the development, the answer will probably be not.  So, however much the 
Council may promote arts and cultural facilities it will be a matter of gentle persuasion and 
that does not justify or generate a land-use policy. 

The Council is aware that I have advocated against Change PC 4.43 relating to river 
corridors.  I continue to regard them as insufficiently significant to warrant inclusion in the 
policy.  The second objection was related to a supporting expression but it seems to me to 
have pinpointed a problem with the phrasing of GP.102, which could be put more plainly 
for easier implementation and understanding. 

Might I suggest that unobjected Paragraph 4.191 introduce this section? 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.102 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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The Council will protect the open recreational, sporting and amenity spaces, and 
leisure facilities of the district from inappropriate development. 

All planning proposals should make adequate provision for open space and leisure 
needs associated with the development concerned. 

The Plan be not modified in accordance with FPC 81.02 4.157.9 

4.158.1 

4.158.2 

4.158.3 

4.159.1 

4.159.2 

4.159.3 

4.159.4 

 

 

4.158 Paragraph 4.192: Water-based Recreation 
Supporter: 

 DD7129 Environment Agency 

Objector: 
 DD2502 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
Whether canals should be mentioned. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I do not regard it as essential to include a reference to canals here because there are 
customised policies later. 

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

4.159 Paragraph 4.193: Water-based Recreation 
Objectors: 

 DD2503 British Waterways 
 DD4383 English Sports Council South 
 DD7130 Environment Agency 

Principal Issues: 
Whether any implication that narrowboats are noisy sports should be avoided. 

Whether it was unreasonable to suggest that water skiing was a detrimental sport. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A slight change was proposed.  I have no comments. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.193 be modified in accordance with FPC 67.01. 

 
 

4.160 Policy GP.103: Water-based Recreation 
Supporters: 

 DD0878 K W Miller 
 DD1220 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1738 Rachel Beckett 

Objector: 
 DD7131 Environment Agency 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether an outdoor swimming pool should be provided to replace the Vale Pool. 4.160.1 

4.160.2 

4.160.3 

4.160.4 

4.161.1 

4.161.2 

4.161.3 

Whether any permitted development should not prejudice any potential future water-based 
use. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The first point arose from a supporting comment but is not relevant to the generality of 
GP.103.  The second suggestion could be impractical.  However, it seems to me that the 
policy as written is impractical.  There may be times when the Council is faced with a 
plain choice between development options and GP.103 ignores the possibility that the 
importance accorded to the scheme proposed might simply outweigh the significance of 
the recreational facility. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.103 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals affecting established water sports and water-based recreational facilities 
should have regard to the need to safeguard the leisure interests.  In determining 
applications the Council may require the provision of alternative facilities for any 
eliminated by the development. 

 

 

4.161 Paragraph 4.194: Water-based Recreation 
Objector: 

 DD4381* English Sports Council South 
 DD7132 Environment Agency 
 *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
Whether ‘compatible’ should be ‘sympathetic’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I disagree.  Compatible is semantically correct. 

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

 
 

4.162 Policy GP.104: Water-based Recreation 
Supporters: 

 DD0879 K W Miller 
 DD1221 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7133 Environment Agency 

Objector: 
 DD4381* English Sports Council South 
 DD7133 Environment Agency 
 * objection withdrawn 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether all landscaping should be designed to encourage wildlife and not just water-based 
recreation. 

4.162.1 

4.162.2 

4.162.3 

4.162.4 

4.162.5 

4.162.6 

4.162.7 

4.163.1 

4.163.2 

Whether the concept of zoning of recreation facilities and nature conservation should be 
included for balance. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The first objector has a point but the context of this section is water recreation.  I am not 
certain that I understand the second matter.  However, there are other problems with 
GP.104 because it is not clear what it is seeking to achieve.  The justification suggests that 
water sports should respect nature conservation, partly replicating GP.87, but the policy 
says little about this.  The added factor is landscaping for wildlife, about which there is 
nothing in the preamble. 

I find the concept of ‘exploit the amenity potential of the site’ unclear and I do not see 
how water sport or recreation schemes can be required to do whatever this means.  The 
purpose of GP.104 is to ensure that water-based development does not prejudice nature 
conservation interests and it may be easier to say so. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.104 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for water sports and water-based recreational development should have 
particular regard to the biodiversity of any ecological and wildlife interests affected.  
In determining such applications the Council will take account of the need to 
safeguard these natural assets and may require landscaping and other appropriate 
measures to protect and promote nature conservation. 

Paragraph 4.194 be adjusted to reflect this policy. 

 
 

4.163 Policy GP.105: Water-based Recreation 
Supporters: 

 DD0880 K W Miller 
 DD1222 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7134 Environment Agency 

Objector: 
 DD7277 GOSE 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the Plan should include a policy on minerals planning. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
There is no reasoned justification for this policy.  Moreover, the Council is not a mineral 
planning authority and would not be involved in the determination of mineral extraction 
applications or associated after-use proposals.  Schemes that come forward for the use of 
old mineral workings for water recreation can be considered on their merits.  GP.105 is 
unnecessary. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.105. 4.163.3 

4.164.1 

4.164.2 

4.164.3 

4.165.1 

4.165.2 

 
 

4.164 Policy GP.106: Horse-related Development 
Supporters: 

 DD0881 K W Miller 
 DD1223 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD2206 E G Clarke 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy would lead to excessive traffic and pollution of footpaths. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The issue raised would be a matter for the operation of the policy and prompts no revision.  
This is a longish but pretty good criteria-based policy.  It might seem discourteous to 
quibble but the need for a dwelling would not, of itself, be a reason for granting or 
refusing planning permission for horsicultural development.  That would be a separate 
topic – most probably related to proposed dwellings in the countryside. 
 
Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.106 be modified by the deletion of criterion g). 

 

 

4.165 Policies GP.108 and GP.109: Noisy Sport and Recreation 
Supporters: 

 DD0883 K W Miller 
 DD0884 K W Miller 
 
 DD1225 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1226 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1494 C Hitchens 

 DD1532 AVALC 
 DD1987 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2027 Mr D Lowe 
 DD2028 Mr D Lowe 
 DD2679 Chiltern Society 
 DD6601 Stoke Mandeville Parish 

Council 
 DD7820 Stoke Mandeville PC   

Objectors: 
 DD2878 P Cleasby 
 DD6766-67 National Trust 
 DD6766-67 National Trust 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.108 should have wider application and refer to private gardens and historic 
parks and gardens. 

Whether GP.109 should protect ecological and heritage areas. 
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Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these two linked policies together.  Changes were proposed to both.  I consider 
that these would make the policies too complicated: it is not necessary to anticipate every 
situation that might occur, or spell out in great technical detail what standards will be 
applied or what information will be required.  Better if the policies are kept simple, and 
combined. 

4.165.3 

4.165.4 

4.165.5 

4.165.6 

4.165.7 

4.166.1 

4.166.2 

4.166.3 

4.166.4 

 Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.108 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In dealing with applications for sporting and recreational proposals likely to 
generate noise, the Council will take account of the need to protect noise-sensitive 
uses and their occupiers from unreasonable disturbance, together with any effect on 
the public enjoyment of areas of landscape, wildlife and historic value. 

Conditions may be imposed on planning permissions, or planning obligations 
sought, in order to safeguard amenities and mitigate the impact of noisy activities. 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.109. 

Paragraph 4.198 be modified in accordance with ORCs 69.01 and 69.03. 

 
 

4.166 Paragraph 4.199: Canalside Development 
Supporters: 

 DD1896 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD2504 British Waterways 

Objectors: 
 DD1902 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD7482 BBONT 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should also include the Buckingham Arm of the canal. 

Whether an environmental impact assessment should precede re-opening of the Wendover 
Arm. 

 Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
If there is no foreseeable prospect of the Buckingham Arm being restored I agree that it 
should not be included.  As any re-opening of the Wendover Arm is clearly some way 
away there will be sufficient time for any effect on ecological interests to be evaluated.  I 
consider that it is unnecessary for this to be stated as a condition of the Council’s support. 

 Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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4.167 Policy GP.110: Canalside Development 
Supporters: 

 DD0887 K W Miller 
 DD0979 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1227 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1378 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1495 C Hitchens 

 DD1533 AVALC 
 DD1610 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD1897  Buckingham Canal 

Society 
 DD2505 British Waterways 
 DD6427 W W H Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD0133 Mrs C Paternoster 
 DD0313 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0593 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD1960 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2307 J B Allison-Beer 

Principal Issues: 
Whether restoration of the Wendover Arm would affect residential amenities of nearby 
householders. 

4.167.1 

4.167.2 

4.167.3 

4.167.4 

4.167.5 

4.167.6 

4.167.7 

4.167.8 

Whether restoration would increase traffic and harm the countryside. 

Whether GP.110 was an attitude and not a policy. 

Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

Whether the policy was too loose and should include ecology. 

Whether reference should be made to the Buckingham Canal. 

 Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think it is not profitable to analyse the bulk of these objections because GP.110 is so 
plainly not a land-use policy but a (laudable) aspiration of the Council.  It should be 
included in the reasoned justification of any policy that would safeguard the canal interest 
by resisting development likely to prejudice the objective. 

 Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.110. 

 
 

4.168 Policy GP.111: Canalside Development 
Supporters: 

 DD0889 K W Miller 
 DD1228 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1496 C Hitchens 

 DD1534 AVALC 

 DD1898  Buckingham Canal 
Society 

 DD1986 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2506 British Waterways 
 DD2879 P Cleasby 
 DD7135 Environment Agency

Objectors: 
 DD1901 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD7740 Mrs C Paternoster 
 DD7748 Buckland Parish Council 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 4.168.1 

4.168.2 

4.168.3 

4.168.4 

4.168.5 

4.168.6 

4.169.1 

4.169.2 

4.169.3 

Whether the policy would increase traffic. 

Whether the policy should include the Buckingham Arm. 

Whether restoration would harm the amenities of residents living close to the canal and the 
countryside. 

 Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This is the policy that GP.110 should support.  I think that the Buckingham Arm should 
not be included for the reasons explained above.  The other objections raise questions that 
would be addressed in the implementation of GP.111 but, for me, the principle is sound. 

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

 
 

4.169 Paragraphs 4.200 and 4.201: Canalside Development 
Supporters: 

 DD1377 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD6426 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7936-37 Buckingham Canal Society 

Objector: 
 DD2507 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
Whether paragraph 4.200 should include water-based leisure opportunities. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think the broad sense of paragraph 4.200, in conjunction with GP.112, would meet the 
point and that no specific reference is required. 

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

 

 

4.170 Policies GP.112 and GP.113: Canalside Development 
Supporters: 

 DD0890 K W Miller 
 DD0891 K W Miller 
 DD1229 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1230 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1899 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD1900 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD1985 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2213 Drayton Beauchamp Parish Meeting 
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Objectors: 
 DD1961* Wendover Parish Council 
 DD7741-42 Mrs C Paternoster 
 DD7749-50 Buckland Parish Council 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.112 was ambiguous and was meant to, or should, apply to existing sites. 4.170.1 

4.170.2 

4.170.3 

4.170.4 

4.170.5 

4.170.6 

4.170.7 

4.170.8 

4.171.1 

4.171.2 

Whether the policies would increase traffic. 

Whether the policies would harm the amenities of residents living close to the canal and 
the countryside. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I deal with these linked policies and objections together.  The policies of the Plan will only 
be triggered by applications for new development.  These may affect existing canal-related 
sites but I see no need for an alteration to the policies.  How any development would affect 
other interests will be something to be considered when applications are determined. 

Under closer scrutiny GP.112 and GP.113 say pretty well much the same thing, although 
GP.112 takes a corporate stance rather than a planning position.  In the interests of brevity 
and clarity they should be combined as one criteria-based policy. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.112 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for the development of canal-related facilities should respect the 
character and appearance of the canal, its setting and the surroundings. 

In dealing with applications for such development the Council will have particular 
regard to: 

a) the effect on the landscape, ecological interests and the countryside 

b) the effect on townscape and the historic environment 

c) the effect on residential amenities. 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.113. 

 

 

4.171 Paragraph 4.204: Footpaths 
Objector: 

 DD2293 Bucks County Council 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph should refer to the need for consultation with the County Council. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree that this reference is unnecessary. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 4.171.3 

 
 

4.172.1 

4.172.2 

4.172.3 

4.172 Paragraph 4.205: Footpaths 
Objector: 

 DD2623 Thames Valley Police 

Principal Issue: 
Whether reference should be made to the safety and security of new footpaths. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This point would be covered by GP.67. 

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

 
 

4.173.1 

4.173.2 

4.173.3 

4.173.4 

4.173 Policy GP.116: Footpaths 
Supporters: 

 DD0855 K W Miller 
 DD1233 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1376 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1611 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD2401 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2774 C Cumming 
 DD5597 Mrs J D Eldon 
 DD6425 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6989 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 

Objectors: 
 DD1067 Ramblers Association 
 DD1334 B and S A Robson 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA and if ‘exceptional’ should 
be defined. 

Whether the policy should require the retention of footpaths in development sites or no 
less convenient diversions. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council proposed a change to GP.116, qualifying the diversions that might be 
permitted.  However, too much of this policy is about what the Council hopes to do and 
not what developers may be required to do.  GP.116 needs reconstructing, not least 
because rights of way are created outside planning powers.  Planning authorities are only 
involved when making Stopping-up or Diversion Orders necessary to enable proposed 
development to take place.  The requested amendment would be too onerous but the 
suggested revision below would provide the Council with the flexibility to protect footpath 
networks affected by large development schemes. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.116 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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In considering applications for development affecting a public right of way the 
Council will have regard to the convenience, amenity and public enjoyment of the 
route and the desirability of its retention or improvement for users, including people 
with mobility disadvantages.  Planning conditions may be imposed on planning 
permissions, or planning obligations sought, to enhance public rights of way 
retained within development schemes. 

Where it appears expedient to stop up or divert a public right of way to enable 
development to take place, the Council will take account of the suitability of any 
alternative route. 

 
 

4.174.1 

4.174.2 

4.174.3 

4.174 Paragraph 4.207: Bridleways 
Objector: 

 DD2285 Bucks County Council 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the abandoned Swans Way link should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I agree with the Change proposed. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.207 be modified in accordance with PC 4.48. 

 
 

4.175.1 

4.175 Policy GP.117: Bridleways 
Supporters: 

 DD0043 British Horse Society 
 DD0828 K W Miller 
 DD1234 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2775 C Cumming 
 DD4262 Dinton with Ford & Upton Parish Council 

Inspector’s Note: 
These people supported GP.117 but I must say that it is another aspiration and not a land-
use policy.  It should be part of the justification preceding GP.116 because existing 
bridleways would then be protected. 

 

 

4.176 Policy GP.118: Cycling 
Supporters: 

 DD0829 K W Miller 
 DD1235 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1297 Sustrans 

Objector: 
 DD6111 Wingrave Parish Council 
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Principal Issue: 
Whether cycle paths alongside main roads should link certain towns and villages. 4.176.1 

4.176.2 

4.176.3 

4.177.1 

4.177.2 

4.177.3 

4.178.1 

4.178.2 

4.178.3 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
This would be a function of the Local Transport Plan.  Existing cycle routes and 
cycleways associated with new development are dealt with by the policy recommended to 
replace GP.32-GP.34.  GP.118 is not a land-use policy and should only be supporting text. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.118. 

 

 

4.177 OM411 Policy Omission: Designation of Green Open Space  
Objector: 

 DD2463 I Hopcraft 

Principal Issue: 
Whether there should be a special designation of land for green open space. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I cannot see what the function of such a designation would be unless it was relevant to a 
specific policy.  I agree with the Council that GP.119 provides protection for open space 
of value. 

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

4.178 Policy GP.119: Protection of Existing Open Space 
Supporters: 

 DD0505 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 
 DD0830 K W Miller 
 DD1236 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1935 Taywood Homes 
 DD2445 I Hopcraft 

Objectors: 
 DD0515 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD4377* English Sports Council South 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the Guttman Centre should be highlighted in the Plan. 

Whether the exceptional circumstances referred to should include future needs. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think it not appropriate that private agencies are given prominence in the Plan.  As far as 
future needs are concerned the Plan is intended to provide the framework for planning 
decisions up to 2011.  Only in exceptional circumstances can it look beyond this time 
horizon.  As written, GP.119 is too intricate.  The basis is sound but it needs to be put in a 
more simple form for ease of understanding and operation. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.119 be modified by rewording as follows: 4.178.4 

4.179.1 

4.179.2 

4.179.3 

In dealing with applications for development involving the loss or reduction of 
public and private open space the Council will have regard to its recreational, 
conservation, wildlife, historical and amenity value and the desirability of protecting 
those aspects of its enjoyment. 

Proposals for building on playing fields will be considered against the need for 
community recreation and amenity land, and in the light of any enhancement of 
existing sport and recreation facilities or the provision of equivalent community 
benefits. 

In granting permission the Council may impose conditions or seek planning 
obligations, including financial contributions, to secure alternative relevant 
recreational arrangements. 

 

 

4.179 Paragraph 4.217: Outdoor Play Space 
Objector 

 DD4380 English Sports Council South 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the standard should be ‘minimum’. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions 
A Change was proposed to meet this point. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.217 be modified in accordance with PC4.49. 

 

 

4.180 Policies GP.120 and GP.121: Outdoor Play Space 
Supporters: 

 DD0831 K W Miller 
 DD0832 K W Miller 
 DD1237 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1238 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1936 Taywood Homes 
 DD1937 Taywood Homes 
 DD2370 McCann Homes 
 DD2371 McCann Homes 
 DD4316 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4317 Hawes & Webb 

Objectors: 
 DD0652 HBF 
 DD2714 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD6296 NHS Executive, Anglia & Oxford 
 DD6641 McCarthy & Stone (Developments) Ltd 
 DD6642 McCarthy & Stone (Developments) Ltd 
 DD6666 Watermead Homes Ltd 
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 DD7278 GOSE  

Principal Issues: 
Whether GP.120 should apply to all residential development. 4.180.1 

4.180.2 

4.180.3 

4.180.4 

4.180.5 

4.180.6 

4.180.7 

4.180.8 

4.180.9 

4.180.10 

Whether the standard applied was appropriate. 

Whether the standard should apply to sheltered housing. 

Whether GP.120 was contrary to Circular 1/97. 

Whether GP.120 should be more flexible. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I treat these linked policies together.  PPG17 states that it is helpful if planning authorities 
assess the open space needs of their district and include criteria for sport and recreation 
provision in the local plan.  PPG3 suggests that new housing should include sufficient 
[open space] provision where such spaces are not already present within easy access to the 
houses.  There is no evidence in the Plan of a detailed appraisal of the needs of the 
District.  Although GP.121 might touch upon the subject obliquely I consider that it is not 
reasonable to apply the NPFA outdoor playing space standard to every housing 
development without any regard for its location, any existing provision and the needs of 
the occupiers of the scheme itself. 

GP.120 is at odds with Circular guidance because it is too prescriptive and admits no 
flexibility for differing circumstances.  The policy objectives are a relevant topic for the 
Plan but in order to work successfully GP.120 and GP.121 need combining and amending.  
I do not regard it as essential for the policy to spell out the construction or apportionment 
of the NPFA standard. 
 
Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.120 be modified by rewording as follows: 

New housing proposals should have regard to outdoor play space requirements 
associated with the development. 

In considering applications the Council will take account of the needs of occupiers 
of the dwellings, based ordinarily on a standard of 2.43 hectares outdoor play space 
per 1000 population, and the provision of and accessibility to existing open space in 
the locality. 

Planning permissions may include conditions, or planning obligations may be 
sought, to regulate the scale, distribution and management of outdoor play space 
and related facilities and equipment. 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.121. 

 

 

4.181 Policy GP.122: Outdoor Play Space 
Supporters: 

 DD0833 K W Miller 
 DD1239 Rural Development Commission 
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Objectors: 
 DD1319 British Telecommunications plc 
 DD0653 HBF 
 DD1667 Genesis Homes 
 DD1682 Gibbard & Co (Winslow) Ltd 
 DD1691 Sandra Redhouse Developments Ltd 
 DD2508 British Waterways 
 DD7805 Banner Homes Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should apply only to ‘substantial’ housing proposals and be more 
reflective of individual sites considerations. 

4.181.1 

4.181.2 

4.181.3 

4.181.4 

4.181.5 

4.181.6 

4.181.7 

4.181.8 

4.181.9 

4.181.10 

Whether section b) of the policy should be part of GP.120. 

Whether piecemeal financial contributions should be deleted. 

Whether the requirement to make a financial contribution should be discretionary. 

Whether the policy was inflexible and likely to inhibit development. 

Whether the policy should refer to play areas adjoining canals. 

Whether the policy threshold should be set at ten dwellings. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
GP.122 is unjustified, in the sense that there is no adequate preceding explanation for it, 
and it is also unjustified in terms of planning policy and workability.  Most of it consists of 
a series of discursive statements that might normally lead to some kind of land-use policy 
on childrens’ play areas [(a), (c) and (d)], complicated by a switch to sports fields in [(e)] 
and landscaping [(f)].  It is very complicated.  What are [(g)] the adopted standards?  Are 
they related to the SPG referred to in Paragraph 4.222?  How is it that every dwelling [(b)] 
generates a need for more recreational space and why should a levy be applied to any 
proposal for a pair of semi-detached dwellings in order to provide or improve ‘facilities’ in 
the area. 

Reduced to its bare essentials, GP.122 says that: 

a) housing layouts may have only to provide safe and secure play areas for 
children of different ages; 

b) permissions for more than one dwelling will be taxed to pay for more or 
better recreational amenities; 

c) sports fields should be at least 0.9 hectares in size, or larger; 

d) tree and shrub planting should not interfere with play or sport; 

e) outdoor play areas and facilities should observe adopted standards. 

This mixing of objectives is very confusing, not well explained and, in part, just plain 
wrong from a planning viewpoint: there can never be a suggestion that the grant of 
planning permission is dependent on the payment of money.  Most of the objectors are 
correct to some extent and I have tried to revise the policy to conform to national policy 
guidance and practice and retain the key objectives – although some are incompatible.  It 
should also be possible for some aims to be met by applying GP.120 as recommended.  I 
find the suggested reference to canal-side play provision unnecessary. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 4.181.11 

4.181.12 

4.181.13 

4.182.1 

4.182.2 

4.182.3 

Policy GP.122 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Housing schemes designed for family occupation should make suitable provision for 
equipped play areas for childrens’ use, located safely and with due regard for 
residential amenity. 

Sports fields for organised play and games should be not less than 0.9 hectares in 
area and planned to enable full use to be made of the playing surfaces. 

In dealing with applications for residential development the Council will have 
regard to these considerations and its published standards for the size, layout and 
equipping of outdoor play spaces. 

The residue of policy GP.122 be translated into reasoned justification for the 
recommended policy, without reference to specific thresholds or any compulsion to make 
financial contributions. 

 

 

4.182 Paragraph 4.225: Funds Provided in Lieu of Providing Outdoor Play Space 
Objector: 

 DD2509 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
Whether payments should also be used for the recreational improvement of towpaths. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I see no urgent need for towpaths to be mentioned but I deal with the burden of paragraph 
4.225 under policy GP.123 below. 

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

 
 

4.183 Policy GP.123: Funds Provided in Lieu of Providing Outdoor Play Space 
Supporters: 

 DD1240 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6602 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors:
 DD0594 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD2173 Alfred McAlpine 

Developments Ltd 
 DD0654 HBF  DD2353 Annington Property Ltd 

 DD1535 AVALC  DD4384* English Sports Council 
South  DD1639 Defence Estates South 

East & Germany  DD6667 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD1668 Genesis Homes  DD6865 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD1683 Gibbard & Co Ltd  DD7279 GOSE
 DD1692 Sandra Redhouse 

Developments Ltd 
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   *objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Whether payments should be based on the cost of alternative facilities. 4.183.1 

4.183.2 

4.183.3 

4.183.4 

4.183.5 

4.183.6 

4.183.7 

4.183.8 

4.183.9 

Whether the policy was contrary to Circular 1/97. 

Whether the policy should include management of monies received. 

Whether the policy would promote disputes that would inhibit development. 

Whether payments should be based on the cost of land acquisition or the cost of improving 
an existing facility. 

Whether payments should be used for the needs of the development and not to redress 
deficiencies. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
It must be the case that policy GP.123 is seeking to apply the provisions of Circular 1/97 
to the topic of public open space.  An enduring and fundamental principle of town and 
country planning is that permissions are not to be bought or sold and so the payments 
referred to in the policy can only arise through agreed or unilateral planning obligations.  
This being so, GP.123 must accurately reflect the approach of Circular 1/97 in all respects. 

The key considerations of planning obligations, including those that provide for money 
payments, are well understood.  They must be necessary, relevant to planning, directly, 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development and be reasonable in 
other respects.  PPG17 indicates that obligations may be appropriate to secure the 
provision of open space, etc, and that local plans should give a clear indication where 
agreements or commitments of this kind are contemplated. 

In my opinion GP.123 falls short of an acceptable local plan policy relating to planning 
obligations.  It is inconsistent with paragraph 4.225, which (quite improperly) implies that 
payments will be required.  It suggests a formula for the calculation of the payment, 
employing a number of indeterminate factors.  It partly applies the payments to remedying 
shortcomings of existing conditions rather than seeking to provide amenities related to the 
development in question.  These points have been picked up by a number of the objectors. 

I think that GP.123 could have the undesirable effect of delaying development whilst these 
matters were clarified, argued and picked over.  It is unnecessary to detail how monies 
would be administered or applied but in order to comply with Circular advice and remain 
credible this policy has to be rephrased. 

4.183.10 

4.183.11 

4.183.12 

4.183.13 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

Policy GP.123 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Where planning agreements or undertakings are sealed in order to secure outdoor 
play spaces or facilities associated with residential development, the Council may 
accept monetary payments in lieu of their provision by parties to the obligation. 

The recreational benefits to be obtained or provided by the Council by virtue of the 
obligation will be directly relevant to the development permitted and the needs of its 
occupiers, and fairly and reasonably related to its scale and kind. 

Paragraph 4.225 be modified to reflect GP.123, as recommended. 
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4.184.1 

4.184.2 

4.184.3 

4.184.4 

4.185.1 

4.185.2 

4.185.3 

4.184 Policy GP.124: Access, Location and Design of Outdoor Playing Space 
Supporters: 

 DD0834 K W Miller 
 DD1241 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD2722 D F Macleod 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the policy should require defined rights of way in MDAs to be identified. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Statutory rights of way affected by development in the MDAs may have to be diverted or 
stopped up but that is not part of the planning process and it would not improve the policy 
to add the reference sought. 

However, the first statement of GP.124 is not a land-use policy.  The second part is a 
corporate intent.  In order to be applied in the control of development and represent the 
justification the policy requires conversion. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.124 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Planning proposals that include outdoor playing areas should incorporate 
complementary landscaping and provide for the retention of trees and hedges, 
consistent with the recreational function.  In considering such development the 
Council will have regard to the need to protect and improve rights of way through 
and connected with the open space. 

4.185 Paragraph 4.230: Provision of Indoor Facilities 
Objector: 

 DD0655 HBF 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the variation of the threshold figure should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I think that the Council’s response to this objection misses the point.  Although a benefit 
from a planning obligation may help meet some existing deficiency, developers should not 
expect, or be expected, to go further than any need that arises from their proposal.  It is 
always open to the Council to consider imposing conditions, or seek obligations, to meet 
relevant planning objectives. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.230 be modified by the deletion of the second sentence and 
by the addition of an opening sentence worded as follows: 

In all housing proposals the Council will consider whether there is a need for a 
development contribution towards indoor sports provision. 
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4.186 Policy GP.125: Provision of Indoor Facilities 
Supporters: 

 DD0835 K W Miller 
 DD1242 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD2268 Wilcon Homes 
 DD2592 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 DD6668 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD7057 Castle Cement Ltd 
 DD7170 Bellway Homes & Bryant Homes 
 DD7171 Bellway Homes & Bryant Homes 
 DD7280 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy was inflexible and contrary to Circular advice. 4.186.1 

4.186.2 

4.186.3 

4.186.4 

4.186.5 

4.186.6 

4.186.7 

4.186.8 

4.186.9 

Whether the policy should be based on Sports Council standards. 

Whether Appendix 4 was out of date and should be deleted. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A range of changes was proposed to GP.125 and Paragraph 4.230, and by a new policy 
GP.125A relating to schemes of less than 500 dwellings.  My comments in connection 
with the previous objection apply. 

I do not propose to say much more about GP.125 because it seems to me an unnecessary 
Policy.  If my recommendations on the Development Strategy are accepted there will be 
two allocated sites in the Plan with more than 500 dwellings, but if the Council retains the 
original strategy there will only be three.  It is highly improbable that any other sites of 
this magnitude will be approved during the Plan period. 

In the cases of the chosen allocated sites there are location-specific policies in the Plan and 
these include references to indoor sports provision.  These policies are far more 
satisfactory and relevant than the generality of GP.125.  I can see no useful purpose in 
keeping it.  This would mean that the justification of Policies 4.228 – 4.230 would become 
redundant for the largest housing schemes.  The new proposed policy would be of some 
value but I think the numerical references should be removed, and the reference to Sport 
England standards, which may be a useful guide but have not been developed through the 
democratic process of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that:- 

The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.125 and its replacement by policy 
GP.125A, reworded as follows: 

In considering applications for residential development the Council will have regard 
to the need for the provision of indoor sports facilities arising from the proposal.  
Conditions may be imposed on permissions, or planning obligations sought in order 
to secure appropriate indoor recreation amenities, or financial contributions 
thereto, reasonably related to the scale and kind of housing proposed. 

The preceding justification be modified to reflect this policy position. 
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Appendix 4 be deleted and reference made in the justification to the kind of guidance that 
will influence the Council’s assessment of the need for and type of indoor sports 
provision. 

4.186.10 

 
 

4.187.1 

4.187.2 

4.187.3 

4.188.1 

4.188.2 

4.188.3 

4.188.4 

4.187 OM412  Policy Omission: Open Space & Indoor Facilities 
Objector: 

 DD4378 English Sports Council South 

Principal Issue: 
Whether there should be a clearly defined sport and leisure strategy for the District. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
In my view policies GP.120 – GP.126 fulfil the Council’s planning obligations in this 
respect. 

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

 

 

4.188 Paragraph 4.232: Provision of Amenity Areas 
Supporter: 

 DD7950 G Shaw 

Objectors: 
 DD0595 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2821 Buckingham Society 

 
Principal Issues: 
Whether the last sentence of the paragraph concealed a policy and should be deleted. 

Whether the Council should ‘require’ rather than ‘encourage’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I consider that the text of paragraph 4.232 would not be significantly improved by these 
requests. 

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

 
 

4.189 Policy GP.126: Provision of Amenity Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD0836 K W Miller 
 DD1243 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7136 Environment Agency 

Objectors: 
 DD2510 British Waterways 
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 DD2652 G Shaw 
 DD2820 Buckingham Society 
 DD7483 BBONT 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 4.50-4.52): 
 CO0218 J J Gallagher Ltd  

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should refer to canals. 4.189.1 

4.189.2 

4.189.3 

4.189.4 

4.189.5 

4.189.6 

4.189.7 

4.190.1 

4.190.2 

4.190.3 

Whether the policy should include the maintenance of amenity areas. 

Whether developers should be ‘required’ rather than ‘encouraged’. 

Whether the policy should safeguard nature conservation interests. 

Whether the policy should apply only to land in the control of developers’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
Various changes were proposed in response to certain of these objections.  I think the 
amendments go too far and produce an inflexible and over-detailed policy and it would be 
wrong to put the burden of long-term maintenance on developers.  But there is a form of 
words that might meet the objectives. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.126 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The design of new housing and other building proposals should include suitable 
informal amenity open spaces appropriate to the character of occupation of the 
development, especially in the case of sites adjoining open water or watercourses or 
where protection may be given to or advantage taken of nature conservation 
interests.  

In considering informal open space included in planning applications the Council 
may impose conditions, or seek obligations, to secure the provision and 
management of the amenity. 

 

 

4.190 Paragraph 4.233: Amenity/Landscaped Parkland 
Objector: 

 DD7220 County Archaeological Service 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 4.53): 
 CO0084 English Heritage 

Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should refer to historic landscape values. 

Whether the policy should refer to archaeological remains. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
The Council has no need to compromise whenever requested to do so.  It simply extends 
the Plan to no good purpose.  Historic values and archaeological interests are already 
protected under policies GP.82 – GP.84.  I have more to say about the value of the 
justification to policy GP.127 below. 
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Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be not modified in accordance with PC 4.53 and FPC 79.02. 4.190.4 

 
 

4.191.1 

4.191.2 

4.191.3 

4.191.4 

4.191.5 

4.191 Policy GP.127: Amenity/Landscaped Parkland 
Supporters: 

 DD0837 K W Miller 
 DD1244 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2446 I Hopcraft 

Objector: 
 DD2577 Berryfields Consortium 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 4.54): 
 CO0025 I Hopcraft 
 CO0085 English Heritage 

Principal Issues: 
Whether any adverse effect should be ‘significant’. 

Whether any adverse effect should not be ‘significant’. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
‘Significant’ was inserted as a Proposed Change and then deleted as a Further Proposed 
Change.  I think the Council has to be careful not to have this policy confused with policy 
GP.84.  What are landscaped (‘informal’ in the justification) parks and formal gardens and 
where are they?  If they have no special landscape designation and are not physically 
affected by development what planning interest is involved by development in their 
vicinity? 

The Proposals Map indicates that GP.84 and GP.127 apply to the same sites.  So, GP.84 
would adequately safeguard any historic interest or distinctive characteristic and GP.127 
adds nothing to it.  My conclusion is that unless the Council can define the subject of the 
policy and the planning interest of acknowledged importance concerned more precisely 
GP.127 has no purpose. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.127 and its 
justification. 

 
 

4.192 Policy GP.128:Allotments 
Supporters: 

 DD0838 K W Miller 
 DD1245 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2713 Banner Homes Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD2425 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD6924 Wimpey Homes Holdings Ltd 
 DD7064 Old Road Securities plc 
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Principal Issues: 
Whether the policy should apply only to statutory allotments. 4.192.1 

4.192.2 

4.192.3 

4.192.4 

4.193.1 

4.193.2 

4.193.3 

Whether the policy should allow for local circumstances and any over-provision.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
I do not see why only statutory allotments should be protected because private allotments 
can also provide community benefits.  The second objection makes a valid point that is not 
adequately addressed by the policy. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.128 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will protect working allotment gardens from adverse development. 

Exceptionally, permission may be granted for the change of use from allotment 
purposes in cases: 

a) where there is no demonstrable allotment demand; or 

b) where suitable alternative provision can be made; or 

c) where the allotment facility would be enhanced through the development. 

 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 

4.193 Paragraph 4.238: Community Facilities and Services 
Objector: 

 DD0596 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
Whether the paragraph included a policy and was inconsistent with GP.129. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
A Change was proposed to make ‘resist’, ‘refuse’.  I think ‘resist’ is better and the text 
does repeat GP.129 but the issue is not fatal. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that paragraph 4.238 be modified in accordance with ORC 80.02. 

 
 

 DD2653 G Shaw 

4.194 Policy GP.129: Community Facilities and Services 
Supporters: 

 DD0839 K W Miller 
 DD1137 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1246 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6599 Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0371 Trustees of Aylesbury Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses 
 DD0597 Howard Hutton & Associates 
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 DD2816 Buckingham Society 
 DD6239 Hives Partnership 

Principal Issues: 
4.194.1 Whether the policy should provide for places of worship. 

4.194.2 Whether the policy should ‘resist’ rather than ‘refuse’. 

4.194.3 Whether the policy was too vague about alternative facilities. 

4.194.4 Whether the policy should require the agreement of the local council or other elected body 
to any loss. 

4.194.5 Whether the policy duplicated GP.44 and was unduly onerous. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.194.6 A society’s need would be a material consideration in applications for changes of use of 

community facilities, so the principle of GP.129 is reasonable.  This protective policy 
should not refer specifically to places of worship, which are mentioned in the preamble.  
The intention to refuse does represent a stiff approach, even as qualified, and the 
qualifications include a number of imprecise references.  There should be no requirement 
to obtain the agreement of bodies whom the Council might consult on applications.  With 
some reworking GP.129 could be an effective policy for development control. 

Recommendation: 
I recommend that policy GP.129 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will resist proposals for the change of use of community buildings and 
facilities for which there is a demonstrable local need. 

In considering applications for alternative development or uses the Council will 
have regard to the viability of the existing use, the presence of other local facilities 
and the community benefits of the proposed use.  Where permission includes 
building conversions, conditions may be imposed so as not to exclude later 
resumption of a community use. 

4.195 Policy GP.130: Community Facilities and Services 
Supporters: 

 DD0840 K W Miller 
 DD1247 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0370 Trustees of Aylesbury Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses 
 DD7560 Aylesbury College 

Principal Issues: 
4.195.1 Whether the policy should provide for places of worship. 

4.195.2 Whether the policy should recognise the need for growth in further education and not 
inhibit expansion of Aylesbury College. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.195.3 Changes were proposed to GP.130 and a new policy was proposed dealing with the 

provision of community facilities in larger residential areas.  My last comments about 
places of worship apply to the first objection.  If there is to be a locational-specific 
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protection.  In the MDAs any land reservations would be more appropriately referred to in 
the location-specific policies.

reference to Aylesbury College (and I see no pressing policy need for such a statement) it 
ought to be in the Aylesbury chapter. 

4.195.4 As far as the Changes are concerned, the revision of GP.130 brings it no closer to being a 
land-use policy than the earlier version, about which the reasoned justification was silent.  
The proposed policy GP.130A would only apply to large allocated sites.  For the reasons 
explained above in relation to GP.125 there is no need for such a generalised statement, 
many features of which are quite beyond the powers of the Council to procure or control. 

Recommendation: 
4.195.5 I recommend that:- 

4.195.6 The plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.130. 

4.195.7 The Plan be not modified in accordance with ORCs 81.03 and 81.04 

 

 

4.196 OM413 Policy Omission: Places of Worship 
Objector: 

 DD0372 Trustees of Aylesbury Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses 

Principal Issue: 
4.196.1 Whether there should be an allocation for land for places of worship. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.196.2 I see no reason why provision cannot be made in the design of housing layouts for places 

of worship.  But recognise that in modern society the need for places of worship is not a 
sufficiently important planning issue to require site-specific provision in the Plan. 

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

 
 

4.197 OM414 Policy Omission: Healthcare Provision 
Objectors: 

 DD6113 Wingrave Parish Council 
 DD6205 Buckinghamshire Health Authority 
 DD6207 Buckinghamshire Health Authority 
 DD6377 A Woodlock 
 DD7428 Aylesbury Vale Healthcare 

Principal Issue: 
4.197.1 Whether the Plan should make more community health provision and if land should be 

reserved for health centres in the MDAs. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.197.2 I have no doubt that more facilities of this kind would be welcome but health provision is 

outside the Council’s planning remit and it would only be appropriate for the Plan to 
include such allocations if there are firm proposals by other agencies that require 
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Recommendation: 
4.197.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections.
 

OTHER MATTERS 
 

4.198 Paragraph 4.239: Unneighbourly Uses 
Objector: 

 DD2205 E G Clarke 

Principal Issue: 
4.198.1 Whether ‘unneighbourly uses’ should include horse-riding activities. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.198.2 I agree with the Council that horse-riding is not usually regarded as an unneighbourly use. 

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

 
 

4.199 Paragraph 4.240: Unneighbourly Uses 
Objector: 

 DD0598 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
4.199.1 Whether the paragraph was a policy and should be so elevated. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.199.2 The Council propose to make paragraph 4.240 a policy but as worded it would be too 

inflexible.  The Council will recall that I suggested the need for a protective amenity 
policy in connection with my commentary on policy GP.7.  This might be the place for it. 
 
Recommendation: 

4.199.3 I recommend that paragraph 4.240 be modified as policy GP.131 in accordance with PC 
4.55 but worded as follows: 

In dealing with all planning proposals the Council will have regard to the protection 
of the amenities of existing occupiers.  Development that exacerbates any adverse 
effects of existing uses may not be permitted. 

 

 

4.200 Policy GP.131: Unneighbourly Uses 
Supporters: 

 DD0314 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0841 K W Miller 
 DD1248 Rural Development Commission 
 DD2402 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD4228 Haddenham Protection Society 
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Objectors: 
 DD0599 Howard Hutton & Associates 
 DD2036 W R & W E Carslake 
 DD2695 Friends of the Vale of Aylesbury 
 DD3749 W R Carslake 
 DD3753 Mrs W E Carslake 

Principal Issues: 
4.200.1 Whether the policy was too rigid. 

4.200.2 Whether the policy should oblige the Council to remove unneighbourly uses. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.200.3 Recommended policy GP.131 (above) is proposed to replace existing GP.131.  I have 

transferred the current GP.131’s objective to the second sentence of the recommended 
replacement policy.  In this form it retains the flexibility requested by the first objector.  
The second point is beyond the scope of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
4.200.4 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.131 (in favour of the 

proposed policy GP.131 as recommended above). 

 
 

4.201 Policy GP.132: Unneighbourly Uses 
Supporters: 

 DD0842 K W Miller 
 DD1249 Rural Development Commission 
 DD4229 Haddenham Protection Society 
 DD7987 Buckland Parish Council 
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 DD2135 CLA 
 DD2209 S Bradford 

 DD2987 B & Miss N Wilson 
 DD2990 I R Sparks 

Objectors:
 DD0156 Mr Barron  
 DD0162 Sir Dennis Wright 
 DD0335 B & Z Bowman 
 DD0494 P Young 
 DD0497 Professor J G Corina 
 DD0500 Mrs R J Corina 
 DD0748 R L Roach 
 DD1656 M K J Walker 
 DD1783 J Capstick 
 DD1842 H Skipsey 
 DD1889 Mr & Mrs L J Palmer 
 DD1892 Mrs M Woodrow 
 DD1895 J R Deacon 
 DD2031 G F Dorrell 
 DD2037  W R and W E Carslake 
 DD2042 A B & S J Nichols 
 DD2047 B S & L J Knight 
 DD2050 T W Higgins 
 DD2053 L J Carey 
 DD2056 D N Carey 
 DD2059 Mrs F E Thompson 
 DD2062 Mrs E Boyd 
 DD2065 H E Gilbert 

 DD2219 D A & W A Clark 
 DD2242 K J Crowle 
 DD2275 J K Farr 
 DD2325 B H Tame 
 DD2333 R & Mrs Carslake 
 DD2696  Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 
 DD2737 E C S Macpherson 
 DD2931 J Marshall 
 DD2939 Mr & Mrs J Fountain 
 DD2951 Mrs H A Cole 
 DD2954 Mr J B Cole 
 DD2957 Mrs J Page 
 DD2960 G & I Jones 
 DD2963 S & F Daffern 
 DD2966 J & C Williams 
 DD2969 E MacGregor 
 DD2972 H Brownlee 
 DD2975 Mr/s Powrie and D  
  Powrie 
 DD2978 P & C Davis 
 DD2981 Mr & Mrs E R Hannaford 
 DD2984 T J & V Walker 
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 DD2993 Mrs S E Smith 
 DD2996 N Reed 
 DD2999 V W Cartwright 
 DD3002 M Cartwright 
 DD3005 S Naylor 
 DD3008 R Cummings 
 DD3011 M & D M Neale 
 DD3014 J Hyde 
 DD3017 N Armstrong 
 DD3020 S L Holder 
 DD3023 A & M Ward 
 DD3026 M & PW Collins 
 DD3029 Mrs M Taylor 
 DD3032 P Taylor 
 DD3035 L M Cartwright 
 DD3038 O & J Skeet 
 DD3041 Mrs V B Chidgey 
 DD3044 I McCallum 
 DD3047 C Pickering 
 DD3050 J Stoll 
 DD3053 S Krogh 
 DD3056 M Gascoyne 
 DD3059 Sara Stoll 
 DD3062 F W & M Mitchell 
 DD3065 J Frohnsdorff 
 DD3068 P Collins 
 DD3071 Mr & Mrs N Armstrong 
 DD3074 W & B Bartlett 
 DD3077 D Natale 
 DD3080 L Gordon 
 DD3083 Jill Connolly 
 DD3086 M Boycott 
 DD3089 P & E Roots 
 DD3092 Rachel Mander 
 DD3095 C Lewis 

 DD3173 M, S & P Kiff 
 DD3176 Mr & Mrs Boston 
 DD3179 J M Cameron 
 DD3182 C Barnes 
 DD3185 Mrs J Nunn 
 DD3188 Mrs D Parsons 
 DD3191 C Body 
 DD3194  Mrs J Cuthbertson & Mrs 

M L Parker 
 DD3197 C, J & G Clark 
 DD3200 M & J A Collins 
 DD3203 L & M Stephens 
 DD3206 R Sadler 
 DD3209 M G Hurle 
 DD3212 J Connolly 
 DD3215 G & M A Davies 
 DD3218 R Barrie 
 DD3221 P & R Quilleash 
 DD3224 Mr & Mrs M J Burton 
 DD3227 P A Hamilton 
 DD3230 G Liddell 
 DD3233 I Nicholls 
 DD3236 G Ellis 
 DD3239 I T G Hamilton 
 DD3242 D Watkins 
 DD3245 C Nicholls 
 DD3248 T C Langton 
 DD3251 Mrs R P Langton 
 DD3254 S Merry 
 DD3257 N & P Lawton 
 DD3260 C Wainwright 
 DD3263 D Hall & S Quinne 
 DD3266 K & J Smedley 
 DD3269 A Smith 
 DD3272 Mrs J Smith 
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 DD3167 R D & S Attfield 
 DD3170 A, S & J Bailey 

 DD3343 J Button 
 DD3346 C Stubbings 

 DD3098 N & S L Carnell 
 DD3101* Tina Timberlake 
 DD3104 J White 
 DD3107 Lisa Cartwright 
 DD3110 C L Claridge 
 DD3113 Lady Fyffe 
 DD3116 P Bradford 
 DD3119 Faye Appleby 
 DD3122 N Mayo 
 DD3125 A M Abraham 
 DD3128 S A Cobb 
 DD3131 R Wallington 
 DD3134 R J Lee 
 DD3137 A & K Barrett 
 DD3140 R Caslin 
 DD3143 C Heahy 
 DD3146 E Cummings 
 DD3149 B Cory 
 DD3152 B Cory 
 DD3155  Mr/s R J & Miss C Devas 
 DD3158 D J Toolan 
 DD3161 S & H Hugill 
 DD3164 D M & P C Holden 

 DD3275 Mrs S E Thomas 
 DD3278 A E Thomas 
 DD3281* Dr & Mrs G Lenton 
 DD3284 S & G Weavers 
 DD3287 A P & D C Marsh 
 DD3290 Mrs E Marsh 
 DD3293 W Hall 
 DD3296 Mrs J Bevan 
 DD3299 A R Chalk 
 DD3302 B & V Asbee 
 DD3305 A Saetta 
 DD3308* G Fondall 
 DD3311* Mrs A Truesdale 
 DD3314 D Truesdale 
 DD3317 F Gillaume 
 DD3319 Mrs M M Peacock 
 DD3322 Mrs M Dawson 
 DD3325 J Dickinson 
 DD3328 Bounde 
  DD3331 Mrs S Hodges 
 DD3334 V King 
 DD3337  C Jones & V Collins 
 DD3340 E Teall 
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 DD3349 S Baldassarre 
 DD3352 Mrs J Webley 
 DD3355 Mrs M Parker 
 DD3358 A & N Bennett 
 DD3361 D & L Mackay 
 DD3364 Y Pringle 
 DD3367 R G King 
 DD3370 Dr M M Walshe 
 DD3373 K & B Barnard 
 DD3376 T Styles 
 DD3379 D & M Warren 
 DD3382 J & J Hughes 
 DD3385 A C Lawrence 
 DD3388 M E Dowswell 
 DD3391 A Green 
 DD3394 Mrs S A Smith 
 DD3397 L M Kimler 
 DD3400 G Reeves 
 DD3403 M Reeves 
 DD3406 Mrs A C Kelly 
 DD3409 L Hyde & K Mandley 
 DD3412 A Ward 
 DD3415 Mrs L Markerson 
 DD3418 P D Clarke 
 DD3421 D & A Hagger 
 DD3424 Mrs T Deacon 
 DD3427 P Bailey 
 DD3430 B Robson 
 DD3433 P & E Wheatley 
 DD3436 Mrs E Williams 
 DD3439 Mrs M Ward 
 DD3442 Mr & Mrs Fuller 
 DD3445 D A Virando 
 DD3448 P Virando 
 DD3451 G H Jones 

 DD3529 D Scrimshaw 
 DD3532 D Boyling 
 DD3535 D Ewers 
 DD3538 K Mulraney 
 DD3541 G Orchard 
 DD3544 Mrs R Rawle 
 DD3547 P & R E Weller 
 DD3550 S Grantham 
 DD3553  T Farthing & L Davies 
 DD3556 Mrs M Wilson 
 DD3559 Mrs E Thorning 
 DD3562  S Passfield & A Scott 
 DD3565 J Colson 
 DD3568 Mrs J C Webley 
 DD3571 J White 
 DD3574 A White 
 DD3577 Mr & Mrs R S Aitken 
 DD3580 B Thomas 
 DD3583  J & E Cunningham 
 DD3586 E and B J Oakman 
 DD3589 B & V P Stoker 
 DD3592 B & S Faul 
 DD3595  R & M F Reid & J 

Christensen 
 DD3598 J & A Crawshaw 
 DD3600 D & P Foulkes 
 DD3603 H, E & T Trull 
 DD3606 T, P & P Mellows 
 DD3609 I & J Black 
 DD3612 M & L Pritchard 
 DD3615 The Mould Family 
 DD3618  Mr & Mrs A Cumberland 
 DD3621 M & C Thompson 
 DD3624 A & C Rowe 
 DD3627  R & C Mott and M 
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 DD3523 Dr R C C Ward 
 DD3526 Mr & Mrs A Paterson 

 DD3698 Mrs T Gasson 
 DD3701 Mr & Mrs C Taylor 

 DD3454 M Jones 
 DD3457 D P Morris 
 DD3460 P Wachter 
 DD3463 Mrs M Wachter 
 DD3466 A Bartlett 
 DD3469 J & J E Burniston 
 DD3472 M Wallace 
 DD3475 N Bird 
 DD3478 A Southam 
 DD3481 F Southam 
 DD3484 A C Gloster 
 DD3487 S Orton 
 DD3490 P Chanel 
 DD3493 D Morrell 
 DD3496 Mrs M Gloster 
 DD3499 Mrs R Ward 
 DD3502 D G & J M Kennedy 
 DD3505 Mr & Mrs Corfe 
 DD3508 R P & A L Harfield 
 DD3511 Mr & Mrs D Watkins 
 DD3514 M & S Alcock 
 DD3517 Mrs J Kimber 
 DD3520 R Veness 

Goodman 
 DD3630 E P, A & J Barnett 
 DD3633 I & A Latham 
 DD3636 H & S Creed 
 DD3639 Mr & Mrs Linke 
 DD3642 M & P Ratcliffe 
 DD3645 Mr & Mrs P Rossiter 
 DD3648 A & A L Hammett 
 DD3651 Mr & Mrs H Townley 
 DD3655 Mr & Mrs S A Roberts 
 DD3658 J & J Robinson 
 DD3661 Mr & Mrs Mason 
 DD3665 Mr & Mrs D Phillips 
 DD3668 Mrs K Harrison 
 DD3671 Mr & Mrs E Carey 
 DD3674 Dr & Mrs E D Bullimore 
 DD3677 F & D Quinn 
 DD3680 Mrs Linger 
 DD3683 S Davies 
 DD3686 R Penrose 
 DD3689 Mrs T Penrose 
 DD3692 M Radford 
 DD3695 K Todd 
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 DD3704 Mrs R Barr 
 DD3707 S & G Bowman 
 DD3710 Miss R Holliss 
 DD3713 P Helps 
 DD3716 The Edlin Family 
 DD3719 Mr & Mrs E Deeprose 
 DD3722 Dr J Karmali 
 DD3725 The Ford Family
 DD3728 P J Westerling 
 DD3730 J Ward 
 DD3733 Mrs R Jeffries 
 DD3737 Mrs S Stones 
 DD3739 D Lindsey 
 DD3748 W R Carslake 
 DD3752 Mrs W E Carslake 
 DD3759 N Parton 
 DD3762 A Brown 
 DD3765 S Smirthwaite 
 DD3768 Mrs J Warnock-Smith 
 DD3771 N Warnock-Smith 
 DD3774 K Warnock-Smith 
 DD3777 A Hyman 
 DD3780 Lady Bligh 
 DD3785 F & M Pitkins 
 DD3788  Mr & Mrs C Boddington 
 DD3791 The Adams Family 
 DD3794 P Halliwell 
 DD3797 L & K Dance 
 DD3800 D M & P West 
 DD3802 P J & M Stock 
 DD3805 A Walker 
 DD3808 Mrs B Greenough 
 DD3811 F & J Blanks 
 DD3814 I & C Whitham 
 DD3817 H Tacq 

 DD3896 A Inwood 
 DD3899 Mrs E Norris 
 DD3902 A & N Wayland 
 DD3905 E Dover 
 DD3908 L Robinson 
 DD3911 J Tophill 
 DD3918 P & T Bunce 
 DD3921 R Young 
 DD3924 B Wright 
 DD3927 H Thomson 
 DD3930 P Fendall 
 DD3933 A Holliwell 
 DD3936 J & J Karmali 
 DD3939 Mrs C Stevens 
 DD3942  T Raymond & B Powell 
 DD3945 The Ackroyd Family 
 DD3948 Mrs D LePelley 
 DD3952 Mr & Mrs N Miles 
 DD3955 R Plastow 
 DD3958 J Akerman 
 DD3961 T Higgins 
 DD3964 Mrs C Oglesby 
 DD3967 N & T Richards 
 DD3970  K Bartlett & C Jones 
 DD3973 Mrs R Copcutt 
 DD3975 B Steers 
 DD3978 K Broad 
 DD3981 A Race 
 DD3984 Mrs Allatt 
 DD3987 Mrs S Jones 
 DD3990 H Beyer 
 DD3993 C Clarke 
 DD3996 Mrs Barden 
 DD3999 D Willis 
 DD4002 M Smith 
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 DD3890 I Fatham 
 DD3893 H Norris 

 DD4077 K Duffy 
 DD4080 Mrs B Reed 

 DD3820 Mr & Mrs Brown 
 DD3823 C Kingsnorth 
 DD3826 Mrs B Cooke 
 DD3829 E Crowdy 
 DD3832 L Poole 
 DD3835 Mrs F Dorrell 
 DD3838 J J Leahy 
 DD3841 Mrs M Leahy 
 DD3844 Miss C Wood 
 DD3847 D R Wood 
 DD3850 Mrs M Wood 
 DD3853 H Webb 
 DD3856 Miss S Clibbon 
 DD3859 H & D Crapper 
 DD3862 A Goas 
 DD3865 C Warren 
 DD3868 Mrs E Harrison 
 DD3871 G Buckingham 
 DD3874 R East 
 DD3877 A Smith & G Deering 
 DD3880 C & D Capon 
 DD3883 R Bavington 
 DD3886 Mr & Mrs J G Wyatt 

 DD4005 M Davis 
 DD4008 C Chapman 
 DD4011 A Deadman 
 DD4014  P CarvilleClarke 
 DD4017 M Careless 
 DD4022 Miss J Deacon 
 DD4025 Miss K Nash 
 DD4028 Mrs J Hunter 
 DD4031 Mrs J Nash 
 DD4034 Ms J Munger 
 DD4037 P Heydon 
 DD4040 G & A Tyack 
 DD4043 R & A Glossop 
 DD4046 Mrs S Downhill 
 DD4049 R & P Stansfield 
 DD4053 R Dawes 
 DD4056 I Durham 
 DD4059 FG Scoltock 
 DD4062 Mrs V Spencer 
 DD4065 Mrs N Tanner 
 DD4068 G Nash 
 DD4071 Mrs J Morley 
 DD4074 Mr N Wellby 
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 DD4083 K Benson 
 DD4086 Mrs Harris 
 DD4089 Mr & Mrs M Eastcott 
 DD4092 N Westerling 
 DD4095 K & J Sexton 
 DD4098 I White 
 DD4099 G Clark 
 DD4102 B Hefford 
 DD4105 A Smith 
 DD4108 G Davies 
 DD4111 Mr & Mrs Zieja 
 DD4114 W Pratt 
 DD4117 L Holmes 
 DD4119 A & E Scott 
 DD4122 W Buce 
 DD4125 Mrs R Ford 
 DD4128 P Capstick 
 DD4131 D & J Stevens 
 DD4134 Mrs S Peck 
 DD4137 D Peck 
 DD4140 Mrs E Burns 
 DD4143 W Burns 
 DD4146 R & S Clarke 
 DD4149 Mrs P Saw 
 DD4152  P Edwards & H Timms 
 DD4155 D Dwyer 
 DD4157 K & L Edwards 
 DD4160 V & E May 
 DD4163 N Smart 
 DD4166 Mr & Mrs Puser 
 DD4169 Mr & Mrs R Matthews 
 DD4172 Mrs Copas 
 DD4175 S Clark 
 DD4178 The Hobson Family 
 DD4181 Mrs V Wilson 

 DD4435 Mrs G Palmer 
 DD4438 Mr & Mrs G Carter 
 DD4441 The Weimer Family 
 DD4444 V Cory 
 DD4447 V Cory 
 DD4450 R & M Johnson 
 DD4453 Mr & Mrs N Summers 
 DD4456 F & V Boyling 
 DD4459 K Stranks 
 DD4462 D Cooper 
 DD4465 D Wallington 
 DD4468 J Andrews 
 DD4471 Mrs C Williams 
 DD4474 G Keyte 
 DD4477 M Redman 
 DD4480 E Potter 
 DD4483 C Hill 
 DD4486 J Moxon 
 DD4489 W Dormer 
 DD4492 G Owens 
 DD4495 Mrs P Harding 
 DD4498 G Lamb 
 DD4501 Mrs A Ward 
 DD4504 R & W Walden 
 DD4507 K Bundred 
 DD4510  Rev C Murray & Mrs G 

Wootton 
 DD4513 M & E Tasker 
 DD4516 N Northeast 
 DD4519 D Northeast 
 DD4522 K Northeast 
 DD4525 A Price 
 DD4528 Mrs M Price 
 DD4531 Mrs M Pope 
 DD4534 A Pledger 
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 DD4429 J Price 
 DD4432 D Rankin 

 DD4606* R Lyons 
 DD4609 D & W Wilmot 

 DD4184 F Newitt 
 DD4187 E Henderson 
 DD4190 K & J Anderson 
 DD4193 D Passmere 
 DD4196  J Harrbridge & B Hardy 
 DD4199 D March 
 DD4204* R & V West 
 DD4207 Mrs S Harridge-March 
 DD4209 J Sheridan 
 DD4230  Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4393 Mrs C Whitbread 
 DD4396 Mr & Mrs M Perry 
 DD4399 A King 
 DD4402 L Higgins 
 DD4405 Mrs F Lewis 
 DD4408 M Walder 
 DD4411 Mrs P Chanell 
 DD4414 Mrs E Price 
 DD4417 K Price 
 DD4420 Miss A Price 
 DD4423 V Price 
 DD4426 D Price 

 DD4537 N Pledger 
 DD4540 S & MBarton 
 DD4543 R Downes 
 DD4546 Mrs K Downes 
 DD4549 L Miller 
 DD4552 J & D Brady 
 DD4555 M & R Thirlwall 
 DD4558 Mrs A East 
 DD4561 Mr & Mrs R Peters 
 DD4564 R Webb 
 DD4567 J Ives 
 DD4570 Mrs S Butler 
 DD4573 C Craig 
 DD4576 J Butler 
 DD4579 R Martin 
 DD4582 Mrs C Townend 
 DD4585 Dr P Bond 
 DD4588 G Price 
 DD4591 P Tyson 
 DD4594 Mr & Mrs H Roderick 
 DD4597 A & C Parratt 
 DD4600 L MacKeller 
 DD4603 D MacGregor 
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 DD4612 M Pooley 
 DD4615 L Malone 
 DD4618 M Malone 
 DD4621 Dr J Griffiths 
 DD4624 Mr & Mrs R Sweeney 
 DD4627 R Ellisdon 
 DD4630 S Pooley 
 DD4633 M Pooley 
 DD4636 The Cook Family 
 DD4639 Mrs S Ellisdon 
 DD4642 Mr Tomes 
 DD4645 Mrs K Tomes 
 DD4648 Mrs C Stimpson 
 DD4651 N Tipping 
 DD4654 E Tipping 
 DD4657 R Colley 
 DD4660 Mrs S Colley 
 DD4663 S Owens 
 DD4666 G Woodruff 
 DD4669 Mrs C Woodruff 
 DD4672 Mrs S Owens 
 DD4675 Mrs S Tingle 
 DD4678 Mrs F Newman 
 DD4681 Dr J Wilde 
 DD4684  B Davies & R Wilkins 
 DD4687 A Seaton 
 DD4690 M & J Harvey 
 DD4693 D Wilson 
 DD4696 Mr & Mrs P Brooks 
 DD4699 D Holland 
 DD4702 R Bryant 
 DD4705 E & P Belcher 
 DD4708 Mr & Mrs M Murphy 
 DD4711 L Brady 
 DD4714 A Harbour 

 DD4792 F Halley 
 DD4795* W & P Rees 
 DD4798 E Matthews 
 DD4801 A Harris 
 DD4804 Dr & Mrs M McDonald 
 DD4807 Mrs J Wright 
 DD4810 G Burgess 
 DD4813 P Thres 
 DD4816 J Munday 
 DD4819 R & M Law 
 DD4822 Mr & Mrs B Stennings 
 DD4825 I Currie 
 DD4828 Mr & Mrs A House 
 DD4831  The Daramshi Family 
 DD4834 D Rankin 
 DD4837 Mrs E Granger 
 DD4840 Mr & Mrs A Ball 
 DD4843 S Campbell 
 DD4846 A Marsden 
 DD4849 R Marsden 
 DD4852 Mr & Mrs J Brown 
 DD4855 A & R Soper 
 DD4858 A Sumner 
 DD4861 L & D Pooley 
 DD4864 D Burton 
 DD4867 I Brooks 
 DD4870 S & J Hillington 
 DD4873 R & E Warrener 
 DD4876 G Gascoyne 
 DD4879 V Waghorne 
 DD4882 W Oliver 
 DD4885 Mrs McClean 
 DD4888 M Smith 
 DD4891 P Pledger 
 DD4894 D Atkinson 
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 DD4786 K Turner 
 DD4789 A Halley 

 DD4966 Mrs S Houston 
 DD4969 B Higgs 

 DD4717 T Kiss 
 DD4720 L Connolly 
 DD4723 T Connolly 
 DD4726 The Howlett Family 
 DD4729 P Jeffrey 
 DD4732 I Mannering 
 DD4735 W Mannering 
 DD4738 A Robinson 
 DD4741* R Daniel 
 DD4744 Mr & Mrs G Smith 
 DD4747 A Robinson 
 DD4750 P Campbell 
 DD4753 N Sanders 
 DD4756 D Sanders 
 DD4759 R Sanders 
 DD4762 J Wybron 
 DD4765 D Wybron 
 DD4768 L Tingle 
 DD4771 D Turner 
 DD4774 Mrs M Borchart 
 DD4777 A Borchart 
 DD4780 R McNeil 
 DD4783 Mrs M Turner 

 DD4897 J Atkinson 
 DD4900 Mrs R Fisher 
 DD4903 A Pope 
 DD4906 J Cobb 
 DD4909 Mrs J Neville 
 DD4912  R Drury & K Sadler 
 DD4915 A & E Carpenter 
 DD4918 Mrs M Willmott 
 DD4921 Mr & Mrs J Croke 
 DD4924 J Hewer 
 DD4927 A & E Turner 
 DD4930 Mr & Mrs K Attwood 
 DD4933 Mrs V Wyatt 
 DD4936 M Phillips 
 DD4939 S Gordon 
 DD4942 Rev B Maitland 
 DD4945 J Maitland 
 DD4948 J Hawkins 
 DD4951 M & J Andrew 
 DD4954 Mrs N Lindsey 
 DD4957 Mrs J Pountney 
 DD4960 Mr & Mrs Blackmore 
 DD4963 J Thomson 
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 DD4972 T Pollard 
 DD4975 B Pountney 
 DD4978 R & V Haynes 
 DD4981 K Wilson 
 DD4984 K Wilson 
 DD4987 Mr & Mrs A Bull 
 DD4990 Mr & Mrs W Hagger 
 DD4993 R Wheatley 
 DD4996 P Freeman 
 DD4999 M Parker 
 DD5002 T Holloway 
 DD5005 J Hill 
 DD5008 E Smith 
 DD5011 M Rose 
 DD5014 S Lane 
 DD5017 D Alexander 
 DD5020 J Thornton 
 DD5023 S Turvey 
 DD5026 D Townsend 
 DD5029 P Gascoyne 
 DD5032 C Shepherd 
 DD5035 Mrs Czaja 
 DD5038 Mr & Mrs J Wallace 
 DD5041 The Macdonalds 
 DD5044 P Aston 
 DD5047 Mrs M Willis 
 DD5050 G Hendry 
 DD5053 S Hendry 
 DD5056 A Hendry 
 DD5059 P Wood 
 DD5062 J Keates 
 DD5065 Mr & Mrs R Beckett 
 DD5068 P Wood 
 DD5071 C & D Dyer 
 DD5074 R & I Plastow 

 DD5152 Mrs K Magnall 
 DD5155 M Bayley 
 DD5161  J Outram & T Tucker 
 DD5164 C & D Huison 
 DD5167 N Ballantine 
 DD5170 H Scoltock 
 DD5173 Mrs R Welch 
 DD5176 S McCloy 
 DD5179 Mrs R Tredwell 
 DD5182 J Pawsey 
 DD5185 K Ballantine 
 DD5188 L Burns 
 DD5191 R Rydings 
 DD5194 R Gray 
 DD5197 Mrs Gray 
 DD5200 P Scoltock 
 DD5203 M Smirthwaite 
 DD5206 Ms L Dutton 
 DD5209 S Miller 
 DD5212 N Ward 
 DD5215 Mrs D Madden 
 DD5218 S Madden 
 DD5221 M & J Wellby 
 DD5224 Dr E Haworth 
 DD5227 P Higgs 
 DD5230 Mrs D Mitchell 
 DD5233 H Bavington 
 DD5236 L Colley 
 DD5239 N & P Sloane 
 DD5242 A Cox 
 DD5245 D Massey 
 DD5248 P Read 
 DD5251 J & J Turney 
 DD5254 Mrs R Newman 
 DD5257 G Newman 
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 DD5146 A & P Dichler 
 DD5149 K Bargery 

 DD5329 L Candy 
 DD5332 D Ellis 

 DD5077 R & N Tipping 
 DD5080 Mrs J Mitchell 
 DD5083* R Badger 
 DD5086 W Walther 
 DD5089 Mrs P Walther 
 DD5092 M Stones 
 DD5095 M Abraham 
 DD5098 Mr & Mrs Penn 
 DD5101 Z Thorne 
 DD5104 G & E Munn 
 DD5107 L & T Clements 
 DD5110 Mrs J Kenny 
 DD5113 Mrs S Ludlow 
 DD5116 Mrs V Wheatley 
 DD5119  A Brocks & T Penney 
 DD5122 A & C Connor 
 DD5125 Mr & Mrs J Haig 
 DD5128 R Bundred 
 DD5131 A Griffiths 
 DD5134 A & J Bond 
 DD5137 T Fleming 
 DD5140 Mrs N Thomas 
 DD5143 P Walkinshaw 

 DD5260 S & E Shepard 
 DD5263 R Forrest 
 DD5266 Mrs C Forrest 
 DD5269 B Collings 
 DD5272 Mrs H Jeffries 
 DD5275 R Potter 
 DD5278 Mr & Mrs H Davies 
 DD5281 B Price 
 DD5284 L Hyman 
 DD5287* E & J Laird 
 DD5290 S Jefferies 
 DD5293 P Jefferies 
 DD5296 L Spork 
 DD5299 P Cumberpatch 
 DD5302 Mrs Dyer 
 DD5305 Mr & Mrs Powell 
 DD5308 I Houseman & J Lawler 
 DD5311 J & P Tuckett 
 DD5314 S Sloan 
 DD5317 Mr Schmauss 
 DD5320 F Davies 
 DD5323 Mrs E Turnham 
 DD5326 G Devery 
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 DD5335 P Cooper 
 DD5338 B & V Fuller 
 DD5341 W & C Rayner 
 DD5344 The Peacock Family
 DD5347 Mrs D Stimpson 
 DD5350 B Knight 
 DD5353 D Stockton 
 DD5356 J James 
 DD5359  P & S Bonham-Carter 
 DD5362 C & C Barr 
 DD5365 P & D Williams 
 DD5368 J Holloway 
 DD5371 J Holloway 
 DD5374 R Dawes 
 DD5377 M & H Woods 
 DD5380 N & E Lock 
 DD5383 R & A Matthews 
 DD5386 Mrs S Collings 
 DD5389 M & S Oswell 
 DD5392 Miss L Arden 
 DD5395 Mrs A Henry 
 DD5398 H Barbach 
 DD5401  D Gratwick & M Haswell 
 DD5404 M & A Green 
 DD5407 J Joiner 
 DD5410  Mr & Mrs Austen-Smith 
 DD5413 J & K Maguire 
 DD5416 I Barrett 
 DD5419 J White 
 DD5422 J & L Simmonds 
 DD5425 A Stevens 
 DD5428 M Bunyan 
 DD5431 D Whitaker 
 DD5434 Mr & Mrs J Sutcliffe 
 DD5437 P & E Tuckett 

 DD5515 Mr & Mrs M Walsh 
 DD5518 D Hole 
 DD5521 A & J Morris 
 DD5524 Mrs E Hopkins 
 DD5527 D Alderson 
 DD5530 S Franks 
 DD5533 F & D Roberts 
 DD5536 B Chapman 
 DD5539 Mr & Mrs R Dewberry 
 DD5542 D Stocker 
 DD5545 R Welch 
 DD5548 S Kempt 
 DD5551 A Kempt 
 DD5554 The Harland Family 
 DD5557 Mrs M Pritchard 
 DD5560 T & P Woodward 
 DD5563 W & I Baker 
 DD5566 T Easlin 
 DD5569 P Waters 
 DD5572 J & B Irving 
 DD5575 G & M Green 
 DD5578 E & L Abrams 
 DD5581 D Biles 
 DD5584 M Knight 
 DD5587 P Stimpson 
 DD5705 Mrs S Walker 
 DD5762* J Loveday 
 DD5804 P Woodrow 
 DD5851 Ms R Bull 
 DD5863 Mr & Mrs Carbray 
 DD5866 Mrs M Morgan 
 DD5869 N Morgan 
 DD5910 Mrs M Lane 
 DD5967 C Tucker 
 DD5970 R Moore 
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 DD5509 T Howard 
 DD5512 J Day 

 DD6193 N Nash 
 DD6365 G & I Parsons 

 DD5440 R & V Good 
 DD5443 L Rayner 
 DD5446 J Pullen 
 DD5449 P Bowles 
 DD5452 Mrs J Overton 
 DD5455 A & C Lace 
 DD5458 Tompkins 
 DD5461 J Keightley 
 DD5464 T Sharpley 
 DD5467 Mr & Mrs R Barratt 
 DD5470 N & C Abrams 
 DD5473 D Hazell 
 DD5476 Mrs E Lee 
 DD5479 Mrs P Misseldine 
 DD5482 B Irons 
 DD5485 P Holland 
 DD5488 J & C Whitham 
 DD5491* Mrs J Plumb 
 DD5494 R Bridges 
 DD5497 Wildgoose 
 DD5500 E Bowen 
 DD5503 Mrs S Tinnion 
 DD5506 M Tomlin 

 DD6005 C Matthews 
 DD6058 I Watt 
 DD6061 J Watt 
 DD6064 P Lewis 
 DD6067 Mrs H Trafford 
 DD6070 T & H Mozley 
 DD6073 A Butler 
 DD6076 C & M Wellby 
 DD6079 S Trafford 
 DD6082 S Smoot 
 DD6085 Mrs M Watkins 
 DD6086 Mrs M Scoltock 
 DD6091 P Beyer 
 DD6095 Mrs A Farr 
 DD6098 J & K O'Hare 
 DD6103 J Nicklen 
 DD6106 Miss J Jeffries 
 DD6109 R Jeffries 
 DD6134 Mrs R Butler 
 DD6137 Mrs J Nash 
 DD6140 G & M Collier 
 DD6144 Mrs A Johnstone 
 DD6158 Mrs M Chapman 
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 DD6368 D Gander 
 DD6371 R Newton 

 DD7344 A Paterson 
 DD7551 J Mylles 

 DD7341 Mrs M Paterson  DD7553 A Mylles 
   * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
4.201.1 Whether the policy should oblige the Council to investigate and eliminate unneighbourly 

uses. 

4.201.2 Whether the policy would prevent necessary farm modernisation. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.201.3 These voluminous objections arose from expressions of support for the policy but were, 

almost exclusively, linked to concerns about a business operation in Haddenham.  
Problems caused by that, or any other, authorised use are not matters for the Council as 
Local Planning Authority unless there is some planning contravention.  Even these 
investigations will probably have to be prioritised, so whilst the Council is responsible for 
planning administration and control it would be unrealistic for the policy to insist upon all 
so-called unneighbourly uses to be examined and purged. 

4.201.4 Moreover, this would not be a land-use policy but a corporate intention, just as GP.132 is 
written.  An aim to give favourable consideration to the reduction or removal of non-
conforming uses or their replacement by a more appropriate use does not give rise to a 
land-use policy.  The Council should give favourable consideration to all development that 
does not demonstrably harm planning interests.  The only way that I can see GP.132 being 
made to work is in the form of a criteria-based policy on relocations.  In the right 
circumstances this could assist agricultural modernisation and diversity. 

Recommendation: 
4.201.5 I recommend that policy GP.132 be modified by rewording as follows: 

In considering proposals for the relocation of existing uses that give rise to amenity 
difficulties, or the redevelopment of their sites, the Council will give appropriate 
weight to the benefits of removing the adverse effect from the neighbourhood 
concerned. 

4.202 Paragraph 4.242: Noise-Sensitive Uses 
Objector: 

 DD0600 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issue: 
4.202.1 Whether the paragraph should refer to guidance in PPG23 (PPG24). 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.202.2 The Council propose to add a margin note about PPG24.  This seems helpful. 

Recommendation: 
4.202.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with PC 4.56. 
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4.203 Policies GP.133 and GP.134: Noise-Sensitive Uses 
Supporters: 

 DD0843-44 K W Miller 
 DD1250-51 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0516 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD0601-02 Howard Hutton & Associates 

Principal Issues: 
4.203.1 Whether the policies should reflect noise exposure categories and advice in PPG24. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.203.2 These policies are contradictory.  GP.133 states that noise sensitive uses will not be 

permitted where noise from external sources would be excessive.  GP.134 states that they 
will be permitted if satisfactory noise attenuation can be provided.  I consider that 
reference to specific noise levels or noise exposure categories would not be helpful 
because of the variables that can affect the perception of noise.  The Council is quite right 
to include policies about noisy and noise-sensitive development but GP.133 and GP.134 
need revising to reflect the twin planning aspects of the regulation of the former and the 
location of the latter. 

4.203.3 On this topic I think the unobjected GP.135 is unreasonable because there may be 
circumstances in which sound attenuation in building conversions is not required.  It is 
also unnecessary because it would be one of the criteria of GP.6. 

Recommendation: 
4.203.4 I recommend that:- 

4.203.5 Policy GP.133 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for uses or operations that generate high levels of noise should be located 
away from noise-sensitive uses such as houses, hospitals and schools and valued 
amenity areas. 

In dealing with applications for development that involves noisy activities, the 
Council will have regard for any disturbing effect on amenities and environmental 
qualities.  Where permission is granted conditions may be imposed, or planning 
obligations sought, to regulate the noise characteristics of the proposal. 

4.203.6 Policy GP.134 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for noise-sensitive development, such as houses, hospitals and schools, 
should be located away from uses and operations likely to generate noise that could 
prove disturbing for their occupation or operation. 

In dealing with applications for noise-sensitive proposals the Council will have 
regard to the impact of noise from other sources.  Where permission is granted the 
Council may impose conditions, or seek planning obligations, to mitigate or 
attenuate the effect of noise. 

4.203.7 I also suggest that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.135. 
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4.204 Policy GP.136: Overhead Electricity Lines 
Supporters: 

 DD0846 K W Miller 
 DD1253 Rural Development Commission 
 DD1984 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD7137 Environment Agency 

Objector: 
 DD7281 GOSE 
 DD7474 East Midlands Electricity  

Principal Issue: 
4.204.1 Whether the justification should explain that overhead lines are not subject to conventional 

planning procedures. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.204.2 I question the value of GP.136 because permission is not required from the Council to 

erect overhead electricity lines.  Its role is only consultative and in some cases no 
consultation is necessary.  There can be no objection to the Council making its attitude 
(not policy, as suggested) to overhead lines clear, but the inclusion of a nugatory policy 
could mislead or give false hopes to those opposing cables in the countryside and thereby 
undermine the integrity of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
4.204.3 I recommend that:- 

4.204.4 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy GP.136. 

4.204.5 Paragraph 4.243 be modified and a new paragraph added in accordance with ORCs 83.01, 
83.02 and 83.05. 

 

 

4.205 Paragraph 4.244: Overhead Electricity Lines 
Objector: 

 DD7185 National Grid Co plc 
 
Principal Issue: 

4.205.1 Whether references to interference, health concerns and implications for house prices were 
appropriate in a local plan. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.205.2 I deal with the policy implications of GP.137 in the next section but I cannot see that 

paragraph 4.244 misrepresents the current position.

Recommendation: 
4.205.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection.
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4.206 Policy GP.137: Overhead Electricity Lines 
Supporters: 

 DD0847 K W Miller 
 DD1254 Rural Development Commission 
 DD6830 Miss D Haynes 

Objectors: 
DD0389 Cllr B M Griffin 

 DD0656 HBF 
 DD0774 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD2578 Berryfields Consortium 
 DD2593 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd 
 DD2723 D F Macleod 
 DD4373 Liz Tubb 
 DD5595 Mrs J Eldon 
 DD6186 Miss K Webb 

 DD6191 A L D Biffen 
 DD6866 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6990 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7078 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7169 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD7184 National Grid Co plc 
 DD7440 J Blackmore & R Lynn 
 DD7475 East Midlands Electricity 

Principal Issues: 
4.206.1 Whether the policy was justified by proven health risks and technical evidence. 

4.206.2 Whether the protection zone was wide enough. 

4.206.3 Whether the protection zone was too precise and should refer to ‘community buildings’ 
and ‘equipped play areas’. 

4.206.4 Whether the policy should apply to high voltage transformers. 

4.206.5 Whether the policy would work in Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

4.206.6 Whether the protection zones could include amenity open space. 

4.206.7 Whether the protection zone should be reduced and the kind of open space permitted 
qualified. 

4.206.8 Whether the policy would prevent effective management of landscaping with the amenity 
zone. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.206.9 A number of changes are proposed to GP.137 and paragraphs 4.245 and 4.246, and the 

addition of an extra paragraph, 4.246A.  It is also proposed that this section of the Plan be 
re-titled.  

4.206.10 I understand the Council’s reasoning that the existence of overhead lines can reduce the 
personal enjoyment of residential property and thereby adversely affect its amenity.  
Likewise, I can appreciate that there might be a case for protecting the amenities of more-
or-less permanently occupied daytime buildings and sites like schools where the 
overbearing presence of overhead lines could be perceived as harming effective use of the 
premises.  However, I find the concept more difficult to grasp in the case of other 
community buildings and open space used from time to time by members of the public.   

4.206.11 GP.137 presupposes that the cabling and pylons are in place before the ground use 
commences.  So there would be no unforeseen impact on visual amenity for incoming 
occupiers of proposed buildings or users of open space beneath or in close proximity to 
overhead lines.  Neither am I persuaded that noise from the cables or other forms of 
electromagnetic interference would prevent communal or recreational activities taking 
place, or otherwise unduly interfere with those activities.  And the Council has stressed 
that the policy is not linked to health concerns. 
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4.206.12 However, GP.137 is phrased too rigidly for applications in such situations to be 
considered on their merits.  I appreciate the Council’s desire for the policy to specify the 
width of the protected zone beneath overhead electricity lines.  But, despite assurances that 
the selected distance is based on an assessment of circumstances elsewhere, it appears 
arbitrary, lacks flexibility and is without proper foundation.  It would thus be inappropriate 
to specify a fixed dimension as a policy requirement.  Accordingly GP.137 needs 
rewording as a criteria-based policy to provide flexibility for the Council and developers 
to be able to respond appropriately in different situations, including, for example, different 
voltages (and hence size of associated pylons etc), land form, building orientation and the 
like.   

4.206.13 It was agreed at the inquiry that 132kV should be the minimum voltage to which the 
policy should apply.  In practice it seems to me that very few applications will come 
forward for development directly beneath power lines of 132kV or greater.  However, the 
policy should enable the Council to resist any such ‘sensitive’ proposals.  

 209

Commission  DD7753 Buckland Parish Council 

4.206.14 Rewording the policy as recommended, together with the suggested ORCs, will meet 
many of the objections.  But it should not apply to transformers where the amenity context 
is different.   

Recommendation: 
4.206.15 I recommend that:- 

4.206.16 Policy GP.137 be modified by rewording as follows: 

New residential development and public buildings such as schools that are occupied 
for a substantial part of the day should not be located beneath overhead electricity 
conductors carrying voltages of 132kV or more. 

In considering applications for development close to power lines the Council will 
have regard to any adverse effect on amenity caused by the cables and pylons.  
Where permission is granted conditions may be imposed, or planning obligations 
sought, to regulate the proximity of buildings to the conductors, the height of any 
new structures, and the use of land below the overhead lines. 

4.206.17 Paragraphs 4.245 and 4.246 be modified in accordance with ORC 83.06 

4.206.18 The Plan be modified by the addition of paragraph 4.246a in accordance with ORC 84.02. 

4.206.19 The title of this Section be modified in accordance with ORC 83.04.  
 

4.207 Policies GP.138, GP.139 , GP.140 and GP.141: Telecommunications 
Supporters: 

 DD0017 Orange Personal 
Communications 

 DD0315 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0848 K W Miller 
 DD0849 K W Miller 
 DD0850 K W Miller 
 DD0851 K W Miller 
 
 DD1255 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1256 Rural Development 

 DD1257 Rural Development 
Commission 

 DD1258 Rural Development 
Commission 

 DD1980 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD1981 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD1982 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD1983 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2143 Vodaphone Ltd 
 DD7751 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD7752 Buckland Parish council 
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Objectors: 
 DD0013 Orange Personal 

Communications 
 DD0015 Orange Personal 

Communications 
 DD0016 Orange Personal 

Communications 
 DD0603 Howard Hutton & 

Associates 
 DD1320 British 

Telecommunications plc 
 DD1321 British 

Telecommunications plc 
 DD2140 Vodaphone Ltd 

 DD2141 Vodaphone Ltd 
 DD2142 Vodaphone Ltd 
 DD2447 I Hopcraft 
 DD2511 British Waterways 
 DD6276 Mercury Personal 

Communications Ltd 
 DD6277 Mercury Personal 

Communications Ltd 
 DD6278 Mercury Personal 

Communications Ltd 
 DD6279 Mercury Personal 

Communications Ltd

Principal Issues: 
4.207.1 Whether GP.138 and GP.141 should require an alternative site test only where harm was 

caused. 

4.207.2 Whether GP.138 and GP.139 should refer to ‘technical and operational considerations’. 

4.207.3 Whether alternative sites should be ‘available and technically feasible’. 

4.207.4 Whether the policy should refer to alternative methods as well as sites. 

4.207.5 Whether the alternative site test should be deleted. 

4.207.6 Whether GP.139 should refer to ‘appropriately located’ masts. 

4.207.7 Whether GP.139 was necessary. 

4.207.8 Whether GP.140 should be qualified by the needs of technical requirements. 

4.207.9 Whether GP.140 should include the protection of trees as a consideration. 

4.207.10 Whether GP.140 was necessary. 

4.207.11 Whether ‘indirect’ should be deleted from GP.141. 

4.207.12 Whether GP.141 should indicate that other considerations also applied. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.207.13 Because of the common topic of these policies and the nature of the objections I deal with 

them together.  Three additional paragraphs were proposed to reflect the Stewart Group’s 
report, along with changes to policies GP.138 and GP.139. 

4.207.14 PPG8 indicates that the Council may reasonably expect to be provided with evidence of 
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as effectively in combination with GP.138 and GP.139 and I am going to suggest that 

sharing investigations in all cases where permission is required for telecom development.  
That is not quite the same as the alternative sites criterion of GP.138 because if no visual 
harm were caused the sharing option would not be relevant.  It may be a matter of 
semantics but I think the first objection has a point (that is easily remedied).  Technical 
and operational factors will be material to telecom determinations and should be amongst 
the criteria that influence the Council’s decisions.  I think that a requirement for other 
methods of transmission to be reviewed before permission is granted is too onerous. 

4.207.15 GP.139 replicates the alternative options test of GP.138 and its objectives could be met by 
a few extra words there.  GP.140 introduces another test for masts and telecom equipment 
that could also be rationalised.  I see no objection to its inclusion but it could be put just 
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 DD0853-54 K W Miller 
 DD1260 Rural Development Commission 

these three policies be merged as a single criteria-based statement.  I consider that it is not 
necessary to refer to the specific protection of trees although they might turn out to be a 
relevant factor in individual cases. 

4.207.16 GP.141 has an obscure reference to ‘indirect advantages’ that would probably be as much 
as a puzzle to the public as professional readers of the Plan.  Once again, it tends to repeat 
the essence of the three previous policies and I believe that there is a clearer and more 
succinct way of representing these objectives that would satisfy many of the objections 
without weakening the Council’s position. 

Recommendation: 
4.207.17 I recommend that:- 

4.207.18 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies GP.138, GP.139, GP.140 and GP.141 
and their replacement by a single policy worded as follows: 

Proposals for telecommunication development should have regard to the need for 
equipment to avoid visual intrusion.  High masts and large telecommunication 
structures will be permitted only exceptionally within the Green Belt, designated 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Conservation Areas. 

In considering applications the Council will take special account of the effect of 
equipment on the visual characteristics of the surroundings and the availability of 
less intrusive options, together with any technical considerations and limitations. 

Proposals should, where necessary, be supported by an appropriate landscaping 
scheme.  Where permission is granted conditions may be imposed, or planning 
obligations sought, to ensure the removal of equipment when it is no longer 
required. 

4.207.19 The Plan be modified by the addition of paragraphs 4.249-4.251 in accordance with ORC 
84.03. 

 
  

4.208 Paragraph 4.252: Contaminated Sites 
Objector: 

 DD7138 Environment Agency 

Principal Issue: 
4.208.1 Whether the schedule of uses should be regarded as exclusive. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.208.2 A Change was proposed to meet this point, and add another paragraph in response to the 

second objection referred to below. I have no comment. 

Recommendation: 
4.208.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified in accordance with PC.4.62 and PC 4.63. 

 
 

4.209 Policies GP.143 and GP.144: Contaminated Sites 
Supporters: 
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Objector: 
 DD7139-40 Environment Agency 

Principal Issues: 
4.209.1 Whether the policies should include a qualified objection to development on 

contaminated sites. 

4.209.2 Whether reference should be made to the Environment Act. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
4.209.3 The need for remediation of a contaminated site may be a relevant consideration in the 

determination of applications but it is essentially an environmental health matter rather 
than a planning requirement.  I think that the Changes proposed in response to the first 
objection would make the policies difficult to implement for lack of precision and clarity.  
The aims are sound but the policies must extend beyond planning boundaries into the 
areas of other environmental protection agencies, and they can be combined and 
reworded more effectively and economically. 

Recommendation: 
4.209.4 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policies GP.143 and GP.144 

and replaced with a single policy worded as follows: 

Proposals for the development of land affected by contamination should take 
account of the need to avoid risks to public health and environmental amenities. 

The Council will require applications to be supported by information about the 
nature and extent of previous contamination, and measures for its remediation.  In 
granting permission the Council may impose conditions, or seek planning 
obligations, to secure remedial action and ensure safe occupation of the site and 
nearby land.  Conditions may also be imposed to provide notice of the presence of 
unsuspected pollutants discovered during development. 
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