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5 CHAPTER 5 – AYLESBURY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

5.1 Paragraph 5.3: Introduction 
Objector: 

 DD2171 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.1.1 Whether the Plan should define geographically ‘Aylesbury’ and the ‘Rural Areas’. 

5.1.2 Whether Bierton should be included in the Aylesbury inset Proposals Map. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.1.3 I have already dealt with these issues in response to objections to the Proposals Maps, and 

paras. 3.11 - 3.13 and policy ST1.  There is no reason for me to reiterate my conclusions 
here. 

Recommendation: 
5.1.4 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the inclusion of definitions of ‘Aylesbury’ and 

the ‘Rural Areas’, possibly by means of a margin note. 

 

AYLESBURY LAND USE/TRANSPORT STRATEGY 
 

5.2 Policy AY.1: Aylesbury Land Use/Transport Strategy 
Supporters: 

 DD1136 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1375 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD2279 Bucks County Council 
 DD2289 Bucks County Council 
 DD6424 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6652 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6689 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6724 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6768 The National Trust 
 DD6867 J J Gallagher Ltd 

Objectors: 
 

 DD1459 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD0512 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD0672 Mr Clarke 

 DD1461 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD0675 Mr Clarke 
 DD0949 Mr Miller 

 DD1567 M Edmonds  DD0950 Mr Miller 
 DD1586 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD0957 Mr Miller 
 DD1004 Mrs Miller 

 DD1739 Aylesbury Vale Friends Of 
The Earth 

 DD1005 Mrs Miller 
 DD1006 Mrs Miller 

 DD1740 Aylesbury Vale Friends Of 
The Earth 

 DD1351 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1458 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council  DD1767 Mr/Ms Speller 
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 DD1788 Mr Blakey 
 DD1794 Mr Blakey 
 DD2162 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2174 Alfred McAlpine 

Developments Ltd 
 DD2202 Mr Clarke 
 DD2237 Bucks County Museum 
 DD2290 Bucks County Council 
 DD2354 Annington Property Ltd 
 DD2483 Weston Turville Parish 

Council 
 DD2579  The Berryfields 

Consortium 
 DD2594 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd 
 DD2697 Friends of the Vale of 

Aylesbury 
 DD2844 Mrs Roberts 
 DD2880 Mr Cleasby 
 DD2893 Mr & Mrs Clark 
 DD2948 Mr MacKenzie 
 DD4231 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4232 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4233 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD4234 Haddenham Protection 

Society 

 DD4328 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD5643 Aylesbury Old Town 

Residents Association 
 DD5947 Ms Evans 
 DD6198  Waddesdon Parish 

Council 
 DD6507 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6508 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6510 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6653 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6707 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6745 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6749 The National Trust 
 DD6868 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6959 Mr Smith 
 DD6960 Mr Smith 
 DD6961 Mr Smith 
 DD7079 The Aylesbury Society 
 DD7282 Government Office for the 

South East 
 DD7302 Highways Agency 
 DD7406 Mrs Willoughby 
 DD7431 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 

Lynn 
 DD7525 Mr Aylett 
 DD8003  Crest Strategic Projects 

Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.2.1 Whether the principles of the strategy upon which AY.1 is founded are correct, or whether 

additional and/or alternative sites should be allocated elsewhere on the periphery of 
Aylesbury. 

5.2.2 Whether the development strategy should be amended to facilitate a rail-based strategy 
linking brownfield sites to a reopened line extending north of Aylesbury. 

5.2.3 Whether the selection of the MDAs has had due regard to biodiversity, flooding and other 
issues. 

5.2.4 Whether the amount of development envisaged is achievable, and whether as a 
consequence higher densities should be required on unidentified brownfield sites.  

5.2.5 Whether the Plan should encourage more mixed-use housing and employment areas.   

5.2.6 Whether the proposed link roads should be routed so as to avoid bisecting MDAs.  

5.2.7 Whether the matters contained in AY.1 should be expressed as text rather than as policy.  

5.2.8 Whether the strategy contains sufficient traffic, cost and other information to demonstrate 
its achievability, or to ascertain what is required.    

5.2.9 Whether the strategy is dominated by road issues, and whether greater emphasis should be 
given to potential rail improvements. 

5.2.10 Whether the strategy should include reference to the fact that the A41(T) is to be 
detrunked.  And whether the strategy is fundamentally flawed by placing more traffic onto 
the A41(T), contrary to advice in PPG13.  
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5.2.11 Whether the requirement for MDAs to fund transport infrastructure and improvements will 
increase house prices. 

5.2.12 Whether the policy or supporting text should include reference to Circular 1/97, Planning 
Obligations. 

5.2.13 Whether modal shifts in transport should be testable requirements of the strategy. 

5.2.14 Whether the PPTC linking the MDAs should be routed through the Market Square.  

5.2.15 Whether the LP should include a map showing all existing bus routes, the PPTCs, links to 
park and ride facilities, existing and proposed rail routes, and other public transport links. 

5.2.16 Whether a small-scale experiment ought to be carried out to test the MDA principle.  

5.2.17 Whether a full A41(T) bypass around the town is required to cope with the anticipated 
growth in traffic.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.2.18 A number of the objections recorded against policy AY.1 focus on the principles of the 

development strategy (nos.1-4 above).  I have earlier dealt with the strategic issues raised 
in these objections and there is no point in me re-iterating my conclusions here.  Several 
objections are concerned with detailed matters (nos.5-6 above).  These are more properly 
dealt with in the context of specific MDA proposals.  I have thus directed my 
consideration of objections to AY.1 to those that focus on the principles and details of the 
Aylesbury land use / transport strategy (ALUTS). 

5.2.19 In broad terms the ALUT Strategy seeks to reduce the proportion of residents in Aylesbury 
who travel to work and other destinations by private car, and thereby precipitate an 
increase in the number who travel by more sustainable means.  The strategy is to be 
implemented by means of the Aylesbury Development Strategy, whereby new 
development will be required to fund facilities and infrastructure where a need is created 
by that development.  Specifically, each MDA will be required to provide within itself the 
entire infrastructure package necessary to facilitate that development, including estate 
roads and those parts of the link roads that lie within the MDA boundary, together with 
those parts of requisite link roads that lie outside of the boundary.  Each MDA will also be 
required to fund the public transport, cycle and walking infrastructure required to connect 
with the town centre and other MDAs.  These facilities will be provided in accordance 
with an agreed phasing programme.  

5.2.20 I am satisfied that the ALUTS is in accordance with BCC’s ITS, which seeks to achieve a 
more balanced approach to transport policy and proposals.  And, in particular, I am 
satisfied that the ALUTS accords with advice in PPG13, the prime objectives of which are 
to integrate planning and transport at, inter-alia, the local level in order to promote more 
sustainable transport choices for people and freight; to promote accessibility to jobs, 
shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport, walking and cycling; and to 
reduce the need to travel, especially by car.  

5.2.21 Suggestion has been made that the principles outlined in AY.1 should be expressed as text 
rather than policy.  And I agree.  The LPA state that in order to give the strategy 
appropriate weight it is necessary for it to be embodied in policy.  However, while 
recognising the importance of the ALUTS in the implementation of the Plan, it is 
significant to note that neither the Aylesbury nor Rural Areas Development Strategies, 
upon which the Plan is founded, are expressed as policy, but as text.  This in no way 
reduces their importance.  Rather it recognises the fundamental difference between 
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strategy and policy, in that strategy is a broad statement of intent, whereas policies express 
the means whereby the strategy is to be achieved using planning controls.  It is clear that 
the ALUTS principles outlined in AY.1 do not form policy, and should therefore be 
expressed in text. 

5.2.22 Concern has been expressed that the strategy contains insufficient information to 
demonstrate its achievability or to ascertain what is required.  Details of what is required 
in connection with specific proposals are more appropriately outlined elsewhere in the 
Plan.  I deal with objections to these where relevant in my report.  However, the majority 
of information supporting the strategy, including detailed traffic analyses, costings and 
phasing, is contained in background or topic papers produced during the preparation or in 
support of the Plan.  These documents are available for public inspection and thus do not 
need to be incorporated in the Plan.  However, of much greater significance is the fact that 
the level of analytical detail involved is such that their inclusion would conflict with 
advice in PPG12 that development plans should be clear, succinct, and easily understood.  
Furthermore, it must be recognised that many of the elements of the analyses will vary 
over time, and that it would be inappropriate to suggest otherwise by including them in the 
Plan.  

5.2.23 The LPA confirm that the potential for a rail-based development strategy, including one 
based on linking brownfield sites to a re-opened line extending north of the town, has been 
thoroughly explored in the past.  I acknowledge the validity of their conclusion that, 
because of the size and layout of the town as existing and proposed, and the high cost of 
fixed line rail investment, it will be far more cost effective to invest in a bus-based public 
transport system which has the potential to achieve a far greater modal shift away from the 
private car.  Furthermore, I have earlier agreed that the most sustainable development 
strategy is that which, while giving priority to urban brownfield sites, directs the majority 
of new development to Aylesbury.  Policy AY.23 does make some provision for 
expansion of the rail network by safeguarding sites for stations, - although I am critical of 
this policy later in my report.  However, I remain convinced that if a significant shift 
towards public transport is to be achieved during the Plan period, it must be based on a 
road / bus strategy serving development peripheral to Aylesbury.  

5.2.24 It has been suggested that the strategy is fundamentally flawed in that it will place 
additional traffic on the A41(T), contrary to advice in PPG13 that development strategies 
should seek to avoid worsening the traffic situation on trunk roads.  I recognise that the 
strategy does indeed conflict with this element of PPG13 advice.  However, it is 
anticipated that the A41(T) through Aylesbury will be detrunked in the foreseeable future.  
Furthermore, it must be recognised that an  inevitable consequence of locating the majority 
of new development at Aylesbury, as envisaged by the development strategy, will be 
additional traffic on the A41(T).  Thus, on balance, I do not regard the current conflict 
with PPG13 as a determinant.  

5.2.25 It has also been suggested that implementation of the strategy will lead to an increase in 
house prices.  I do not share this concern.  It is Government policy to require developer 
contributions for the cost of infrastructure required as a result of that development.  This 
cost is discounted against the value of the land and thus is not borne by future house 
buyers. 

5.2.26 Implementation of the strategy will require detailed agreements and/or obligations 
between developers and the LPA across a range of matters before the development is 
allowed to proceed.  Circular 1/97, Planning Obligations, sets out the Government’s policy 
for the use of planning obligations in circumstances such as these.  It will be necessary for 
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both the LPA and developers to have particular regard to the advice in C.1/97, and thus 
specific mention should be made of the Circular and its role in securing the ALUT strategy 
in supporting text.  However, I deal with similar objections in respect of policy AY.3 
below.  AY.3 deals with detailed aspects of the strategy, and it seems to me that it would 
be more appropriate to include reference to C.1/97 at that stage, rather than in the 
generalised introductory context of AY.1.  

5.2.27 A number of miscellaneous issues have also been raised by objectors to AY.1; I deal with 
these briefly as follows. 

5.2.28 I am not persuaded that modal shifts in transport should be testable requirements of the 
strategy.  It follows that if the target modal shifts (indicated in Chapter 3 of the Plan) were 
to be testable, some form of revision of the strategy or other sanction would need to be be 
invoked if the requirement was not met.  This would be undesirable for two reasons.  
Firstly, the introduction of an alternative or fall-back position would introduce an 
undesirable element of uncertainty into the Plan.  And secondly, once established an 
objective should, in my view, remain unchanged until the end of the specified period for 
achievement, and then reviewed in its entirety.  Otherwise the objective will be subject to 
constant revision, most likely downwards, which would again introduce an element of 
uncertainty and reduce the incentive for its attainment.  

5.2.29 The routing of PPTCs through proposed MDAs will be determined by their internal layout 
and design.  However, routing between MDAs, the town centre, and other parts of the 
town will largely be determined by the existing road layout, highway capacity, and the 
need to maximise the number of bus passengers.  While consideration must be given to the 
environmental impact of each route, it seems to me that a route passing through (or very 
near to) the Market Square would be desirable to maximise both convenience and 
passenger usage. 

5.2.30 The PPTCs are shown on the Proposals Map, - subject to a minor addition suggested by 
the LPA under ORC 0.03, to which I have no objection - and have been so identified 
because of their crucial function of linking and serving the MDAs and town centre.  The 
provision of PPTCs is tied to the MDAs, and thus they form an integral part of the 
development process.  On the other hand, existing bus and rail routes, while serving the 
town and surrounding rural areas, are not related in planning terms to the development 
process.  It would thus be inappropriate to show them on a separate map in the LP or to 
include them on the Proposals Map. 

5.2.31 I cannot support the suggestion that a small-scale experiment be carried out to test the 
MDA principle.  Such an experiment would, in my view, be unwarranted, given that I am 
satisfied with the MDA concept, and a waste of valuable resources.  

5.2.32 Finally, I am of the view that the suggestion that an A41(T) by-pass be constructed around 
the town to cope with the anticipated traffic growth arising from the proposed 
development cannot be justified on those grounds alone.  It is recognised that the A41(T), 
which passes through the heart of the town, has a dual regional and local role, and that the 
development strategy will impact upon both of these functions.  However, the majority of 
additional traffic movements generated by the proposed development will be within, rather 
than passing around, the town, while the ALUT strategy actively seeks to minimise the 
amount of new road building and to reduce reliance on the private car.  The development 
proposals alone thus do not justify the construction of a by-pass. 

Recommendation: 
5.2.33 I recommend that:- 
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5.2.34 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.1, and the incorporation of the 
principles of the Aylesbury Land Use / Transportation Strategy (ALUTS) in the Plan as 
text.   

5.2.35 The ALUTS and other supporting text be modified as necessary to take account of my 
recommended modifications to the Aylesbury Development Strategy and other 
development proposals. 

5.2.36 The Proposals Map be modified in accordance with ORC 0.03. 

 

 

5.3 Policy AY.2: Aylesbury Land Use/Transport Strategy 
Supporter: 

 DD0826 Mr Miller 

Objectors: 
 DD0827 Mr Miller 
 DD7506 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7760 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD8004 Crest Strategic Projects Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.3.1 Whether the effectiveness of proposals in minimising the need to travel or facilitating 

journeys by means other than the private car should be ‘a predominant’ consideration.  

5.3.2 Whether the strategy will secure the release of sufficient brownfield sites or appropriate 
additional sites on the periphery of Aylesbury. 

5.3.3 Whether the consequences of increased traffic flows on peripheral roads had been 
recognised.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.3.4 I have earlier dealt with strategic issues concerning the identification of brownfield sites 

and there is no point in me re-iterating my conclusions here.  Likewise, the broad objection 
relating to the suggested allocation of additional sites is considered in the context of 
individual development proposals later in my report.  With regards to the objection 
concerning the consequences of increased traffic flow, the DC and CC are reconsidering 
some of the traffic flows envisaged on the eastern side of the town.  I understand that if 
potential problems emerge they could be addressed by traffic calming measures.  
However, such detailed matters are inappropriate for consideration in relation to this 
policy or the LP.  

5.3.5 It is, in my view, entirely appropriate, and in accord with Government advice, for the LPA 
to consider all traffic generating proposals against the principles of the ALUTS.  However, 
I share the objector’s concern that this consideration should not be ‘predominant’, the 
definition of which is the ‘strongest or main element’.  While traffic generation is an 
important consideration, it should not be allowed to assume dominance, but rather remain 
one of several matters to be taken into account and balanced according to site-specific 
circumstances.  The degree of importance would thus be better expressed as ‘a primary 
consideration’.   
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Recommendation: 
5.3.6 I recommend that policy AY.2 be modified by the substitution of primary in place of 

predominant. 

5.3.7 Note : The policy will also need to be modified by the deletion of reference to policy 
AY.1. 

5.4 Paragraph 5.12: Implementation 
Objector: 

  DD7174 Bellway Homes & Bryant Homes 

Principal Issue: 
5.4.1 Whether the fourth bullet point in para. 5.12 should be amended to clarify that this 

category relates solely to non-MDA development. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.4.2 The LPA have recognised the validity of the objection and suggest (PC 5.01) that the 

fourth bullet point be amended to confirm ‘all non-MDA development ….’.  I am satisfied 
that this PC resolves this objection.  

5.4.3 The LPA also suggest (FPC 90.01) that the third bullet point be replaced with amended 
text clarifying responsibility for securing the construction of PPTCs to the town centre and 
financial contributions towards the construction of town centre measures linking the 
corridors together.  I have no objection to this FPC, subject to my comments re the funding 
of cycleways made in response to objections to AY.3 below.  

Recommendation: 
5.4.4 I recommend that paragraph 5.12 be modified in accordance with PC 5.1 and FPC 90.01, 

subject to my comments concerning the funding of cycleways made in response to 
objections to AY.3.  

 
 
5.5 Policy AY.3: Implementation 

Supporters: 
 DD0684 Mr Clarke 
 DD0685 Mr Clarke 
 DD1554 Mrs Hyre 
 DD2256 Mrs Banks 
 DD7172 Bellway Homes & Bryant Homes 

Objectors: 
 DD0958 Mr Miller  DD0657 The House Builders 

Federation, Eastern 
Region 

 DD1007 Mrs Miller 
 DD1008 Mrs Miller 
 DD1009 Mrs Miller  DD0668 Mr Clarke 
 DD1010 Mrs Miller  DD0683 Mr Clarke 
 DD1011 Mrs Miller  DD0686 Mr Clarke 
 DD1012 Mrs Miller  DD0775 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD1096 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE  DD0951 Mr Miller 
 DD1332 Mr & Mrs Robson  DD0952 Mr Miller 
 DD1453 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD0953 Mr Miller 
 DD0954 Mr Miller 

 DD1454 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD0955 Mr Miller 
 DD0956 Mr Miller 
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 DD1456 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD6503 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6505 Mr Carlyle 

 DD1457 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD6506 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6509 Mr Carlyle 

 DD1460 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD6524 Ms Stephenson 
 DD6526 Mr Stephenson 

 DD1568 M Edmonds  DD6546 Mr Cooper 
 DD1587 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD6656 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6708 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

 DD2118 Mr Venning  DD6744 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD2161 David Wilson Estates Ltd  DD6750 The National Trust 
 DD2175 Alfred McAlpine 

Developments Ltd 
 DD6869 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6962 Mr Smith 

 DD2203 Mr Clarke  DD6991 Mr & Mrs Chantler 
 DD7080 The Aylesbury Society  DD2320 Mr Perrie 
 DD7173 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD2512 British Waterways 
 DD2580  The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7175* Bellway Homes & Bryant 
Homes   DD2595 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd  DD7283 Government Office for the 
South East  DD2725 Mr Macleod 

 DD7537 Trustees of Aylesbury 
Grammar School 
Foundation 

 DD4235 Haddenham Protection 
Society 

 DD5615 Mr Welch-Bartram 
 DD7761 Rail Property Ltd  DD6307 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford  DD8005  Crest Strategic Projects 
Ltd  DD6502 Mr Carlyle 

 * recorded as an objection to AY.5 

Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 5.2): 
 CO0164 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 CO0176 Halam Land Management Ltd 

  Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 5.2): 
   CO0034 Laing Homes 
   CO0069 Government Office for the South East 

  Principal Issues: 
5.5.1 Whether the strategy is appropriate in principle, or whether all transport infrastructure 

should be publicly funded. 

5.5.2 Whether the matters contained in AY.3 should be expressed as text rather than as policy.  

5.5.3 Whether the policy is unnecessary duplication, given that transportation requirements 
generated by MDA and non-MDA developments are set out elsewhere in the Plan. 

5.5.4 Whether the strategy contains sufficient detail regarding the scale or proportion of 
contributions to be made by developers to the various elements of the strategy, and/or 
sufficient detail concerning phasing and implementation. 

5.5.5 Whether the policy or supporting text should include reference to Government guidance 
concerning developer contributions contained in Circular 1/97, Planning Obligations. 

5.5.6 Whether the policy or supporting text should include reference to the possibility of using 
CPO powers to achieve implementation of the strategy. 

5.5.7 Whether the lack of adequate capital funding undermines the credibility of the strategy.  
And whether there can be an assurance that developer funding will be available throughout 
the development period.  
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5.5.8 Whether the strategy should include developer funding for improvements to rail 
infrastructure and to that part of the canal and towpath serving the town centre. 

5.5.9 Whether public transport subsidies should commence with completion of the first housing 
or employment unit; and whether contributions should continue for 3 years or for a 
longer/shorter period. 

5.5.10 Whether MDAs should wholly fund off-site facilities, in particular cycle links to the town 
centre, which will be used by non-MDA residents.  

5.5.11 Whether there is a proven need for certain of the roads included in the strategy; whether 
additional and/or alternative roads are required, and whether specified standards of 
construction should be indicated. 

5.5.12 Whether the strategy will secure the release of sufficient brownfield sites or appropriate 
additional sites on the periphery of Aylesbury. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.5.13 PPG12 requires plans to be realistic in terms of their policies and proposals, and to be 

achievable by means of development control functions.  It is an established principle of 
planning control that, when granting planning permission or negotiating with developers, a 
LPA may enter into an agreement with or seek an obligation from a prospective developer 
regarding the use or development of the land concerned.  This agreement or obligation 
may include, inter-alia, details of physical and/or financial contributions to be made by the 
developer in order to facilitate the development for which permission is sought, provided 
that the contribution is necessary and relevant, directly, fairly and reasonably related in 
scale and kind to the development proposed, and reasonable in all other respects.  
Accordingly I am satisfied that it is legitimate for the LPA to seek physical or financial 
contributions from developers towards the provision of transport infrastructure, the need 
for which has arisen from the development proposed.  It would, on the other hand, be 
inappropriate and a misuse of public funds to expect the provision of infrastructure 
required to serve new development to be financed entirely from the public purse. 

5.5.14 In common with policy AY.1, comment has been made that the principles outlined in 
AY.3 should be expressed as text rather than policy.  Again, and for similar reasons, I 
must agree.  AY.3 opens by confirming that it is a statement of strategy (in fact, a strategy 
for a strategy).  As stated above, strategy is a broad statement of intent, whereas policies 
express the means whereby the strategy is to be achieved using planning controls.  It is 
clear that the funding strategy outlined in AY.3 does not form a policy against which an 
application for planning permission can be assessed, and should therefore be expressed in 
supporting text.  I again emphasise that inclusion in text in no way reduces the importance 
of the funding strategy to the Plan or development process.  Rather it provides the detailed 
background against which site specific policies for the MDAs and other sites are set.  At a 
more detailed level, and to reinforce the above, it would in any event be inappropriate to 
include the Category 4 proposal as policy, when funding and need are still undetermined.  

5.5.15 I note that PC 5.2 and ORC 91.01 proposes a number of changes to AY.3.  I have no 
objection to these changes in principle, and comment upon them below.  However, the 
strategy will need to be modified further in light of my conclusions in response to other 
objections, including my recommended deletion of the Broughton Stocklake MDA.  

5.5.16 In light of my conclusion that the funding strategy outlined in AY.3 should be expressed in 
supporting text, the objection that policy AY.3 is unnecessary duplication effectively falls.  
I recognise that detailed transportation requirements generated by MDA and non-MDA 
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developments are set out in connection with specific development proposals elsewhere in 
the Plan.  However, it is necessary for completeness and clarity for the strategy to be set 
out in full, and thus I do not regard the contents of AY.13 as unnecessary duplication. 

5.5.17 The funding strategy identifies the requirements for the different elements of the ALUT 
Strategy, divided into four categories.  Namely, Category 1, wholly MDA funded; 
Category 2, jointly funded; Category 3, non-MDA developer and public funded; and 
Category 4, funding and need to be determined; specific elements of infrastructure to be 
funded by developers and/or the public are identified in each category.  I comment on 
objections to the inclusion or exclusion of certain elements of the infrastructure below.  
However, I am satisfied that the broad strategy provides adequate guidance as to what is 
required, and that this is expressed in sufficient detail for its intended purpose and for 
users of the Plan.   

5.5.18 Para. 5.19 and policy AY.4 confirm that details of the calculation methodology and means 
of implementing will be given in separate SPG.  I deal with objections to both para 5.19 
and AY.4 below.  However, it would, in my view, be wrong to include background details 
of the scale or proportion of contributions to be made by developers to the various 
elements of the strategy in the Plan.  As noted in response to objections to policy AY.1, 
the majority of information supporting these details is contained in background or topic 
papers produced during the preparation or in support of the Plan.  These documents are 
available for public inspection and thus do not need to be incorporated in the Plan.  To do 
so would result in the inclusion of an unnecessary level of detail, contrary to advice in 
PPG12 that development plans should be clear, succinct and easily understood.  
Furthermore, again it is possible that these details may change as the development details 
of the MDAs and non-MDA sites continue to evolve.  For like reasons it would be 
inappropriate to include details of methodology and implementation.  

5.5.19 Several objectors have suggested that the policy or supporting text should include 
reference to C.1/97, Planning Obligations.  I have already noted in response to objections 
to AY.1 that implementation of the ALUT Strategy will require detailed agreements and/or 
obligations between developers and the LPA, and that these will need to be framed in the 
context of guidance in C.1/97.  It will be necessary for both the LPA and developers to 
have particular regard to the advice in C.1/97.  Specific mention should thus be made of 
the Circular and its role in securing detailed elements of the strategy in supporting text 
here in the Plan.  

5.5.20 Other objectors have suggested that the policy or supporting text should include reference 
to the possibility of using CPO powers to achieve implementation of the ALUT Strategy.  
The LPA have recognised the validity of these objections and under PC 5.2 suggest that 
policy AY.3 be modified to confirm that where necessary the relevant local authority will 
use appropriate powers, including CPOs, to acquire land necessary for the successful 
implementation of the strategy.  I am satisfied that, in principle, this PC meets these 
objections. However, in light of my earlier conclusion that the provisions of AY.3 should 
be expressed as supporting text, confirmation of the possible use of CPO powers must also 
be included as text, as likewise it comprises a statement of intent rather than policy. 

5.5.21 Concern has been expressed that a potential lack of adequate capital funding may 
undermine the credibility of the strategy.  However, while it is unlikely that there will ever 
be a surplus of capital funding, it would in my view be inappropriate to scale down or 
pursue a less ambitious strategy than that proposed.  To do so would be to invite further 
reductions, which would be more certain to undermine credibility than any temporary 
shortfall in funding.  Rather it is better to pursue the strategy proposed, which does not 
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appear to me to be over ambitious, with the optimism that funding can and will be found.  
Likewise, while no-one can be certain that developers will remain solvent, it is essential to 
proceed on the basis that developer funding will continue throughout the development 
period.  To do otherwise would be to display a lack of confidence that would undermine 
the strategy from the outset. 

5.5.22 Objectors have also suggested that the strategy should be extended to include developer 
funding for improvements to rail infrastructure and to that part of the canal and towpath 
serving the town centre.  However, I cannot support these suggestions.  

5.5.23 The development strategy will no doubt result in an increase in rail passengers travelling 
to and from Aylesbury, and as a result there may appear to be a prime facie case for 
arguing that the MDAs should contribute towards improvements to rail infrastructure.  
However, the basis of the ALUT Strategy is for MDA and non-MDA developments to 
help fund improvements to the public transport system within Aylesbury; not to fund 
improvements to systems linking Aylesbury to settlements/areas beyond.  Thus, while 
improvements to rail infrastructure would be welcome, they must be financed from 
alternative sources. 

5.5.24 A significant length of that part of the canal towpath in Aylesbury forms the southern 
boundary of the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA.  The Broughton Stocklake MDA 
policy, AY.17, makes provision for the inclusion of the towpath in a network of 
cycleways, footpaths and bridleways, with implied improvements where necessary.  
However, elsewhere in my report I recommend that the Broughton Stocklake MDA be 
deleted.  As a result, it would be inappropriate for the ALUT Strategy to require a 
contribution towards improvements to the canal and towpath, given that these would not 
be an essential pre-requisite of either MDA or non-MDA development. 

5.5.25 The funding strategy specifically requires revenue costs of public transport bus 
improvements along the PPTCs to be wholly funded by the MDAs during the first three 
years following occupation of the first dwelling; ORC 91.01 extends this to include as an 
alternative occupation of the first employment unit.  It is inevitable that during the early 
stage of their development MDAs will not generate a significant demand for public 
transport.  Nevertheless, I share the LPA’s view that it is vital to provide an attractive 
public transport service from the outset in order to influence, and hopefully establish, 
peoples travel choice.  Failure to provide an attractive bus service at the outset would 
seriously impede successful implementation of the strategy, as once established alternative 
choices, and in particular the habitual use of a private car, would be difficult to break.  
Furthermore, I do not regard the period of three years for MDA funding as unreasonable.  
Three years will, in my view, provide enough time for each MDA to become sufficiently 
well established to maintain the established service without further financial support.  
Alternatively, I do not agree the suggestion that the period for financial support should be 
extended; up to ten years has been suggested.  Given anticipated completion rates, and my 
above conclusion that development during the initial three years will be sufficient to 
support the bus service, any extension of the requisite period would be unreasonable, and 
thereby conflict with guidance in C.1/97 that such requirements must, in addition to being 
directly related to the development proposed, be reasonable in all respects. 

5.5.26 Specific objection has been raised to the requirement that MDAs wholly fund cycle and 
pedestrian connections from each MDA to the existing network and the town centre on 
grounds that they will be used jointly by both MDA and existing residents.  The 
developers point out that the initial costings (shown in Appendix 4 to the Topic Paper, 
ALUT Strategy) indicate that the cycleways are to be part funded by BCC’s 5 year LTP.  
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As a consequence, they consider it unreasonable for them to have to implement Category 1 
works when they do not have total control over funding. 

5.5.27 I appreciate that negotiations concerning the details of funding are on-going.  However, 
there appears to be some confusion in this case, given the developer’s assertion above and 
the fact that Category 1 infrastructure is to be wholly MDA funded.  Furthermore, I have 
some sympathy with the developers’ objection in light of future usage of the cycleways, 
although parallels can be drawn between them and future usage of the PPTCs.  
Nevertheless, I agree the developers suggestion that the most appropriate way forward 
would be for BCC to identify those cycleways (or parts of cycleways) which will be of 
most benefit to exiting residents, and for these to be removed from the Appendix 4 
schedule and funded through the LTP.  It should be noted, however, that this clarification 
will not necessitate a modification to the Category 1 c) text. 

5.5.28 Several objectors have questioned the need for certain of the roads included in the 
strategy; whether additional and/or alternative roads are required; and whether specified 
standards of construction should be indicated.  Whether additional and/or alternative roads 
should be provided is more properly considered in the context of individual MDA or other 
development proposals.  Likewise standards of construction should be dealt with under the 
planning brief for each MDA, having regard to their function. 

5.5.29 Finally, several objectors have questioned whether the strategy outlined in AY.3 will 
secure the release of sufficient brownfield sites or appropriate additional sites on the 
periphery of Aylesbury to meet the development strategy requirements.  These concerns 
have been addressed elsewhere, specifically in the context of objections to the 
development strategy itself, or are dealt with in connection with specific alternative site 
proposals.  There is thus no need for them to be considered in detail here. 

Recommendation: 
5.5.30 I recommend that:- 

5.5.31 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.3, and the inclusion of the principles of 
the funding strategy for the various elements of the ALUTS as text.   

5.5.32 The funding strategy and other supporting text be modified as necessary to take account of 
my recommended modifications to the Development Strategy and development proposals.  

5.5.33 Supporting text be modified to include reference to Circular 1/97, Planing Obligations. 

5.5.34 Supporting text be modified in accordance with the principles outlined in PC 5.2 regarding 
the possible use of CPO and other appropriate powers. 

 
 
5.6 Paragraph 5.19: Implementation 

Objector: 
 DD7177 Bellway Homes & Bryant Homes 

Principal Issue: 
5.6.1 Whether there will be a right to object to any further details which may emerge from SPG.. 

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.6.2 PPG12 provides guidance on procedure for the preparation of SPG.  Public consultation 

forms an integral part of the process. 
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5.6.3 The LPA have indicated that all SPG mentioned in the Plan will be prepared in accordance 
with the advice in PPG12.  The objector and other interested parties will thus be given an 
opportunity to comment on this and other SPG at the appropriate time.  
 
Recommendation: 

5.6.4 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 

 

 

5.7 Policy AY.4: Implementation 
Objectors: 

 
 DD0506 British Wheelchair Sports 

Foundation 
 DD0658 The House Builders 

Federation, Eastern 
Region 

 DD2176 Alfred McAlpine 
Developments Ltd 

 DD2581  The Berryfields 
Consortium 

 DD6308 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6657 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6870 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6927 Nestle UK Ltd 
 DD7081 The Aylesbury Society 
 DD7176 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD7507 Thames Valley Chamber 

of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7762 Rail Property Ltd 

Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 5.3): 
 CO0226 The Berryfields Consortium 

Principal Issues: 
5.7.1 Whether policy AY.4 should apply to almost all developments, or whether certain 

developers/developments, or those who do not benefit from the ALUT Strategy, should be 
exempt.  

5.7.2 Whether details of the calculation methodology and means of implementation should be 
included in the Plan rather than published as SPG.   

5.7.3 Whether methodology and implementation details will be easily understood, and fair in 
comparison to MDA funding. 

5.7.4 Whether the policy is consistent with Government guidance concerning planning 
obligations. 

5.7.5 Whether the policy should be clarified to confirm that it applies to all non-MDA 
development. 

5.7.6 Whether the addition of 10 vehicle movements to the road network per day is a reasonable 
threshold to trigger a financial contribution.  

Inspector’s Considerations & Conclusions: 
5.7.7 The LPA intend policy AY.4 to establish the principle of non-MDA developments 

contributing to the ALUT Strategy. To clarify its purpose they propose amending the 
policy to begin ‘All non-MDA developments ……’ (PC 5.3).  There is no comparable 
policy for MDAs; the principle of MDAs contributing to the Strategy having been 
established in AY.3.  However, I have earlier recommended that AY.3 be expressed as 
text.  It would thus be inappropriate to include a policy relating specifically to non-MDA 
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developments in the absence of a complementary policy for MDAs, while complementary 
policies would be unnecessarily repetitious.  I thus recommend that policy AY.4 be re-cast 
to be applicable to all developments above a pre-determined threshold, which I consider 
below.  In addition to being clear cut, this approach will provide internal consistency in the 
Plan whereby the strategies presently contained in policies AY.1 and AY.3 are expressed 
as text, with policies AY.2 and AY.4 providing the means for their attainment.  

5.7.8 Various objectors have suggested that either certain types of development, or development 
which by reason of its location would not benefit from the ALUT Strategy, or undertaken 
by specific developers eg charitable organisations, should be exempt from the provisions 
of the policy.  I am satisfied that AY.4 accords in principle with Government advice 
requiring developers to contribute to infrastructure required as a result of their 
development.  Furthermore, all developers and developments must be seen to be treated 
equally, and thus it would be inappropriate to include exceptions for specific organisations 
or developers or for certain types of development.  Rather it remains the responsibility of 
individual applicants to seek to justify a departure from the policy as a material 
consideration to be taken into account at the application stage. 

5.7.9 Policy AY.4 indicates that the methodology for calculating the level of contribution and 
arrangements for collection and administration will be published as SPG.  Several 
objectors have suggested that these details should be included in the Plan.  However, I 
cannot support this view.  Paras. 3.15–3.18 of PPG12 specifically advise that such details 
should be published as SPG.  Furthermore, if such details were included any update or 
alteration to the SPG would require a statutory alteration to the Plan.  Inclusion would also 
provide an unnecessary level of detail, contrary to advice in PPG12 that development 
plans should be clear, succinct and easily understood. 

5.7.10 SPG produced by the LPA, Developer Contributions and Parking, was published in 
December 2000 and approved by the Council in May 2001 (erroneously reported in the 
Forward to the SPG as 10 May 2000) (CD101A).  I understand that during preparation this 
SPG was the subject of extensive consultation with interested parties and, although not 
before me as part of the Plan, I am satisfied that in principle it provides a fair and 
accessible explanation of methodology and implementation. I note that the LPA propose 
that a new paragraph be added after para. 10 in the SPG, and that this has precipitated a 
suggested alteration to para. 5.18 (but not to policy AY.4), ORC 92.01.  I have no 
objection to this alteration, which is more explicit than the text it replaces.  However, in 
light of my above recommendation that policy AY.3 be expressed as text, it will be 
necessary for the SPG to be further amended to include additional information concerning 
MDA developer contributions, and to provide firm linkage between AY.4, supporting text 
and the SPG.  SPG will also need to be amended to take account of my recommended 
modifications to the development strategy.  I anticipate that these amendments will 
likewise precipitate the need for further alterations to supporting text. 

5.7.11 Plan policy AY.4 identifies the addition of ‘more than 10 vehicle movements to the 
network per day’ as the threshold above which contributions will be required.  PC 5.4 
proposes that this be replaced with ‘ ….. 14 person trips …’.   I am satisfied that the 
suggested change in measurement unit accords with recent advice, including that 
contained and cross-referenced in PPG13.  14 person trips per day equates to the number 
of movements generated by a single household.  Several objectors have suggested that this 
threshold is too low.  However, it seems to me that it is reasonable to apply a low 
threshold in order, in part, to maximise income and, more importantly, to ensure that the 
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financial burden is spread as wide and as equitably as possible, given that the ultimate 
benefits of the ALUTS will be enjoyed by all.  

Recommendation: 
5.7.12 I recommend that:- 

5.7.13 Policy AY.4 be modified in accordance with PC 5.4. 

5.7.14 Paragraph 5.18 be modified in accordance with ORC 92.01. 

5.7.15 Supporting text be modified as necessary to widen the application of policy AY.4 to all 
developments that could be expected to add more than 14 person trips to the network per 
day. 

5.7.16 No modification be made in accordance with PC 5.3. 

 

 

5.8 Policy AY5: Phasing 
Supporters: 

 DD1074 Ramblers Association 

Objectors: 
 
 DD0959 Mr Miller 
 DD1013 Mrs Miller 
 DD1095 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1333 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1455 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1588 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD2177 Alfred McAlpine 

Developments Ltd 
 DD2403 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD2582  The Berryfields 

Consortium 

 DD2596 Hallam Land Management 
Ltd 

 DD2726 Mr Macleod 
 DD6110 Wingrave Parish Council 
 DD6309 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6504 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6871 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6872 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7178 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD7763 Rail Property Ltd 

  Supporters of Proposed Change (PC 5.5) 
  CO0035   Laing Homes 
  CO0064   Ramblers Association 
  CO0065   Mr & Mrs Gibson 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC5.5) 
  

CO0052   Mrs Hyre  
  CO0104   Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
  CO0110   Mr Miller 
  CO0128 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
  CO0130   Mr Chantler 
  CO0144 Bierton with Broughton   

Parish Council 

CO0175 Hallam Land Management    
Ltd 

CO0192 Bellway Homes & Bryant 
Homes 

  CO0219   J J Gallagher Ltd 
  CO0230 The Berryfields   

Consortium 
  CO0238   Highways Agency 

Principal Issues: 
5.8.1 Whether the policy (and/or text) provide sufficiently clear guidance as to which elements 

of the ALUTS are related to which development proposal. 
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5.8.2 Whether there is sufficient justification for requiring all off-site public transport and 
Category 1 walking and cycling elements of the ALUTS related to specified MDAs to be 
implemented before or immediately after first occupation. 

5.8.3 Whether there is sufficient justification to require link roads to be constructed and open to 
traffic before development at related MDAs exceeds 33%. 

5.8.4 Whether the fixed percentage trigger should be replaced by a sequence of measures linked 
to traffic growth from the MDAs.   

5.8.5 Whether both Category 1 and Category 2 elements should be in place before first 
occupation of the Broughton Stocklake and Aston Clinton Road MDAs. 

5.8.6 Whether policy AY.5 should include the additional alternative proviso that Category 1 
infrastructure should be ‘fully funded’ prior to first occupation. 

5.8.7 Whether it is appropriate for supporting text to make provision for exceptional 
circumstance which may justify a limited departure from the 33% principle. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.8.8 Policy AY.5 and supporting text, paras. 5.20-5.21, are the subject of  a number of 

suggested changes proposed by a PC, FPC and several ORCs made in response to original 
objections, objections to the PC, and on-going discussions with potential MDA 
developers.  Consequently, both policy and text have been radically altered and now 
comprise (paragraph numbers as per LPA Response No RR219); a revised para.5.20 (or 
5.xx) (PC 5.5); a revised para. 5.21 (PC 5.5 and ORC 93.02); a new para. 5.21A (PC 5.5, 
FPC 93.01 and ORC 93.03); a new para. 5.xx (PC 5.5); a further new para. Xx.xx ((ORC 
93.05); and a revised policy AY.5 (PC 5.5, FPC 93.01 and ORCs 93.04, 93.06 and 93.07).   

5.8.9 As a result of this series of changes a number of objections to the original policy and/or 
text have been resolved.  However others, and in particular those concerning thresholds 
and phasing, remain.  I have thus considered outstanding objections in the context of the 
policy and text as proposed to be changed. 

5.8.10 The underlying principle of phasing policy AY.5 and supporting text as proposed to be 
changed is to ensure that MDA link roads and off-site public transport, walking and 
cycling elements of the ALUTS related to each MDA is available to serve the appropriate 
phase of that development.  As now proposed, each MDA will be responsible for discrete 
and directly related sections of the PPTC and walking and cycling elements of the Strategy 
linking that MDA with the town centre and its neighbour MDA.  To this end revised AY.5 
establishes thresholds for the completion of those works, while the revised supporting text 
provides more detailed information concerning phasing, and introduces the concept of 
exceptional circumstances which may justify a departure from the threshold principle. 

5.8.11 Policy AY.5 in its original form and more explicitly as proposed to be changed requires 
off-site public transport and Category 1 walking and cycling elements of the ALUTS 
relating to each MDA development to be implemented before occupation of the first 
dwelling or first employment unit, whichever is sooner.  Several objectors are concerned 
that this is too early in the development process.  It is inevitable that during the early stage 
of their development MDAs will not generate a significant demand for public transport 
services or for walking and cycleway links with the town centre.  However, I share the 
LPA’s view that it is important to provide these facilities from the outset in order to 
influence, and hopefully establish, peoples travel choice.  Failure to provide these facilities 
during the initial stage of development would seriously impede successful implementation 
of the ALUTS, as once established alternative choices, and in particular the habitual use of 
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a private car, would be difficult to break.  Accordingly, I am satisfied that it is appropriate 
for those improvements and facilities necessary for the instigation of public transport 
services, and for those walking and cycling elements of the ALUTS relating to each MDA 
be provided prior to first occupation of either the first dwelling or employment unit, 
whichever is sooner.   

5.8.12 Suggestion has been made that the aforementioned improvements and facilities should be 
provided prior to the sale of the first dwelling.  However, I regard this as unreasonable, as 
dwellings are frequently sold ‘off plan’ well in advance of occupation, or even 
construction, while it is clearly initial occupation that triggers actual demand for 
infrastructure and facilities. 

5.8.13 Policy AY.5 continues by requiring specific link roads to be completed and open to traffic 
before development of the associated MDA exceeds 33% of its size, or in the case of the 
Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs, 33% either jointly or individually of their cumulative 
size.  The LPA explain that model testing was undertaken to establish the amount of 
development which, in the absence of the link roads but with radial measure in place 
(including those related to public transport, walking and cycling), would result in the 
network wide congestion index exceeding a pre-determined threshold level.  The LPA 
maintain that results indicated that the MDA development threshold at which completion 
of the link roads would be required was 33% complete.  This threshold was thus 
incorporated in AY.5 by means of a series of Proposed, Further Proposed and Officer 
Recommended Changes. Again several objectors maintain that this is too early in the 
development process.    

5.8.14 I have considered the analysis of the principles governing the required timing for the 
implementation of transport measures in relation to the development of the MDAs 
contained in the background paper MDA Phasing and Funding Triggers (CD 121).  The 
paper recognises that provision of the link roads represents a substantial investment that 
could not be undertaken in advance of all development in addition to the other required 
infrastructure improvements.  However, the high level of congestion that would be 
experienced if a large proportion of the development were in place before the link roads 
were completed would be unacceptable.  In view of the unimaginably large number of 
permutations that could arise in terms of different rates of development by different 
developers within the different MDAs in conjunction with different forms of partial 
construction of the link roads the LPA have, quite reasonably and properly in my view, 
opted to establish the proportion of total MDA development which, if spread uniformly 
among the MDAs, would cause this threshold to be breached if the link roads were not in 
place. 

5.8.15 It was recognised from the outset that deterioration in road network conditions, ie 
increased congestion, would occur without development, and that a further level of 
deterioration will occur as a result of development.  A congestion index with all 
development in place of 1.57 was established as probably the best that can realistically be 
achieved with all proposed development in place. This cumulative level of congestion 
should not be exceeded during implementation of the development strategy.  And thus the 
congestion index of 1.57 provides the acceptability threshold for the proportion of 
development that could be accepted before the link roads are in place.  Model testing and 
analyses established that a congestion index of 1.57 would occur when between 30 and 
33% of development had taken place.  The development threshold at which completion of 
the link roads will be required was thus set at the upper end of this range, that is when 33% 
of MDA development is complete.  This construction requirement relates to the provision 
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of complete links between adjacent radial routes and is not confined to those portions of 
the link roads that lie within individual development areas.  

5.8.16 I am satisfied that the methodology used by the LPA to establish the 33% threshold cannot 
be faulted, and that their conclusions are correct.  I am thus persuaded that the introduction 
of a 33% threshold can, in principle, be supported.  However, the 33% construction 
requirement is founded on the assumption that the development strategy contained in the 
Plan, including the four MDAs, is to be implemented in full.  I have recommended 
elsewhere in my report that the development strategy be amended and that the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA be deleted, precipitating a re-evaluation of PPTC and new road provision 
in the eastern sector of the town.  These recommended modifications will produce 
significant changes in anticipated traffic flows and congestion compared with those 
envisaged in the aforementioned calculations.  Thus, while I am persuade that, in principle, 
it is appropriate to include a percentage threshold figure which should not be exceeded 
before completion of requisite highway infrastructure, it will nevertheless be necessary to 
reassess the 33% threshold figure and possibly for it to be amended in light of changed 
circumstances. 

5.8.17 It has been suggested as an alternative, and specifically to limit the anticipated increase in 
traffic congestion on the A41(T), that the 33% fixed percentage trigger should be replaced 
by a sequence of measures linked to traffic growth from the MDAs.  These measures 
would be determined through consultation between AVDC, BCC and the Highways 
Agency and, as required by PPG13, would ensure that the A41(T) was no worse off than it 
would otherwise be if the developments were not built.  I fully appreciate the need to 
ensure that any increase in congestion on the A41(T) is kept to a minimum.  However, I 
doubt that it will be possible to achieve this objective in reality, given the locational 
relationship between existing and proposed development, in particular proposed MDAs 
and the town centre, and the alignment of the A41(T).  Furthermore, I doubt it would be 
possible to agree a scheme between the parties, including developers, capable of 
practicable implementation, given that it would probably require the construction of a 
significant amount of highway infrastructure at an unreasonably early stage, or potentially 
cause intermittent delays to development as traffic impact on the highway network was 
continually reassessed. 

5.8.18 It has been suggested by a number of objectors that the Category 2 element of the ALUTS, 
namely a new road linking the A418 east of Bierton to Stocklake through Broughton 
Stocklake, should be in place before first occupation of the Broughton Stocklake and 
Aston Clinton Road MDAs.  However, I recommend elsewhere that the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA be deleted and that the pattern and provision of new roads and the PPTC 
east of the town be reviewed.  Accordingly, these objections fall.  

5.8.19 PC 5.5 and ORC 93.05 address the possibility that exceptional circumstances beyond the 
developer’s control may justify a limited departure from the 33% principle or otherwise 
prevent full implementation of part of the Strategy.  Certain objectors have suggested that 
this would be inappropriate, and possibly open to abuse; others have suggested (following 
publication of the PC and FPC, but in advance of the ORCs) that the opening sentence of 
AY.5 should be amended to include ‘or fully funded’ after ‘implemented’. 

5.8.20 Proposed, Further Proposed and Officer Recommended Changes to both policy and text 
seek, in part, to introduce elements of flexibility.  I am satisfied that this is necessary, 
given the complexities and uncertainties of implementation, and the need to ensure that 
on-going development is not hindered by circumstances beyond the developers’ control.  
The second part of AY.5 includes reference to the requirement for a financial contribution 
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to secure the later construction of relevant link roads and to provide for any intervening 
temporary measures.  In my view, and for like reasons, similar provision should also be 
included in the earlier part of the policy concerning off-site public transport and Category 
1 walking and cycling elements of the Strategy.  I thus support the suggestion that ‘or fully 
funded’ be included after ‘implemented’ in the opening sentence as proposed to be 
changed, and recommend accordingly.  

Recommendation: 
5.8.21 I recommend that:- 

5.8.22 Policy AY.5 and supporting text be modified in accordance with PC 5.5, FPC 93.01 and 
ORCs 93.02, 93.03, 93.04, 93.05, 93.06 and 93.07, subject to further modifications 
necessitated by my recommendation that the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted and 
the consequential re-evaluation of PPTC and new road provision in the eastern sector of 
Aylesbury.  

5.8.23 Policy AY.5 as proposed to be modified be further modified by the inclusion of or fully 
funded following implemented in the opening sentence. 

 

AYLESBURY BROWNFIELD HOUSING SITES 
 

5.9 Paragraph 5.24: Brownfield Housing Sites 
Objector: 

 DD2172 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd. 

 Principal Issue: 
5.9.1 Whether the anticipated 850 dwellings on identified and unidentified brownfield sites will 

come forward. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.9.2 I deal with the capacity of each of the identified brownfield sites, policies AY.6-AY.12, 

and the amount of development anticipated on unidentified brownfield sites, policy 
AY.13, below.  

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

 

 

5.10 Policy AY.6: Tring Road (former BPCC factory) 
Supporters: 

 DD0776 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0817 Mr Miller 
 DD1135 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1298 Sustrans 
 DD1399 Bierton With Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1612 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD2360 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD6448 Mr Carlyle 
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Objectors: 
 DD0514 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD2160 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2513 British Waterways 
 DD5844 Mrs Bridgwood 
 DD6928 Nestle UK Ltd 
 DD7024 Station Road Trust 
 DD7082 The Aylesbury Society 

Principal Issues: 
5.10.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.10.2 Whether the site should be allocated wholly for housing. 

5.10.3 Whether the policy should include reference to improvements to the towpath. 

5.10.4 Whether a satisfactory means of access can be achieved. 

5.10.5 Whether the expected housing number is over optimistic.    

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.10.6 Policy AY.6 relates to the former BPCC factory, Tring Road.  I support the redevelopment 

of this brownfield site in principle, which accords with both the development strategy (as 
recommended to be modified) and PPG3 advice regarding the need to maximise the re-use 
of previously developed land.  

5.10.7 The site is identified as a Housing Site (Category A), namely a brownfield site appropriate 
for redevelopment entirely for housing.  However, both the policy (criterion a)) and 
supporting text (para. 5.28) make mention of the site possibly accommodating an 
expansion of the adjacent Tesco foodstore.  The site identified on the Aylesbury Inset of 
the Proposals Map extends to the store’s existing boundary, and thus does not physically 
allow for any expansion other than onto the allocated site.  It therefor follows that the site 
show on the Proposals Map may be redeveloped for a mix of uses.  This confusion should 
be resolved.  Notwithstanding, I am satisfied that, in principle, the site is suitable either for 
redevelopment for housing with retail expansion, or wholly for housing.   

5.10.8 The LPA propose replacement criteria d) and f) (PC 5.6 and FPC 95.01 respectively).  I 
am satisfied that replacement criterion d) resolves those objections concerning 
enhancement of the towpath, and that replacement criterion f) accords with my 
recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A. 

5.10.9 Criterion c) requires the provision of a satisfactory vehicular access.  This may be difficult 
to achieve, but remains a matter for detailed planning control.  Nevertheless, it will be 
important to ensure that the amenities and interests of local residents and commercial 
concerns are not compromised.  

5.10.10 The LPA estimate that, allowing for the expansion of the foodstore, the site is capable of 
accommodating some 100 dwellings; this represents a density in excess of 30 dph.  I am 
satisfied that it is a reasonable estimate, given the physical nature and location of the site 
and the difficulty of achieving a satisfactory means of access.  

5.10.11 Finally, the site should be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map.  

Recommendation: 
5.10.12 I recommend that:- 
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5.10.13 The status of the site as either a Category A or Category B site be resolved. 

5.10.14 Policy AY.6 be modified by PC 5.6 and FPC 95.01. 

5.10.15 The site be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map.  

 

5.11 Policy AY.7: St. Mary’s School, Friarage Road 
Supporters: 

 DD0777 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0818 Mr Miller 
 DD1134 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1400 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1613 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6449 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 
 DD0022 Aylesbury National 

Spiritualist Church 
 DD0223 Ms Meeks 
 DD1741 Aylesbury Vale Friends of 

the Earth 
 DD1905 Mr Hammond 
 DD2238 Mr Downs 
 DD2239 Mr Downs 
 DD4382* English Sports Council 

South 
 DD5638 Mr Sear 
 DD5682 Mrs Burke 

 DD7025 Station Road Trust 
 DD7378 Ms Broomhead 
 DD7382 Mrs Carter 
 DD7464 Mrs Attwell 
 DD7465 Mr & Mrs Cook 
 DD7466 Mrs Spragg 
 DD7467 Mrs Barber 
 DD7468 Mrs Summerfield 
 DD7469 Ms Green 
 DD7764 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7797 David Wilson Estates Ltd 

 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
5.11.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.11.2 Whether the school could be retained as part of old Aylesbury, preferably in some form of 
community use.  

5.11.3 Whether existing trees on the site could be retained. 

5.11.4 Whether the loss of school playing fields can be justified.  And whether, if lost, they are to 
be replaced. 

5.11.5 Whether part of the site could be retained for use for parking by members of a nearby 
church. 

5.11.6 Whether the expected housing number is over optimistic.    

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.11.7 Policy AY.7 relates to St Mary’s School (now closed), Friarage Road.  I support the 

redevelopment of this brownfield site in principle, which accords with both the 
development strategy (as recommended to be modified) and PPG3 advice regarding the 
need to maximise the re-use of previously developed land.  

5.11.8 The LPA propose the addition of a new criterion a) (with re-lettering of subsequent criteria 
b) - f)) and replacement criteria c) (re-lettered criterion d)) (PC 5.7 and FPC 95.02 
respectively).   
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5.11.9 A number of objectors sought the retention of the school as representative of old 
Aylesbury.  However, I am not persuaded that in totality this would be a realistic 
proposition.  Nevertheless, new criterion a) requires the retention and appropriate re-use of 
the listed building, 71 Friarage Road, within the site.  Implementation of this criterion will, 
in my view, meet these objections as far as is reasonably practicable.  The retention of 
existing trees is, of course, also a desirable objective.  And while I fully appreciate the 
reasons why objectors wish certain of these to be retained, I do not regard those within the 
site, either collectively or as individual specimens, to be of such high amenity value as to 
be worthy of criterion protection.  The LPA may, however, wish to review the situation on 
site, and if necessary secure their retention by means of a TPO.  

5.11.10 I am satisfied that replacement criterion c) accords with my recommended modifications 
concerning policy GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A. 

5.11.11 The relocation of St Mary’s School to Fairford Leys precipitated the allocation of the 
Friarage Road site for redevelopment.  The replacement school has increased capacity and 
substantially larger playing fields.  There can thus be no objection in principle to the 
development of the playing fields within the former school site. 

5.11.12 I appreciate that the loss of use of part of the former school grounds for car parking by 
members of a nearby church will cause some inconvenience.  However, I do not regard 
this informal arrangement to be of sufficient importance as to justify prejudicing the 
redevelopment of the site.   

5.11.13 I note that redevelopment of part of the site had commenced by late 2001.  I have no 
information concerning the number or dwellings to be built.  Nevertheless, I am satisfied 
that, in principle, the site is capable of accommodating a total of 25 units as suggested in 
the Plan.  This represents a density of some 45 dph, and is thus entirely in accord with 
PPG3 advice.  A higher density may jeopardise the retention and re-use of the listed 
building.  

5.11.14 Although not the subject of objection, I note that policies for the St Mary’s School and 
Park Road brownfield sites do not include a criterion requiring development to be carried 
out in accordance with a comprehensive plan.  I deal with objections the Park Road site, 
AY.12, later in my report and recommend accordingly.  I appreciate that part of the St 
Mary’s School site is being redeveloped.  Nevertheless, in order to ensure that 
development on the remainder is properly co-ordinated and carried out in as 
comprehensive manner as possible, and for consistency, I recommend that a similar 
criterion be included in policy AY.7. 

5.11.15 Finally, although not the subject of objection, the opening paragraph of the policy could be 
better expressed.  I suggest: The Council proposes that the former St Mary’s School and 
grounds, Friarage Road, Aylesbury (as defined on the Proposals Map) be developed for 
housing subject to the following:.  However, both policy and text will need to be updated 
and revised as a result of the closure of the school and redevelopment of part of the site.  If 
the redevelopment has been completed, it may be appropriate for that part to be excluded 
from the allocated site.  This remains a matter for the LPA.  

Recommendation: 
5.11.16 I recommend that:- 

5.11.17 Policy AY.7 be modified by PC 5.7 and FPC 95.02; 

5.11.18 Policy AY.7 be modified by the inclusion of an additional criterion requiring that: 
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g) the development shall be in accordance with a comprehensive plan to be 
prepared for the site.   

5.11.19 The terms of this policy and the extent of the allocated site be reviewed following 
completion of the recently approved redevelopment of part of the site.  

 

5.12 Paragraph 5.33: Mixed Use Schemes (Category B) 
Objector: 

 DD2514 British Waterways 

Principal Issue: 
5.12.1 Whether land at Walton Mill, Park Street (erroneously identified as Park Road by both 

British Waterways and the LPA) should be included as a Category B brownfield site. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.12.2 I understand that problems of access and compatibility with neighbouring uses have 

hindered discussion on the possible redevelopment of this site.  It appears that these 
problems have yet to be resolved.  While this degree of uncertainty remains, it would be 
inappropriate to identify the site as a potential brownfield housing site.  Should the 
situation change, it will be possible for the site to be considered under the provisions of 
policy AY.13. 

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

 

 
5.13 Policy AY.8: Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

Supporters: 
 DD0507 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 
 DD0778 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0819 Mr Miller 
 DD1133 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1401 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1614 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6450 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 

 DD6301 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 D0009 Mr Nelson 
 DD1066* Ramblers Association 
 DD2448 Aylesbury Vale District 

Council  
 DD6302 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6303 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD4357 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD6297 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford  DD6304 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford  DD6298 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford  DD6305 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford  DD6299 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford  DD6306 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford  DD6300 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford  DD6307 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 
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 DD6308 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6626 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6309 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6627 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6310 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6628 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6311 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6629 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6312 NHS Executive, Anglia & 
Oxford 

 DD6630 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6617 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6631 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6632 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6618 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6619 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6633 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6634 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6620 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6621 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6635 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6622 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6636 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6623 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6637 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6624 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD7026 Station Road Trust 
 DD7765 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7798 David Wilson Estates Ltd  DD6625 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust 
 * objection withdrawn 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 5.10) 
   CO0026   Aylesbury Vale District Council 

Principal Issues: 
5.13.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site.  

5.13.2 Whether redevelopment would result in an unacceptable increase in traffic or harm to the 
local environment. 

5.13.3 Whether there should be a reference to mixed use in the introductory sentence of the 
policy.  

5.13.4 Whether redevelopment should provide a direct link into the adjacent Guttmann Centre. 

5.13.5 Whether criterion b) should be amended to include Policy AY.3 before Category 3. 

5.13.6 Whether the requirement for financial contributions should be phased in anticipation of the 
phased redevelopment of the site and to accommodate possible changes in circumstances.   

5.13.7 Whether it is reasonable to expect the site to fund a railway halt. 

5.13.8 Whether criterion c) should include segregated links and not shared cycle/walking 
facilities. 

5.13.9 Whether criterion e) is necessary, given that bus access is not referred to in any other 
brownfield housing site policy. 

5.13.10 Whether criterion f) will be applied equitably; specifically that extant permissions are not 
subject to a retrospective percentage requirement for affordable housing, or that future 
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permissions are not subject to the imposition of a high percentage requirement to 
compensate for earlier permissions. 

5.13.11 Whether criterion h) should be clarified by the addition of buildings after hospital. 

5.13.12 Whether it is reasonable for criterion i) to require the retention of all existing trees on the 
site.  

5.13.13 Whether criterion j) should require the provision of sports fields and changing rooms. 

5.13.14 Whether criterion k) should require the provision of a foodstore; or be amended to require 
a larger, say 2500 sqm, store. 

5.13.15 Whether the expected housing number is over optimistic.    

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.13.16 Policy AY.8 relates to that part of the Stoke Mandeville Hospital which it is anticipated 

will become surplus to the NHS Trust’s requirements.  I support the redevelopment of this 
brownfield site in principle, which accords with both the development strategy (as 
recommended to be modified) and PPG3 advice regarding the need to maximise the re-use 
of previously developed land.  

5.13.17 It is inevitable that the redevelopment of this part of the hospital will have a significant 
impact upon exiting traffic flows and amenities in the vicinity of the site.  However, I am 
not persuaded that these changes will be so severe as to justify resisting the redevelopment 
of this important brownfield site.  It will, of course, rest with the LPA to ensure that 
mitigating measures reduce any adverse environmental impact to a minimum. 

5.13.18 The LPA propose amendments to criteria b), h) and i) (PCs 5.8, 5.9 and 5.10 respectively); 
to criterion c) (FPC 97.01); and a replacement criterion f) (FPC 97.02).  I am satisfied that 
these changes resolve those objections concerning criteria c), h) and i).  However, I have 
earlier recommended that policy AY.3 be deleted, and thus cannot support PC 5.8 which, 
in any event, would have introduced a minor inconsistency between this criterion and 
similar/identical criterion in other policies.  If the LPA still feel that criterion b) requires 
clarification, which I don’t, they should do so by other means.  Furthermore, amended 
criterion i) should be strengthened to remove the ambiguity of what is meant by suitable; I 
suggest by reference in supporting text to an agreed or joint (LPA and developer) tree 
survey.  Meantime the LPA may wish to consider protecting the most important trees on 
the site by means of a TPO.  

5.13.19 The site is identified as a Mixed Use Scheme (Category B) site where the opportunity 
exists for some housing, but where housing is not appropriate for the entire site.  Mention 
is made throughout the policy and supporting text of community uses, including shopping.  
The introductory sentence should make this clear by stating developed for community uses 
and housing, subject to:.  

5.13.20 Whether the redevelopment should provide a direct link into the adjacent Guttmann Centre 
is a matter to be determined at the detailed planning stage, and thus need not be specified 
as a criterion requirement.  Likewise, specific open space requirements should be 
determined at the detailed planning stage.  The requirements in criterion j) are thus over 
descriptive and should be deleted.  Furthermore, I am concerned that the provision of 
sports fields and changing rooms may not be wholly justifiable under C.1/97. 

5.13.21 The requirement that provision be made for adequate access to bus services for all the 
development area is vague and imprecise.  It serves no purpose in resolving issues that 
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should be clarified by the comprehensive plan referred to in criterion a) or otherwise 
agreed at the detailed planning stage.  Criterion e) should thus be deleted. 

5.13.22 Suggestion has been made that the comprehensive plan required in criterion a) should be 
replaced by a set of development principles.  However, I am of the view that it is essential 
for all concerned, including local residents, that redevelopment on the scale envisaged is 
carried out in accordance with a comprehensive plan for the whole of the existing hospital 
site.  This plan should, of course, have regard to the potential phasing of development and 
form the basis for equitable contributions to Category 3 transport infrastructure 
improvements.  It is possible that some of these funds may be used to help finance the 
proposed railway halt.  However, I doubt that total funding of the halt by the 
redevelopment can be justified.  I deal with the issue of railway halts in more detail in 
response to objections to policy AY.23.  

5.13.23 I am satisfied that replacement criterion f) accords with my recommended modifications 
concerning policy GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A.  Furthermore, the proper application 
of these policies should ensure that they are applied equitably throughout the site and  
redevelopment process.  It is, of course, not legally possible to impose retrospective 
conditions or other requirements on extant permissions.  

5.13.24 I am satisfied that it is appropriate for the site to include some form of community 
facilities and neighbourhood shopping, as required by criterion k).  However, reference to 
appropriate community facilities is vague, and should be clarified in supporting text.  
Furthermore, I am satisfied that up to 1000 sqm of net retail floorspace is sufficient to 
create a local/neighbourhood centre to serve the surrounding area.  I can see no 
justification for a larger area of floorspace, given that this would conflict with the Plan’s 
retail strategy and advice concerning the sequential approach to retail floorspace 
distribution in PPG6. 

5.13.25 The LPA estimate in the DDLP that the site could accommodate some 200 dwellings.  It is 
expected that the 80-85 existing houses and flats within the site which accommodate 
hospital staff will be replaced within that part of the site that is to be retained as a hospital.  
If not, the net gain of residential units will be reduced.  However, following a review of 
brownfield housing sites (CD174), the LPA have concluded that there may be limited 
scope for increasing the site’s capacity to reflect its position in relation to a major 
employer and good public transport links. An increase in the region of 25% is suggested, 
providing some 75 additional dwellings.  The net density of this development would be 
some 35 dph, accounting for the local shops, and as such would accord with advice in 
PPG3.  I am satisfied that this combined total of some 350 dwellings is a reasonable 
estimate, given the physical nature and location of the site. 

5.13.26 Finally, the site should be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map.  

Recommendation: 
5.13.27 I recommend that:- 

5.13.28 Policy AY.8 be modified in accordance with PC 5.9, PC 5.10 and FPC 97.01. 

5.13.29 The introductory sentence of policy AY.8 be modified to confirm that the site is to be; 

…. developed for community uses and housing, subject to: . 

5.13.30 Policy AY.8 be modified by the deletion of criterion e). 

5.13.31 Policy AY.8 be modified by the deletion of reference to sports fields and changing rooms 
and play equipment in criterion j). 
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5.13.32 Supporting text be modified to confirm that the retention of trees within the site will be 
based upon an agreed or joint tree survey. 

5.13.33 The clarification in supporting text of appropriate community facilities (criterion k)). 

5.13.34 No modification be made in accordance with PC 5.8. 

5.13.35 The site be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map. 
 

5.14 Policy AY9: Bearbrook House, Oxford Road 
Supporters: 

 DD0779 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0820 Mr Miller 
 DD1132 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1402 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1615 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6451 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD2449 Aylesbury Vale District Council 
 DD2532 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD7027 Station Road Trust 
 DD7143 The Environment Agency 
 DD7221 County Archaeological Service 
 DD7766 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7799 David Wilson Estates Ltd 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.11): 
   CO0086   English Heritage 

Principal Issues: 
5.14.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.14.2 Whether the policy should include additional criteria requiring an archaeological 
evaluation and a tree survey. 

5.14.3 Whether supporting text should include clarification of the purpose of the proposed buffer 
zone alongside the stream, and review opportunities for enhancement. 

5.14.4 Whether the expected housing number is over-optimistic. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.14.5 Policy AY.9 relates to the site of the District Council’s former offices (Bearbrook House) 

and a factory to the rear, both of which have now been demolished.  I support the 
redevelopment of this brownfield site in principle, which accords with both the 
development strategy (as recommended to be modified) and PPG3 advice regarding the 
need to maximise the re-use of previously developed land.  

5.14.6 The LPA propose an additional criterion i) (PC 5.11 and ORC 98.02) and a replacement 
criterion e) (FPC 98.01).  I am satisfied that these changes resolve those objections 
concerning the need for an archaeological survey and clarification of its purpose, and that 
replacement criterion e) accords with my recommended modifications concerning policy 
GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A.   

5.14.7 The proposed policy includes criteria requiring the retention of trees on the Oxford Road 
frontage and the utilisation of the stream as a feature, together with the preparation of a 
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comprehensive plan for the redevelopment of the whole site.  These requirements are, in 
my view, sufficient to secure the retention of the most important trees within the site, and 
thus obviate the need for an additional criterion requiring a tree survey.  Furthermore, I am 
not persuaded that it is necessary for supporting text to include detailed clarification of the 
purpose of the proposed buffer zone alongside the stream or to explore the various 
opportunities for enhancement; these being too detailed or speculative matters for 
inclusion in a local plan.  

5.14.8 The LPA require the redevelopment of this site to be progressed in conjunction with the 
adjacent TA Centre (policy AY.10) in order, primarily, to ensure that the means of access 
can be rationalised.  It is considered that a single access should suffice, provided that the 
number of dwellings does not exceed 100 in total for the two sites.  I support the use of a 
joint access for reasons of highway safety.  In the absence of detailed plans for the 
redevelopment of the combined sites it is appropriate to suggest that this site could 
accommodate some 50 dwellings.  The precise number and their distribution will need to 
be resolved at the detailed planning stage. 

5.14.9 Although not the subject of specific objection, the reference to play areas and associated 
equipment in criterion h) is unnecessary in that play areas are included in the overall 
provision of 2.4 ha of public open space per 1000 persons.  

5.14.10 Finally, supporting text will need to be updated to confirm that the site is now cleared.  

Recommendation: 
5.14.11 I recommend that:- 

5.14.12 Policy AY.9 be modified in accordance with PC 5.11, FPC 98.01 and ORC 98.02. 

5.14.13 Policy AY.9 be modified by the deletion of and play areas and associated equipment in 
criterion h). 

5.14.14 Supporting text be updated to confirm that the site is now cleared. 

 

 

5.15 Policy AY.10: Territorial Army Centre, Oxford Road 
Supporters: 

 DD0780 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD1131 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1403* Bierton with Broughton Parish Council  
 DD1616 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6452 Mr Carlyle 

* submitted and recorded in support of policy A.10, but erroneously expressed as support for the concept of  
country parks, and specifically the potential of the Broughton Stocklake MDA site for that use.  

Objectors: 
 DD2450 Aylesbury Vale District Council 
 DD2533 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD7028 Station Road Trust 
 DD7222 County Archaeological Service 
 DD7508 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7767 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7800 David Wilson Estates Ltd 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 5.12): 
   CO0087   English Heritage 
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Principal Issues: 
5.15.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.15.2 Whether the on-going use of the site by the Territorial Army and Red Cross prevents the 
site being identified for redevelopment.  

5.15.3 Whether the policy should include additional criteria requiring an archaeological 
evaluation and a tree survey. 

5.15.4 Whether the expected housing number is over-optimistic. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.15.5 Policy AY.10 relates to the site off Oxford Road owned and occupied by the Territorial 

Army (TA).  The site is also used in part by the Army Careers Office and the Red Cross.  I 
understand that a Ministerial announcement in 1998 stated that the TA centre is to be 
retained and that discussions between the LPA and MoD have failed to provide a clear 
answer as to whether part, or indeed any, of the site will be released for development.  
There is thus a strong possibility that the whole of the site will not come forward for 
development during the Plan period.  However, the site is large and it is possible that some 
rationalisation of uses may take place, allowing some land to be released.  I am thus 
persuaded, on the balance of probability, that it is appropriate to identify the whole of the 
TA centre as a brownfield site, given that an as yet unidentified part of the site may be 
released. I support the redevelopment of all or part of the site in principle, which accords 
with both the development strategy (as recommended to be modified) and PPG3 advice 
regarding the need to maximise the re-use of previously developed land.  

5.15.6 The LPA propose an additional criterion i) (PC 5.12 and ORC 99.03) and a replacement 
criterion d) (FPC 99.02).  I am satisfied that these changes resolve those objections 
concerning the need for an archaeological survey and clarification of its purpose, and that 
replacement criterion d) accords with my recommended modifications concerning policy 
GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A.   

5.15.7 Proposed policy criteria f) requires the retention of trees on the Oxford Road frontage.  
However, the majority of these are on the highway verge and thus not within the site.  
Those that are within the site appear to be of little merit.  I can thus find no reason to 
include a criterion requiring the preparation of a tree survey, and recommend that criterion 
f) be deleted.  Any trees that are found to be worthy of retention should be identified on 
the comprehensive plan for the redevelopment of the site required by criterion a).  

5.15.8 As noted above in response to objections to AY.9, the LPA require the redevelopment of 
this site to be progressed in conjunction with the adjacent Bearbrook House site in order, 
primarily, to ensure that the means of access can be rationalised.  It is considered that a 
single access should suffice, provided that the number of dwellings does not exceed 100 in 
total for the two sites.  I support the use of a joint access for reasons of highway safety.  In 
the absence of detailed plans for the redevelopment of the combined sites it is appropriate 
to suggest that this site could accommodate some 50 dwellings.  The precise number and 
their distribution will need to be resolved at the detailed planning stage.  However, in light 
of the uncertainty as to whether the TA site will be released for redevelopment, it is 
possible that the majority of the 100 dwellings may need to be located on the Bearbrook 
House site.  The LPA will thus need to have regard to whether of not development is likely 
to take place on this site when considering development proposals on the Bearbrook 
House site and, if necessary, adjust the distribution of proposed dwellings accordingly.  In 
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any event, it will be necessary for the situation to be kept under review, and it may be 
expedient to combine the sites under a single policy at the review stage of the Plan. 

5.15.9 Finally, supporting text will need to be updated.  

Recommendation: 
5.15.10 I recommend that:- 

5.15.11 Policy AY.10 be modified in accordance with PC 5.12, FPC 99.02 and ORC 99.03. 

5.15.12 Policy AY.10 be modified by the deletion of criterion f). 

5.15.13 Supporting text be updated. 

 

 

5.16 Policy AY.11: Ardenham Lane 
Supporters: 

 DD0781 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0821 Mr Miller 
 DD1130 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1404 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1617 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6453 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD1742 Aylesbury Vale Friends of the Earth 
 DD2451 Aylesbury Vale District Council 
 DD2534 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD2889 Mrs Warren 
 DD7029 Station Road Trust 
 DD7223 County Archaeological Service 
 DD7535 Mr East 
 DD7581 Mrs Heath 
 DD7702 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7711 David Wilson Estates Ltd 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.14): 
  CO0088   English Heritage 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.15): 
  CO0117   Mr G Aylett 

Principal Issues: 
5.16.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.16.2 Whether the loss of all or a number of the allotments is necessary. 

5.16.3 Whether the policy should include additional criteria requiring an archaeological 
evaluation and a tree survey.  And whether the western sector of the site could be 
developed as an arboretum. 

5.16.4 Whether provision should be made for upgrading the pedestrian route to Whitehill Surgery 
to cycleway.  

5.16.5 Whether the expected housing number is over-optimistic.  
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.16.6 Policy AY.11 relates to land at the junction of Oxford Road and Bicester Road.  Part of the 

identified site has recently been redeveloped as a nursing home, and should now be 
excluded from the site.  The remainder comprises a range of office and business uses along 
the Oxford Road frontage (including the listed Ardenham House), an underused car park, 
and allotments to the rear.  I support the redevelopment of this brownfield site in principle, 
which accords with both the development strategy (as recommended to be modified) and 
PPG3 advice regarding the need to maximise the re-use of previously developed land.  

5.16.7 The LPA propose an additional criterion h)  (PC 5.13) requiring the retention and 
appropriate re-use of Ardenham House.  I am satisfied that this resolves concern regarding 
the future of this listed building in any redevelopment scheme. 

5.16.8 The LPA also propose an additional criterion i) (PC 5.14 and ORC 100.05) and a 
replacement criterion c) (FPC 100.01).  I am satisfied that these changes resolve those 
objections concerning the need for an archaeological survey and clarification of its 
purpose, and that replacement criterion c) accords with my recommended modifications 
concerning policy GP.2 and additional policy GP.2A.  Additional criterion i) (PC 5.15 
amended by FPC 100.03) requires the retention and upgrading to cycleway of the 
pedestrian route from the end of Mount Pleasant to Whitehill Surgery. These changes 
resolve objections concerning the need for upgrading and the alignment of the pedestrian 
route / cycleway.  

5.16.9 Criterion g) requires the retention of existing trees.  This criterion is, in my view, sufficient 
to secure the retention of the few remaining trees on the site, and thus obviates the need for 
an additional specific criterion requiring a tree survey.  Furthermore, I can offer no support 
for the suggestion that part of the site be used as an arboretum.  There is no evidence 
before me regarding the feasibility or practicality of this suggestion.  However, it seems to 
me that the site is too small for the realistic creation of a public arboretum of any note.  

5.16.10 I understand that the allotments are non-statutory, and are thus not protected by relevant 
legislation.  It must also be recognised that many are no longer in use, and that demand for 
allotments has fallen steadily over the last few years.  It is the Council’s intention to retain 
some allotment usage on the site.  While the loss of allotments may be regrettable, it seems 
to me that, on balance, the development of part of the site for housing, including an 
element of affordable housing, will be socially more beneficial to Aylesbury.   

5.16.11 In response to concern that the DDLP policy reads as though all of the allotments will be 
lost to development the LPA propose an additional criterion k) (ORC 100.04) requiring the 
retention of sufficient allotment land for future needs and secure the enhancement of the 
remaining allotment land.  While this criterion goes some way towards recognising 
objector’s concerns, in my view the criterion should specify a minimum percentage to be 
retained in order to meet current needs and to provide for a degree of flexibility in future 
demand.  I understand that some 33-50% of the allotments are presently in use.  I thus 
recommend that additional criterion k) be amended to confirm that a minimum of 50% of 
the allotments will be retained.  

5.16.12 Although not the subject of specific objection, the reference to equipped play areas in 
criterion f) is unnecessary in that play areas are included in the overall provision of 2.4 ha 
of public open space per 1000 persons.  

5.16.13 The LPA estimate that the site is capable of accommodating some 50 dwellings.  It is 
difficult to estimate the number of additional dwellings that may be provided on the site 
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during the Plan period, particularly in view of the different ownerships and the recent 
development of part of the site as a nursing home.  However, given that some dwellings 
may be provided by means of the conversion of one or more of the underused office 
buildings on the Oxford Road frontage, and the scope for development on part of the 
existing allotments and car park, I do not regard the estimate of 50 dwellings as being 
unreasonable. 

Recommendation: 
5.16.14 I recommend that:- 

5.16.15 Policy AY.11 be modified in accordance with PC 5.13, PC 5.14, PC 5.15, FPC 100.01, 
FPC 100.03 and ORC 100.05.  

5.16.16 Policy AY.11 be modified by the inclusion of an additional criterion confirming that: 

k) development of the site should retain a minimum of 50% of the existing 
allotments and secure the enhancement of the remaining allotment land. 

5.16.17 Policy AY.11 be modified by the deletion of and equipped play areas in criterion f). 

5.16.18 Supporting text be modified and updated as necessary. 

5.16.19 No modification be made in accordance with ORC 100.04.  

5.16.20 The site shown on the Proposals Map be redrawn to exclude the recently constructed 
nursing home. 

 

 

5.17 Policy AY12: Car Showroom, Park Street 
Supporters: 

 DD0782 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0822 Mr Miller 
 DD1129 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1405 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1618 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6454 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD2452 Aylesbury Vale District Council 
 DD6242 Post Office Property Holdings 
 DD7030 Station Road Trust 
 DD7886 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7918 David Wilson Estates Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.17.1 Whether it is appropriate, in principle, for the site to be identified for redevelopment as a 

brownfield site. 

5.17.2 Whether the policy should include an additional criterion requiring a tree survey. 

5.17.3 Whether the redevelopment of the site should be based on a planning brief, prepared 
following public consultation.  

5.17.4 Whether the expected housing number is over-optimistic.  
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.17.5 Policy AY.12 relates to land fronting Park Street, presently occupied by a range of 

commercial and open uses.  I support the redevelopment of this brownfield site in 
principle, which accords with both the development strategy (as recommended to be 
modified) and PPG3 advice regarding the need to maximise the re-use of previously 
developed land.  

5.17.6 The LPA propose a replacement criterion c) (FPC 100.02).  I am satisfied that this accords 
with my recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and additional policy 
GP.2A.  

5.17.7 There are few, if any, trees of any note on the site.  I can thus find no justification for the 
inclusion of a criterion requiring a tree survey. 

5.17.8 Post Office Property Holdings state that redevelopment of the site would have operational, 
security and traffic implications.  However, it is unclear as to how these problems would 
manifest themselves or be specific to this site.  Nevertheless, while I can see no need for 
the policy to include a specific requirement for the preparation of a planning brief, it seems 
to me that the site should, in common with most other brownfield policy sites, be 
developed in accordance with a comprehensive plan.  Consultation with interested parties 
should be integral to the preparation of this plan.  

5.17.9 Although not the subject of specific objection, the reference to play areas and associated 
equipment in criterion e) is unnecessary in that play areas are included in the overall 
provision of 2.4 ha of public open space per 1000 persons.  

5.17.10 The LPA estimate that the site is capable of accommodating some 25 dwellings.  Given 
the mix of uses anticipated on the site I do not regard this estimate as being unreasonable. 

Recommendation: 
5.17.11 I recommend that: 

5.17.12 Policy AY.12 be modified in accordance with FPC 100.02. 

5.17.13 Policy AY.12 be modified by the inclusion of an additional criterion requiring that: 

f)  the development shall be in accordance with a comprehensive plan to be 
prepared for the site. 

5.17.14 Policy AY.12 be modified by the deletion of and play areas and associated equipment in 
criterion e). 

 

 

5.18 Policy AY.13: General Brownfield Policy (Category C) 
Supporters: 

 DD0783 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0823 Mr Miller 
 DD1128 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1406 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1619 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6455 Mr Carlyle 
 DD7509 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Objectors: 
 DD4387* English Sports Council South 
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 DD6873 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7031 Station Road Trust 
 DD7887 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7919 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
5.18.1 Whether the development of unidentified brownfield sites should be promoted in principle.  

5.18.2 Whether the redevelopment of brownfield land for housing should be resisted where it 
results in the loss of employment land. 

5.18.3 Whether the policy should provide for identified parties’ views to be sought should the 
redevelopment of employment land be promoted. 

5.18.4 Whether the policy should require the provision of open space and and sports facilities. 

5.18.5 Whether the expected housing number is optimistic. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.18.6 Policy AY.13 and supporting text relate to unidentified brownfield sites which, it is 

anticipated, will come forward for redevelopment during the Plan period.  These are not 
capable of identification in advance because of uncertainties over ownership and/or their 
redevelopment capability.  Others will no doubt emerge as a result of changes in economic 
circumstances.  I support the redevelopment of brownfield sites in principle, which 
accords with both the development strategy (as recommended to be modified) and PPG3 
advice regarding the need to maximise the re-use of previously developed land.  
Accordingly I am satisfied that it is appropriate to include a policy for the promotion of 
unidentified brownfield sites, in addition to specific site proposals, in the Plan.  

5.18.7 PPG3, AY.13 and supporting text recognise that in encouraging the redevelopment of 
brownfield land viable employment sites should not be lost.  However, outworn or 
inappropriately located sites not readily capable or suitable for re-use for employment use 
may be potentially suitable for redevelopment for residential use.  Where necessary viable 
existing or proposed employment sites will be protected either by criterion b), policy 
GP16, or site specific policies elsewhere in the Plan.  

5.18.8 Interested parties have a right to comment on any planning application.  It would thus be 
inappropriate for the policy to provide for previously identified parties’ views to be sought 
should the redevelopment of employment land be promoted.  To do so would generate 
pressure from others for the same status, and may appear to give undue weight to the 
responses from the identified parties concerned. 

5.18.9 The view has been expressed that, in common with specific brownfield site policies, 
AY.13 should require the provision of open space and sports facilities.  It is difficult to 
apply a policy requirement to small redevelopment proposals, although it is recognised 
that even a single dwelling produces a demand for additional facilities.  However, AY.13 
is directed at the redevelopment of larger sites where the provision of open space may be 
both practicable and desirable.  It is thus appropriate to include a suitable criterion. 

5.18.10 Para. 5.49 states that it is estimated that some 350 dwellings will be provided under 
AY.13.  Policies AY.6-AY.12 as contained in the DDLP anticipate some 500 dwellings on 
identified brownfield sites.  The DDLP thus anticipates a total of 850 (350 + 500) 
dwellings in Aylesbury on brownfield sites during the Plan period. 
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5.18.11 During the preparation of CD174, PPG3 : Housing (March 2000), Statement on its 
Implications for the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan, the Council reviewed the capacity 
of identified AY policy brownfield sites and identified the potential for residential 
development on two additional sites plus increases elsewhere.  As a result, CD174 
suggests that the total capacity of identified brownfield sites should be increased by some 
150 dwellings.  CD174 continues by suggesting that these additional 150 dwellings would 
leave a residual total of 200 to be provided on unidentified brownfield sites, having 
deducted the 150 from the 350 in AY.13.  However, I do not agree this approach.  The 350 
dwellings mentioned in para. 5.49 are to be provided on sites additional to those identified 
in the DDLP.  An increase in density on any of these identified sites; the introduction of 
residential development on an AY site not promoted in the DDLP for residential 
development (eg AY48a) if retained); or the clarification of the number of dwellings 
anticipated on a specific site (eg AY.50), all as suggested in CD174, are not reasons to 
expect a reduction in the amount of development coming forward on unidentified (AY.13) 
brownfield sites.   

5.18.12 On-the-other-hand, it seems to me that there is a danger of double counting AY.13 
development alongside the anticipated windfall projection.  It could be argued that, under 
the new PPG3 definition of windfalls, sites emerging under AY.13 are all windfalls and 
should be accepted in place of or as part of the anticipated windfall provision in Table 2, 
as recommended to be modified.  However, the windfall allowance in Table 2 is a 
projection of pre 2001 windfall completions, and has been calculated in accordance with 
earlier PPG3 advice.  While not following current PPG3 advice, I have accepted the 
robustness of this approach in section 3 of my report. 

5.18.13 In the absence of a recent UCS there is insufficient evidence for me to come to an 
authoritative conclusion as to whether the amount of development emerging on 
unidentified brownfield sites will be in the region of 200 or 350 dwellings.  I thus propose 
a compromise.  I recommend that for the purpose of strategic housing supply calculations 
the number of units anticipated to come forward under AY.13 be reduced to 200, not for 
the reasons given by the Council but rather to avoid the possibility of double counting 
brownfield site development as windfall.  The total of 850 dwellings anticipated on 
brownfield sites thus remains unchanged (unlike its component parts), and has been 
included in Table 3 as recommended to be modified.  As noted earlier, the LPA will be 
obliged to have regard to the change in definition and calculation of windfalls in PPG3 at 
the Review stage of the Plan. 

5.18.14 Finally, although not the subject of objection, AY.13 as written is a statement of intent.  
The opening sentence should be amended to create a viable land use planning policy.  

 

Recommendation: 
5.18.15 I recommend that:- 

5.18.16 The opening sentence of policy AY.13 be modified to state that: 

Within the built up area of Aylesbury consent for the redevelopment for housing of 
`vacant, derelict or  under-used land will be subject to:  

5.18.17 Policy AY.13 be modified by the inclusion of an additional criterion requiring: 

f)  provision of public open space at the equivalent of 2.4 hectares per thousand 
people.  

5.18.18 Paragraph 3.49 be modified to state that: 
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It is estimated that some 200 dwellings will be brought forward through the 
application of this policy. 

 

MAJOR DEVELOPMENT AREAS 
 

5.19 Paragraph 5.53 and Policy AY.14: Major Development Areas 
Supporters: 

 DD0749 Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 
 DD0824 Mr Miller 
 DD1127 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1407 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1620 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD2597 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 DD6241 Post Office Property Holdings 
 DD6456 Mr Carlyle 

Objectors: 
 DD1768 Mr/Ms Speller 
 DD2178 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 
 DD2583 The Berryfields Consortium 
 DD2854 E W Tomblin & Sons/Brempton Homes 
 DD6874 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6875 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6963 Mr Smith 
 DD6964 Mr Smith 
 DD7032 Station Road Trust 
 DD7224 County Archaeological Service 
 DD7888 Rail Property Ltd 

Supporter of Proposed Change (PC 5.17): 
   CO0227   The Berryfields Corporation 

Principal Issues: 
5.19.1 Whether and historic landscape should be added after the countryside in para. 5.53. 

5.19.2 Whether the substantive elements of the MDA planning briefs should be included in 
AY.14 in order to test their feasibility and viability.  

5.19.3 Whether planning conditions or failing that should be included after by means of.  

5.19.4 Whether the requirements of AY.14 would delay the implementation of the MDAs, and 
thereby result in a on-going shortfall in housing land supply. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.19.5 Policy AY.14 and supporting text provide an introduction to the proposed MDAs, and 

confirm that the details of their development will be the subject of planning briefs.  The 
briefs are to be the subject of public consultation and adopted by the Council.  

5.19.6 In response to specific objections, the LPA suggest that para. 5.53 be modified by the 
addition of and historic landscape after the countryside (PC 5.16), and that AY.14 be 
modified by the addition of planning conditions and/or after by means of (PC5.17).  These 
changes satisfy relevant objections.  

5.19.7 I cannot support the suggestion that substantive elements of the planning briefs should be 
included in AY.14.  The level of detail required would be excessive, would inevitably  
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prolong debate and hence adoption of the Plan, and would conflict with PPG12 advice that 
development plans should be succinct and avoid over-elaborate and unnecessary detail. 

5.19.8 Concern has been expressed that preparation of planning briefs, and specifically the need 
for public consultation and adoption by the Council, will delay the implementation of the 
MDAs.  It is inevitable that the consultation and adoption process will take some time.  
However, it is essential that development schemes of the scale envisaged are undertaken in 
accordance with comprehensive planning briefs in order to ensure the co-ordinated 
provision of houses, employment land, social facilities, and landscaping, together with 
linkages throughout the sites and with the town.  I have no doubt that the benefits of 
proceeding in accordance with an agreed comprehensive brief far outweigh any 
disadvantage arising from some delay, and am confident that this delay will not result in 
any significant shortfall in housing provision. 

5.19.9 Paragraph 5.55 of supporting text asserts that the planning briefs are to be adopted as 
Supplementary Planning Guidance.  However, AY.14 does not confirm this proposal.  
There is a significant difference in planning status between planning briefs and SPG, 
which is recognised in PPG12.  Policy AY.14 should thus confirm the Council’s intention.  

5.19.10 Finally, AY.14 as written tends towards being a statement of intent rather than a land use 
planning policy. It should be re-cast to give primacy to the role of SPG and other policies 
in the Plan in determining applications for planning permission for all or part of any MDA. 

Recommendation: 
5.19.11 I recommend that:- 

5.19.12 Paragraphs 5.53 and policy AY.14 be modified in accordance with PCs 5.16 and 5.17 
respectively. 

5.19.13 Policy AY.14 be modified to confirm that planning briefs will be adopted as 
Supplementary Planning Guidance and to give primacy to the role of relevant policies and 
SPG in determining applications for planning permission, viz: 

Planning briefs are to be prepared for each of the MDAs.  These will be the subject 
of public consultation and adopted by the Council as Supplementary Planning 
Guidance.  Applications for planning permission for the development of all or part 
of any MDA will be determined having regard to the provisions of relevant policies 
in this Plan and adopted SPG.  Adherence to their principles … (continue as 
proposed to be changed). 

5.19.14 Supporting text be modified to reflect my recommended modifications to the Development 
Strategy. 

 

 

5.20 Policy AY.15 and Paragraph 5.64: Berryfields 
Supporters: 

 DD0044 British Horse Society 
 DD0045 British Horse Society 
 DD0825 Mr Miller 
 DD1299 Sustrans 
 DD1300 Sustrans 
 DD5649 Mrs Roads 
 DD5799 Mr Roads 
 DD5800 Mr Deeley 
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 DD6214 Railtrack Property(Town Planning) 

Objectors: 
 

 DD1780 Mr & Ms Stevenson  DD0042 British Horse Society 
 DD1796  Mrs & Miss Ingram  DD0163 Mr Shaw 
 DD1797 Mr & Mrs Fincken  DD0164 Mr Shaw 
 DD1799 Hon. Beth Tomassini-

Rothschild 
 DD0168 Mrs Brooker 
 DD0221 Mr & Mrs Gower 

 DD1809 Mrs Withey  DD0229 Mrs & Mr Wilson 
 DD1811 Mr & Ms Wood  DD0232 Mr & Mrs Johnson 
 DD1813 Mr/Ms Knappett  DD0275 Mr Strudwick 
 DD1820 Mr Withey  DD0276 Mr & Mrs Jenkins 
 DD1822 Mr Cassidy  DD0277 Mr & Ms Wright 
 DD1823 Ms Gershon  DD0278 Mrs Crane 
 DD1824 Mr/Ms Watts  DD0279 Mr Smith 
 DD1832 The Reverand & Mrs 

Dickinson 
 DD0280 Mrs Bingham 
 DD0281 Mrs Eaton 

 DD1845 Mr Hamilton-Ely  DD0282 Ms Freeman-Attwood 
 DD1847 Mr Osbaldeston  DD0333 Mr Mitchell 
 DD1849 Mr & Ms Constant  DD0356 Mr & Mrs Griffiths 
 DD1852 Mr & Mrs Cole  DD0361 Mr/Ms Carr 
 DD2146 Oving Parish Council  DD0362 Miss Church 
 DD2159 David Wilson Estates Ltd  DD0363 Rev & Mrs Hutchings 
 DD2179 Alfred McAlpine 

Developments Ltd 
 DD0364 Mr Cilancoe 
 DD0399 Dr Homes-Smith 

 DD2215 Ms Coleshill  DD0401 Mr Padbury 
 DD2233 Bucks County Museum  DD0402 Mr & Mrs Evans 
 DD2243 Mr & Mrs Thornton  DD0405 Mr & Mrs Saunders 
 DD2294 Mr Swain  DD0407 Ms Goddard 
 DD2295 Mrs Swain  DD0408 Mr & Mrs Chainey 
 DD2312 Mrs Ward  DD0409 Mr Goss 
 DD2314 Ms Downley  DD0411 Mrs Rose 
 DD2326 Mr & Mrs Masters  DD0412 Mrs Hayward 
 DD2337 Mr Smith  DD0413 Mrs Shribman 
 DD2340 Ms South  DD0418 Mr & Mrs Harvey 
 DD2343 Templeview 

Developments Ltd 
 DD0530 Southern Arts 
 DD0659 The House Builders 

Federation   DD2535 Bucks Archaeological 
Society  DD0708 Mr & Mrs Cogger 

 DD2552 Old Road Securities plc  DD0709 Mr/Ms Midwinter 
 DD2862 Ms Wells  DD0712 Quainton Parish Council 
 DD2890 Ms Hagerty  DD0715 Mr & Mrs Bremovsky 
 DD2916 Mr Pain  DD0716 Mr/Ms Paul-Smith 
 DD2917 Mr Grace  DD0719 Mrs Baker 
 DD2920 Mr Smith  DD0720 Mr & Mrs Berriman 
 DD2921 Mr Robson  DD0721 Mr/Ms McCullagh 
 DD2926 Mr & Mrs Major  DD1015 Mrs Miller 
 DD2927 Mr & Mrs Mayo  DD1043 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes  DD2928 Mrs & Dr Duncan & 
Jamous  DD1052 Ramblers Association 

 DD2936 Oving Parish Council  DD1053 Ramblers Association 
 DD2944 Mr Coleshill  DD1080 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD2945 Mr Coleshill  DD1094 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD3949 Mr Spencer-Bernard  DD1477 Mr Wallen 
 DD4236 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD1662 Mr South 
 DD1717 Mr & Mrs Ainley 

 DD4321 Cala Homes (South) Ltd  DD1749 Mr Ferguson 
 DD5621 Mr Yardy  DD1756 Mr Martin 
 DD5622 Mr & Mrs Smith  DD1769 Mr/Ms Speller 
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 DD5634 Dr Jones  DD6204 Buckinghamshire Health 
Authority  DD5636 Mr & Mrs Richardson 

 DD5639 Ms Crawley  DD6209 Buckinghamshire Bird  
Club  DD5648 Mr/Ms Copelin 

 DD5657 Mr Watts  DD6222 Mr & Mrs Catherwood 
 DD5658 Ms Watts  DD6225 Mr/Ms Prentice 
 DD5663 Lord Hartwell  DD6372 Mr Woodlock 
 DD5666 Mr Benford  DD6380 Mr Alderman 
 DD5669 Mr Kirkwood  DD6381 Mr & Ms Noblett & Elliott 
 DD5671 Mrs Alderman  DD6383 Mrs Cox 
 DD5673 Mr Winspear  DD6384 Dr Cox 
 DD5676 Lady Mason  DD6388 Mr & Mrs Birks 
 DD5677 Mrs Soames  DD6390 Mrs Cox 
 DD5679 Mr/Ms Sobey  DD6392 Mr & Mrs Coote 

 DD6403 Mr/Ms Bridgman  DD5681 D P Alderman- 
 DD5683 Mr & Mrs Sankaran  DD6615 Mr & Mrs Handley 
 DD5686 Mrs Midwinter  DD6658 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD5689 Mr & Mrs Dixon  DD6677 Mrs Britton 
 DD5690 Mr Evered  DD6712 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD5693 Mr Gorlin  DD6747 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD5707 Mrs Spencer-Bernard  DD6769 The National Trust 
 DD5708 Mr Shepherd-Smith  DD6876 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD5710 Nether Winchendon Parish 

Meeting 
 DD6931 Cala Homes (South) Ltd & 

Westbury Homes 
(Holdings)  DD5712 Mrs Shepherd-Smith 

 DD5759 The Hon. Mrs H M Cullen  DD6965 Mr Smith 
 DD5806 Mr Hammond  DD6966 Mr Smith 
 DD5828 Mr & Mrs Bulling  DD6967 Mr Smith 
 DD5841 Mrs Stephenson  DD7033 Station Road Trust 
 DD5848 Mr/Ms Beeson  DD7065 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD5872 Ms Cuthbert  DD7083 The Aylesbury Society 
 DD5873* Mrs Hammond  DD7095 Messrs. Armstrong, 

Collier, Evett, French & 
Lowe 

 DD5911 Mrs Hayes 
 DD5913 Mr Hayes 
 DD5934 Mrs Brockman  DD7144 The Environment Agency 
 DD5935 Mr Brockman  DD7205 English Heritage 
 DD5940 Mr/Ms Cowper  DD7225 County Archaeological 

Service  DD5946 Ms Evans 
 DD5948 Mr & Mrs Duff  DD7303 Highways Agency 
 DD5973 Mrs Clarke  DD7334 English Nature 
 DD5978 Mr & Mrs Slater  DD7347 Mrs Boakes 
 DD5997 Mr & Ms Ellis  DD7348 Dr Boakes 
 DD5999 Mr Ashall  DD7349 Mr/Ms Ryan 
 DD6002 Mrs Lawrence  DD7351 Mr/Ms Peeters 
 DD6008 Ms Pitcairy  DD7352 Mr/Ms Libson 
 DD6012 Ms Insley  DD7354 Mr Langton 
 DD6015 Mr Darby  DD7372 Mr Balding 
 DD6018 Ms Mitchell  DD7373 Mrs Parker 
 DD6021 Mrs Main  DD7374 Mrs Goss 
 DD6026 MS Foulger  DD7375 Mrs Mills 
 DD6030 Ms Goodall  DD7379 Mrs Jeayes 
 DD6047 Skillion Ltd  DD7380 Mrs Thomson 
 DD6147 Mr & Mrs King  DD7381 Mr Thomson 
 DD6148 Mr Watts  DD7386 Mr/Ms Hearne 
 DD6197 Royal Society For 

Prevention of Cruelty To 
Animals 

 DD7387 Mr & Ms Danny 
 DD7388 Mr/Ms Parrott 
 DD7390 Mr/Ms Goodall 

 DD6199 Waddesdon Parish     
Council 

 DD7392 Mrs Darby 
 DD7393 Mr & Mrs Day 
 DD7394 P & A Brown 

 249



Inspector’s Report Part I : Aylesbury  

 DD7395 Mr & Mrs Ball  DD7889 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7396 CC George  DD7990** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7397 Mr Bottle 
 DD7398 Mrs Langton  DD7991** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7401 Mrs Rollinson 
 DD7402 Mr Stubbs  DD7992** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7405 Mrs Willoughby 
 DD7408 Mrs Willoughby  DD7993** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7409 Ms Hilton-Jones 
 DD7411 Mr Smith  DD7994** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7438 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 
Lynn  DD7995** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7448 Quainton Village Society 
 DD7451 Mrs Green  DD7996** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7457 Mr & Mrs Wagstaff 
 DD7460 Mr Nicol  DD7997** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7462 Mrs Nicol 
 DD7463 Miss Brown  DD7998** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7486 BBONT. 
 DD7521* Mr G W Hammond  DD7999** he Berryfields Consortium 
 DD7557 Mr Mayer-Gross  DD7800** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7578 Mr & Mrs Jenner 
 DD7583 Mrs Bryant  DD7801** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7585 Mr Bryant 
 DD7587 Mr Oldham  DD7802** The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD7588 Mr Oldham 
 DD7589 Mrs Oldham   
 DD7597 Mrs Spencer-Bernard  
 DD7608 Mr Davis  
 DD7685 Mr Cooper 

*   objection withdrawn 
 ** unrecorded but duly made objection  

Objection to Proposed Change (PC 5.18) 
 CO0231 The Berryfields Consortium    

Principal Issues: 
Issues of Principle 

5.20.1 Whether brownfield land elsewhere in the District should be developed in preference to 
this greenfield site.  

5.20.2 Whether development on the scale proposed is necessary or desirable.  Or whether it 
would be better to distribute development on a number of smaller sites around Aylesbury, 
in nearby villages, or throughout the District. 

5.20.3 Whether the Berryfields MDA is capable of providing the amount of development 
proposed within the Plan period.  

5.20.4 Whether the detail contained in AY.15 is necessary, given that AY.14 provides general 
support for this and other MDA proposals, while detailed matters can more readily be dealt 
with at the planning brief stage.  

5.20.5 Whether additional details are required concerning phasing, funding, and the proportional 
contributions that developer's will be asked to pay. 

Site Specific Issues  
5.20.6 Whether the River Thame should be maintained as the northern boundary to the town. 
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5.20.7 Whether the proposed development would detrimentally affect the drainage system of the 
River Thame, thereby increasing the risk of flooding. 

5.20.8 Whether the proposed development would be unduly visually intrusive, and thereby 
detrimental to important views from the surrounding countryside and high land, including 
those from listed buildings and their settings.   

5.20.9 Whether the scale of development would result in the undesirable coalescence of 
settlements. 

5.20.10 Whether the proposed development would result in unacceptable ecological harm caused 
by the loss of valuable wildlife habitats.  

5.20.11 Whether the proposed development would result in the unnecessary loss of valuable 
agricultural land. 

5.20.12 Whether the proposed development would result in excessive light pollution. 

5.20.13 Whether the proposed development will result in an unacceptable increase in traffic flows 
and congestion on the A41(T), or otherwise be detrimental to highway safety.  Whether 
the proposed MDA should be allowed to proceed unless the Northern Link Road is 
included as a proposal in the Plan.  And whether the proposal will result in an 
unacceptable increase in the use of local roads and lanes, in particular Pitchcott Lane to 
Whitchurch. 

5.20.14 Whether existing infrastructure is sufficient to cope with the anticipated level of 
development.  Or whether adequate provision can be made for requisite social facilities.  
And alternatively, whether the policy requirements for facilities are excessive or unduly 
restrictive. 

5.20.15 Whether the proposed development would adversely affect the setting of the Quarrendon 
Scheduled Ancient Monument.  

5.20.16 Whether the proposal would result in the unacceptable loss of public rights of way. 

5.20.17 Whether developer contributions should be sought to finance improved rail facilities in the 
form of a re-opened passenger rail line to Berryfields and beyond.  

5.20.18 Whether residential amenities would be adversely effected by noise pollution from the 
RSPCA animal centre at Blackberry Farm.  

5.20.19 Whether the envisaged density of development is unrealistically high. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
Introduction 

5.20.20 Policy AY.15 provides policy support for the allocation of the Berryfields MDA.  This is 
the largest mixed-use MDA in the Plan, comprising a total of almost 200ha, including 
housing, employment, and a full range of community facilities.  It is proposed that the 
development will include some 3000 dwellings on some 85ha of land. 

5.20.21 I have earlier considered the broad development strategy for the Plan and recommended 
that it be modified to direct 65% of new housing development to Aylesbury and 35% to 
the Rural Areas.  I have also reviewed the housing requirement/provision figures for 
Aylesbury and concluded that, in order to meet a rounded outstanding requirement of 3550 
dwellings, allocations must be made for some 2700 dwellings on greenfield sites; the 
balance of 850 dwellings to be provided on brownfield sites. 
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5.20.22 The Plan proposes three mixed-use MDAs; Berryfields, Broughton Stocklake and Weedon 
Hill, containing some 3000, 1600 and 850 dwellings respectively.  The proposed total of 
5450 dwellings significantly exceeds my calculated requirement.  Notwithstanding the fact 
that I conclude later in my report that the Broughton Stocklake MDA should be deleted 
from the Plan, the outstanding proposed provision of 3850 dwellings still exceeds my 
calculated requirement for 2700 greenfield site dwellings.  However, my earlier 
reappraisal of the broad development strategy and review of housing requirement and 
provision figures was been based, inter-alia, on a realistic assessment of anticipated 
completion rates during the Plan period.  And I concluded that it would be possible to 
complete some 1850 dwellings on the Berryfields site during the Plan period.  However, as 
noted above, the Plan allocation makes provision for a total of some 3000 dwellings.  I 
have thus considered the allocation and objections to the proposal in the context of the 
Plan proposal, while recognising that development on this MDA would extend beyond the 
Plan period. 
 

Issues of Principle 

5.20.23 A number of objectors have suggested that the allocation of this (and other) greenfield 
sites is unnecessary, and that new development should be directed to brownfield sites 
elsewhere in Aylesbury and throughout the District.  I have earlier assessed the strategic 
objectives of the development strategy in the context of PPG and RPG advice, and there is 
no reason for me to reiterate my detailed considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say 
that PPG3 advice concerning the development of brownfield sites is clear.  The 
presumption throughout is that when allocating land for development, brownfield sites 
should take priority over greenfield land.  The exception to this principle is where 
previously developed land performs so badly in relation to the selection criteria in para. 31 
of the PPG so as to preclude its use for housing.  These criteria include location and 
accessibility, infrastructure, and the ability to build communities.  The Plan identifies a 
number of brownfield sites in Aylesbury (and elsewhere) that satisfy the selection criteria.  
However, as previously concluded, these criteria effectively preclude, in principle, the 
allocation of remote rural brownfield sites on grounds of their relative isolation and 
absence of easy access to jobs and services by means other than the private car; the 
inadequacy of public utilities and social infrastructure; and the difficulty of establishing a 
viable community sufficient to support new physical and social facilities.  Furthermore, 
the level of investment required to resolve these shortcomings, including the provision of a 
level of pubic transport to achieve a significant modal shift away from the use of the 
private car or the provision of adequate services and facilities, would be excessive for the 
amount of development proposed.   

5.20.24 It must be recognised that, in comparison with many other urban areas, there is a relative 
shortage of brownfield land in Aylesbury.  I am satisfied that the development strategy 
gives sufficient emphasis to the development of brownfield sites, and that relevant sites in 
Aylesbury have been identified and allocated.  In the absence of sufficient brownfield land 
to accommodate the requisite level of development envisaged during the Plan period, it is 
thus necessary for greenfield land to be allocated. 

5.20.25 Suggestion has also been made that it would be better to distribute development on a 
number of smaller sites around Aylesbury, and possibly elsewhere, rather than concentrate 
development on relatively few MDAs in Aylesbury.  

5.20.26 PPG3 advises that in order to promote more sustainable patterns of development and make 
better use of previously developed land, the focus for additional housing should be 
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existing towns and cities.  When identifying sites to be allocated for housing, local 
planning authorities are advised to follow a systematic search sequence starting with the 
re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, then urban 
extensions, and finally new development around nodes in good public transport corridors.  
PPG13 reiterates PPG3 advice and seeks to promote a pattern of development that will 
reduce the growth in the number and length of motorise journeys, encourage alternative 
means of travel which have less environmental impact and reduce reliance on the private 
car.  In contrast, a dispersed pattern of development would be unable to finance the radical 
change in the provision of public transport facilities envisaged in the Plan, would thereby 
result in additional car usage, and so would be significantly less sustainable.  

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

 1. giving priority to the redevelopment of urban brownfield sites; 

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

3. accommodating a small proportion of development in the Rural Areas at a limited 
number of the most sustainable settlements; 

 4 limited development elsewhere. 

5.20.28 I have earlier concurred with the Council’s approach to the strategic location of new 
development, and am satisfied that it accords with PPG advice.   

5.20.29 In light of the above, I am thus likewise satisfied that it is appropriate in principle to 
allocate greenfield land immediately beyond the existing urban edge of Aylesbury to 
accommodate the majority of development proposed in the Plan. Peripheral town 
expansion in limited concentrations is recognised in PPG3 as a key element in producing a 
sustainable strategy capable of accommodating large amounts of development.  
Furthermore, this form of development strategy offers the best opportunities to provide for 
balanced, vibrant communities by grouping a mix of uses together and providing for most 
daily needs in the locality.  Creating mixed communities is a key element in PPG1, PPG3 
and PPG13 advice concerning sustainable development.  Berryfields is one such site. 

5.20.30 In selecting suitable locations on the edge of Aylesbury, the Council sought to identify 
locations that avoided the most environmentally sensitive locations and minimised the 
anticipated increase in car journeys.  They also sought to ensure that the sites could be 
linked to the town centre and beyond by a proposed PPTC, and that the inevitable increase 
in car borne traffic could be accommodated on the principal road network rather than less 
suited rural lanes.  I examine below those environmental and other issues that are the 
subject of objection with regards to the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, I am 
satisfied that the principles behind the identification of Berryfields as the location for a 
MDA are sound. 

5.20.31 The Berryfields allocation is for some 3000 dwellings, plus employment and community 
facilities.  The scale of the allocation has been established by an iterative process of testing 
and elimination, applying a range of environmental, social and economic criteria to a range 
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of options and sites around the town.  This process resulted in the proposed allocation of 
sufficient land to accommodate some 5450 dwellings, including 3000 at Berryfields.  
Employment and community facilities are proposed commensurate with this scale of 
development.  However, as previously noted, in my view some 1850 dwellings are 
required at Berryfields (together with 850 at Weedon Hill) to meet the District’s housing 
requirement during the Plan period.  It could thus be concluded that the balance of the 
allocation for the remaining 1150 dwellings is not required, and that the level of 
employment and community facilities should be reduced accordingly.  The LPA may wish 
to consider that course of action.  However, a reduced provision may not be sufficient 
either in itself or in conjunction with the proposed Weedon Hill MDA to finance the 
highway improvements and other transportation facilities, including PPTCs and initial 
revenue costs, the Council desire.  Furthermore, and of particular importance, it seems to 
me that a ceiling of some 1850 dwellings may be insufficient to fully establish the ‘urban 
village’ concept envisaged in this location by the Council.  On the other hand, recognition 
that development will continue beyond the end of the Plan period will enable both the 
Council and developers to plan the MDA on a comprehensive basis, rather than seek to 
produce the full scheme in two separate stages.  I thus recommend that the Council retains 
the full allocation in the Plan with its associated requirements, subject to my comments 
below, while recognising in both the policy and supporting text that development will 
extend beyond the Plan period. 

5.20.32 A number of objectors have questioned whether the proposed site is capable of delivering 
the amount of development envisaged in the DDLP within the Plan period.  I share their 
concern, which in turn earlier led me to review anticipated completion rates.  As a result, 
these objections have been superseded by my conclusion that the amount of development  
envisaged on this site during the Plan period should be reduced to 1850 dwellings. 

5.20.33 An objector has suggested that the level of detail contained in AY.15 is unnecessary on 
grounds that the principle of development at the MDAs is established by AY.14, while the 
preparation of planning briefs obviates the need for site specific policies in the Plan.  I do 
not wholly support this suggestion.  Policy AY.14 confirms that the planning briefs to be 
prepared for each MDA will be the subject of public consultation and adopted by the 
Council as SPG, and that applications for planning permission for all or part of any MDA 
will be assessed having regard to, inter-alia, the provisions of relevant SPG.   I do not 
regard this confirmation of the development process as sufficient to obviate the need for 
site specific policies for each MDA.  On the contrary, they are key policies in the Plan in 
that they articulate site specific proposals shown on the Proposals Map, and identify the 
facilities and infrastructure required to support the scale of development proposed.  
However, I share this and other objectors’ concern that AY.15 is unduly prescriptive with 
regard to specifying precise site (referred to as ‘land’) areas for certain community 
facilities. This level of detail is unnecessary, and should be dealt with by means of the 
planning brief.  The detailed requirement of each criterion may well change as the scheme 
evolves, as indeed several already have.  Such changes should, in theory, require a formal 
amendment to the Plan.  In contrast, this form of change can be more easily handled by 
means of an alteration to the planning brief / SPG.  The principle of omitting site (land) 
areas, other than broad indications of the proposed extent of principal land uses eg 
residential, employment etc which I support, applies throughout the remainder of the 
policy and Plan.  I recommend accordingly.  

5.20.34 The additional details requested by several objectors concerning phasing, funding and 
proportional contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and other facilities are 
now included in policy AY.5 as suggested to be changed and recommended to be 
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modified, and as supported by associated policies and supporting text as likewise 
suggested to be changed and recommended to be modified.  There is thus no reason to 
duplicate these details in AY.15. 

Site Specific Considerations  

(a)  River Thame as a Boundary 

5.20.35 A number of objectors have suggested that between the A413 and A41(T) the River 
Thame should be maintained as the northern boundary of the town, and that development 
should not be permitted beyond this recognisable physical feature.  However, in my view 
the River does not form a sufficiently strong feature itself to visually define the edge of 
this part of the town.  Rather it is the fact that this area is prone to flood that has effectively 
prevented development extending up to and beyond the River in the past.  Furthermore, it 
cannot be argued that the River forms an historic boundary, given that development 
immediately to the south is less than 40 years old. 

5.20.36 While it may be desirable in principle to identify and use physical features as the boundary 
of built-up areas, it is inevitable that in selecting large areas for new development certain 
compromises have to be made.  On balance, having regard to the environmental, socio-
economic and transport constraints to development in other locations around Aylesbury 
compared with the benefits in terms of sustainability that can be achieved by means of 
development at Berryfields, I do not regard the scale or character of this section of the 
River Thame as so significant or important in itself to justify it continuing to form the 
definitive edge of this part of Aylesbury. 

(b)  Drainage and Flooding 

5.20.37 Particular concern has been expressed that the proposed development would detrimentally 
affect the drainage system to the River Thame, and thereby increase the risk of flooding.  
This concern has been exacerbated by flooding during recent winters which local residents 
maintain exceeded previous levels.  In their view global warming and other climatic 
changes will produce ever more severe seasonal flooding.  Furthermore, they fear that this 
situation will be exacerbated by rapid run off from built development, resulting in 
intermittent but severe flash floods.  

5.20.38 It is important to note at the outset that the Environment Agency, the agency primarily 
responsible for ensuring that proposed development neither exacerbates existing flooding 
problems nor is itself liable to be flooded, has not objected to AY.15 on grounds of actual 
or potential flood risk.  However, Berryfields is bordered along its southern, eastern and 
western extremes by existing watercourses.  To the south is the River Thame and to the 
east a tributary, Hardwick Brook, which combine to flow southwards beyond the A41(T) 
Bicester Road and the railway.  To the west is a further tributary of the River Thame, 
Marston Brook.  This also flows beyond the A41(T) where the railway crosses the road.  
Both the River and its tributaries are liable to flood, and thus a significant part of the 
Berryfields site lies within floodplain.  The existing and potential increase in flood risk 
from these water courses is thus a matter that requires careful consideration. 

5.20.39 The DDLP Proposals Map indicates floodplains associated with the River Thame and its 
tributaries along the southern, eastern and western boundaries of the Berryfields MDA.  I 
understand that this information is take from the EA’s 1981 Bylaw maps.  In 1988 the EA 
undertook a modelling exercise of the River Thame and Bear Brook.  In 1998 they 
provided agents acting on behalf of the MDA Consortium with model level information 
from the 1988 study which was then transposed onto accurate topographical survey 
information to define a more representative floodplain.  This line, which significantly 
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extends the floodplain into the proposed MDA, has been taken by the Consortium as the 
definitive floodplain for the purpose of the proposed development and agreed by the EA as 
the extent of a 1:100 year event for the River Thame and Hardwick and Marston Brooks.  
This extended and agreed floodplain should replace that shown on the Proposals Map.   

5.20.40 The planning brief for the Berryfields MDA will need to have regard to the full extent of 
the revised line in order to ensure that built development does not encroach onto the 
floodplain.  The daft Illustrative Master Plan indicates that those areas liable to flood are to 
be used for open and recreational uses, including ecological mitigation and possibly linked 
elements of a peripheral country park.  I deal with objections concerning the proposed 
country park later in my report.  However, as a failsafe, policy GP.90 (as recommended to 
be modified) seeks to prevent development within floodplains that would materially 
impede the flow of floodwater, reduce their capacity for water storage, or increase the 
number of people or properties at risk. 

5.20.41 Within the MDA itself source control techniques are to be used wherever possible to deal 
with surface water discharges.  These have been agreed with the EA.  I understand that the 
underlying soil is impermeable and thus a soakaway drainage system is not possible.  
However a number of alternative techniques have been suggested.  These include the use 
of porous paving to reduce the rate of run-off and also to act as a filter for pollution, 
together with in-line storage and balancing ponds.  The strategy for dealing with surface 
water drainage has been devised having regard to the draft development proposals, while 
the individual elements of the drainage scheme have been prepared in conjunction with the 
appropriate phases of the development in order to ensure that the drainage and 
development phasing strategies are complementary. 

5.20.42 In conclusion, I am satisfied that, in accordance with advice in PPG25, Development and 
Flood Risk, realistic floodplains have been defined and will be protected to deal with 
1:100 year floods along the River Thame and its tributaries within the MDA, and that 
adequate measures will be put in place to deal with all but the most severe flash floods.  
The protection of the floodplain and phased implementation of attenuation measures will 
be controlled by the planning brief. 

(c)  Visual Impact 

5.20.43 Concern has been expressed by a number of objectors that the proposed Berryfields MDA 
will be visually intrusive within the landscape of this part of the Aylesbury Vale, and 
thereby detrimental to views from the surrounding countryside and higher land, and to 
views from nearby listed buildings and their associated parks and gardens.  Particular 
concern has been expressed regarding views from Waddesdon Manor (Grade I) and its 
parkland, from Oving House (Grade II*) and its gardens, from Hartwell House (Grade I) 
and its parkland, and from Eythrope Park. 

5.20.44 It is inevitable that the MDA, comprising as it does some 200ha of development in open 
countryside, will change many existing views, and will be seen by some as visually 
intrusive.  Furthermore, the perceived degree of intrusion will be exacerbated by the 
MDA’s location on the relatively flat Vale floor, and hence the potential for it to be 
viewed from a distance both across low lying land and from higher ground. 

5.20.45 The MDA rises gradually some 10m from its south-eastern edge along the River Thame to 
its north-western boundary (73m to 84m amsl).  I am satisfied that the MDA will not 
materially impact on distant views across low lying land from the south and east as these 
are interrupted by intervening built development, low landforms and hedgerows.  The 
north-western boundary of the MDA lies a short distance beyond a low ridgeline, some 
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82-83m amsl, which falls gently from the north-east to the south-west.  It is the Council’s 
intention to screen development from distant views from the north-west by means of 
woodland planting along this ridgeline.  Several objectors have expressed the opinion that 
this planting would itself be an alien feature in the Vale floor landscape.  I do not wholly 
agree this opinion.  The Vale floor is characterised by a predominantly open agricultural 
landscape, with large fields and a somewhat degraded hedgerow network.  However, there 
are several small coverts and copses on the Vale floor, and thus comparable planting along 
the north-western boundary of the MDA would not be inappropriate.  On-the-other-hand, 
heavy and extensive woodland planting would appear alien and should be avoided.  I am 
thus concerned that the lighter form of planting required, together with the potential for 
development to extend onto, and indeed over, the low ridgeline, would result in an 
unacceptable level of intrusion when viewed across the Vale floor from the north-west.  
This potential intrusion should be obviated by the re-alignment of the north-western 
boundary of the MDA, which presently does not follow any identifiable physical features, 
immediately to the south-east of the ridgeline.  Although not before me for comment, the 
planning brief for the MDA should stipulate that built development should not extend any 
closer than 100m to this boundary.  I appreciate that this recommendation will result in a 
modest reduction in the overall the size of the MDA.  However, this reduction will have no 
significant impact upon the development of that part of the MDA to be undertaken during 
the present Plan period.  Neither do I believe that the reduction will prejudice the long-
term successful completion of the scheme.  Any consequential reduction in total capacity 
will, of course, need to be considered at the Review stage of the Plan.  See also my 
comments concerning coalescence of settlements below.  

5.20.46 More distant views of the proposed MDA can be obtained from the higher ground to the 
north, south-west and west.  From the north only the northern more elevated parts of the 
MDA will be visible, and these will seen in the context of wider panoramic views of the 
Vale and partially against a backdrop of Aylesbury town.  Furthermore, these views will 
be mitigated by the above-mentioned north-western boundary planting. The higher ground 
to the south-west and west will afford more extensive views of and into the MDA, 
although again these will be seen in the context of wider panoramic views of the Vale.  
However, from each direction the MDA will only be visible from a limited number of 
public vantage points in views extending some 2 - 5km or more.  Overall, I am satisfied 
that the degree of visual intrusion that will inevitably occur within these views will be 
mitigated by distance, so as not be so severe as to be unacceptable. 

5.20.47 Particular concern has also been expressed regarding views from nearby listed buildings 
and their associated parks and gardens.  PPG15, Planning and the Historic Environment, 
together with sections 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990, require LPAs to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
setting of listed buildings when considering development proposals.  It is recognised that 
the setting is often an essential part of the building’s character, especially if it is a 
parkland, garden or grounds laid out to complement the building’s design or function.  
Policy GP.74, as recommended to be modified, reflects this objective. 

5.20.48 The MDA will be visible from within and from the grounds of Waddesdon Manor, Oving 
House and Hartwell House, each of which is listed and stand on higher land to the west, 
north and south of the MDA respectively.  The gardens of Waddesdon Manor (which are 
owned by the National Trust) are listed Grade I on English Heritage’s Register of Historic 
Parks and Gardens, and those attached to Hartwell House are listed Grade II*.  The formal 
gardens attached to Oving House are not listed.  I have carefully considered the views 
from each of these listed buildings and assessed the impact the MDA will have upon their 
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outlook and setting.  I recognise that the MDA will encroach into views from within each 
property and its grounds.  However, given the distances between each property and the 
MDA, and the wider context of views within which the MDA will be seen, I do not regard 
the level of intrusion as to be so great as to be unacceptably detrimental to the setting of 
any of these listed buildings, or to materially harm the character of their associated 
parkland, grounds or gardens.  In coming to this conclusion I have had regard to both 
public and private views from within the listed buildings and their grounds, and in 
particular to ‘formed views’ along formal planted avenues, from terraces, or from 
recognised viewpoints within gardens and surrounding parkland.  However, again I do not 
regard the impact upon any of these views, many of which are distant (2.5 - 4.75km), 
unfocussed (in that they have no identifiable terminal feature or point), or interrupted by 
vegetation, landform or statuary, as so significant as to be unacceptable, or otherwise 
conflict with the objectives of PPG15 or the 1990 Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas Act.  

5.20.49 Eythrope Park, situated some 2km south-west of the proposed MDA, is listed Grade II on 
English Heritage’s Register of Historic Parks and Gardens.  However, views from the Park 
to the proposed MDA will to a large extent be screened, and possibly totally obscured, by 
the intervening landform.  The proposed development will thus have minimal, in any, 
visual impact upon the character of this historic park.  

5.20.50 In conclusion, I am not persuaded that the degree of inevitable intrusion into either the 
landscape or views would be so significant as to be unacceptable.  

(d)  Coalescence of Settlements 

5.20.51 Several objectors have expressed concern that the scale of proposed development at 
Berryfields will tend towards the coalescence of nearby settlements.  However, while the 
proposed MDA will result in the extension of build development some 1.5 – 2km beyond 
the existing built-up area, I am satisfied that the settlement pattern north-west of 
Aylesbury is sufficiently dispersed so as preclude actual or perceived coalescence. 

5.20.52 Furthermore, in the context of this issue, I am satisfied that the proposed MDA – even if 
reduced as recommended above – is of sufficient size to accommodate the development 
proposed at a density that accords with PPG3 advice.  There is thus no justification for 
amending the introductory paragraph to AY.15, as suggested by an objector, to permit 
non-built development to extend beyond the MDA boundary.  To do so would encourage 
the use of additional greenfield land beyond that which is absolutely necessary.  (see also 
my response to CP049, in chapter 6) 

(e)  Ecological Impact 

5.20.53 PPG9, Nature Conservation, requires LPAs to have regard to the relative significance of 
international, national, local and informal designations in considering the weight to be 
attached to nature conservation interests, while taking care to avoid unnecessary 
constraints to development.  The presence of a protected species is a material 
consideration to be taken into account when considering development proposals, including 
the allocation of land for residential development.  This advice is carried forward by 
means of CSP policies, and specifically in the DDLP by policy GP.88 as recommended to 
be modified.  

5.20.54 The proposed MDA site and surrounding areas comprise predominantly open agricultural 
land that supports a range of common habitats.  No statutory nature conservation 
designation, such as SSSI, covers any part of the site or adjacent land.  However, the 
British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) has applied a Biological Notification Site (BNS) local 
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designation to land in the north-eastern quadrant of the site, and larger areas beyond.  This 
BNS identifies the value of the area to over-wintering birds.  Likewise, two ditches 
towards the southern boundary of the site, extending north-east and south west of the 
A41(T), are designated as BNSs on account of  past invertebrate interest. 

5.20.55 The proposed site contains a number of habitats, including woodlands, tree belts, standard 
trees, hedges, arable land and grassland, streams, ponds, and ditches.  I have assessed the 
ecological value of each of these, and considered means whereby their loss, assuming 
development were to take place, could be mitigated by replacement habitats either within 
the proposed development or on undeveloped land nearby.  

5.20.56 Woodlands are restricted to very small recently planted parcels.  These have limited 
species and structural diversity and a poorly developed woodland ground flora.  They 
provide a limited refuge for wildlife, and are considered to be of only low local value.  I 
am satisfied that the habitats they provide could be re-created in the medium to long term 
either within the site, for example along the north-western boundary, or nearby.  

5.20.57 Several boundary and roadside tree belts also occur.  While these provide some refuge for 
wildlife, their value is degraded by disturbance due to their close proximity to the main 
road or by shading.  They are therefore considered to be of between low and moderate 
local value.  Boundary and belt tree planting within the site would provide replacement, 
and possibly enhanced, habitats in the medium to long-term for those that may be 
disturbed or lost.   

5.20.58 A number of mature standard trees are found in some of the hedges and alongside streams 
within the site.  These add to habitat diversity, although many are non-native species and 
regarded as being of low ecological value.  However, there are a number of native black 
poplars along the eastern boundary of the site.  These are a nationally uncommon species 
of moderate to high local value, and their retention and protection is a matter for concern.  
I note that the draft Illustrative Master Plan for the MDA indicates that they are to be 
retained in an area of public open space, and am satisfied that this will provide for the 
retention of the existing trees.  The planting of female native black poplars, as proposed in 
the draft ecological mitigation strategy prepared by the Berryfields Consortium, will assist 
their long-term regeneration.  However, in my view this is unlikely to ensure the long-term 
retention of these uncommon trees and suggest that the mitigation strategy, although not 
before me as part of the Plan, should include long-term provision for replacement planting.  

5.20.59 The hedges that define the fields within the site vary in ecological value, but are generally 
somewhat degraded.  They provide links between other habitats and a refuge for local 
wildlife.  However, they are not species rich and are therefore considered overall to be of 
low local ecological value.  I have no doubt that the habitats they presently provide and 
their ecological value could be easily re-created by means of extensive hedgerow planting 
within the proposed MDA. 

5.20.60 The majority of the site, predominantly the western part, is under arable cultivation.  This 
is a very common habitat, both locally and nationally, which provides very few 
opportunities for wildlife because of its poor range of species and limited structural 
diversity.  Overall, it is considered to be of negligible wildlife value. The north-eastern 
parts of the site are predominantly used for grazing, and appear to have been subject to a 
degree of agricultural improvement, probably by the application of chemicals and 
reseeding.  This form of grassland habitat is likewise not uncommon, either locally or 
nationally, and opportunities for wildlife are similarly limited.  It is therefore considered to 
be of only low local value in habitat terms.  If necessary, this form of grassland habitat 
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could be easily recreated within the MDA, although I doubt that in pure habitat/ecological 
terms there is a need.  

5.20.61 On-the-other-hand, while of low local ecological value in themselves, fields towards the 
north-eastern edge of the site lie within the BNS designation, in recognition of their value 
for over-wintering by lapwing and golden plover; both birds are on the RSPB’s Amber 
List of Birds of Conservation Concern.  I understand that a bird survey undertaken 
throughout the winter of 1997-1998 found the fields to be little used for this purpose.  
However, it is likely that their BNS value lies in them acting as a buffer zone to the 
adjacent fields to the north which were more intensely used.  These fields become 
important during periods of very cold weather when large flocks tend to aggregate; within 
the proposed MDA itself lapwing and golden plover were rarely seen during the winter 
survey, and then only in low numbers.   

5.20.62 The development of the MDA will impact directly on the BNS, and it is evident that on-
site mitigation for over-wintering lapwing and golden plover will not be possible.  It is 
impossible to predict the effect development will have on the pattern of over-wintering by 
these birds; they may become accustomed to the development nearby (although this is 
unlikely), alternatively they may flock further north or relocate elsewhere.  Off-site 
mitigation measures, including financial inducements to farmers and other land users to 
adopt best ecological practices when managing the agricultural landscape may assist.  
However, on balance, I do not regard this degree of disturbance so great as to suggest that 
the development of this part of the MDA would be unacceptable, particularly in view of 
the fact that it relates to an over-wintering location and not to a prime breeding site. 

5.20.63 The eastern and part of the western boundaries of the proposed MDA lie adjacent to 
streams that are tributaries to the River Thame, which itself forms the south-eastern 
boundary of the site.  The aquatic, emergent and bank-side vegetation associated with the 
river and streams is diverse and dense in places such that they are considered to be of 
between moderate and high local ecological value.  The streams provide a linear habitat 
for a range of wildlife and vegetation, and I note that on the draft Illustrative Master Plan 
they are to be retained within areas of public open space.  I am satisfied that with careful 
management it should be possible for the ecological and linear habitat value of the river 
and streams to be maintained.  

5.20.64 There is a small pond within the proposed site, and another adjacent to the western 
boundary.  That within the site has little surrounding vegetation, is used by grazing 
animals, and has little wildlife value.  It is a feature of low local value, and could easily be 
recreated within the proposed development if necessary.  The pond adjacent to the western 
boundary adds to the variety of habitats along the nearby stream corridor, and as such is 
recognised as being of moderate to high local ecological value. The draft Illustrative 
Master Plan indicates that it is to be retained within the stream-side area of open space, 
and I am again satisfied that with careful management it should be possible for its 
ecological value to be maintained.  Neither pond supports protected great crested newts. 

5.20.65 Many of the field margins have associated ditches, and their wetness varies around the site 
and throughout the seasons.  It is likely that these have been enriched by run-off nutrients 
from adjacent arable land, and most are of only low local value to wildlife.  However, in 
contrast, a hedge-side ditch towards the south-eastern edge of the site which continues 
between arable fields south of the A41(T) has been designated as a BNS on account of 
past invertebrate records, and is considered to be of moderate local value as a linear 
habitat.  Although severed by the A41(T), these ditches lie within areas of proposed open 
space, and thus it should be possible for their present ecological value to be retained. 
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5.20.66 Surveys indicate a range of fauna throughout the site.  A variety of breeding birds are 
present.  These includes species on the RSPB’s Red List of Birds of Conservation Concern 
and key species listed in the local Biodiversity Action Plan, Buckinghamshire Biodiversity 
Challenge.  In addition, barn owls, a protected species, are recorded as having successfully 
nested and bred at Quarrendon House farm in the south-east of the site between 1994 and 
1998.  Surveys also reveal badger activity, including active setts, at the extremities of the 
site.  Foraging by badgers, which are a protected species, is likely to occur on pasture 
grassland both within and outside of the site.  Other fauna recorded include brown hare, a 
declining farmland species, and a limited range of common wildlife. 

5.20.67 On-site mitigation for brown hares will not be possible, and is unlikely to be successful for 
badgers and barn owls.  While regrettable, there are few of these species within the site, 
and there is reason to suppose that those that are disturbed would migrate successfully 
elsewhere.  On-the-other-hand, it is likely that following the initial period of disturbance 
caused by construction, many of the breeding birds and species of common wildlife 
presently within the site will breed successfully within the development, utilising the range 
of habitats provided by maturing gardens and structural landscaping. 

5.20.68 In conclusion, it must be acknowledged that the overall ecological value of the proposed 
Berryfields MDA site is low, being a reflection of its predominant use as arable land and 
grazing grassland, both of which are recognised as being species poor with little structural 
diversity.  While associated hedgerows and trees, together with woodlands, ponds, the 
river and streams provide some diversity and locally moderate to high value habitats, they 
do not make a significant contribution to the ecological value of the area as a whole.   
Furthermore, I am satisfied that on and off-site mitigation measures will, in the main, be 
capable of adequately compensating for the loss of existing habitats, while the ecological 
value of the completed development itself should not be underestimated.  Indeed, given the 
somewhat sterile ecological character of the site at present, it is possible that when mature, 
and with proper maintenance and management, domestic gardens, structural landscaping 
and open spaces within the MDA will provide a more species rich ecological environment 
than exists at present. 

(f)  Agricultural Land  

5.20.69 PPG7, The Countryside – Environmental Quality and Economic and Social Development, 
advises that in preparing development plans LPAs should take account of the quality of 
any agricultural land that would be lost through development proposals.  Within the 
principles of sustainable development, the best and most versatile agricultural land should 
be protected as a national resource for future generations.  Best and most versatile 
agricultural land is defined as that in Grades 1, 2 and 3a, and considerable weigh should be 
given to protecting such land against development. 

5.20.70 Soil surveys indicate that the proposed MDA is predominantly 3b, with pockets of 3a.  
The majority of the site is thus not within the ‘best and most versatile’ category and thus, 
subject to the principles of sustainability which I have dealt with earlier, is not subject to 
severe constraint.  I recognise that Government policy advises against the development of 
Grade 3a land.  However, I am satisfied that, on balance, the pockets of Grade 3a land 
within the site are neither so significant nor so extensive as to justify setting aside other 
benefits that would arise from the development of the MDA. 

(g) Light Pollution 

5.20.71 Several objectors maintain that the increase in light pollution occasioned by the proposed 
MDA will be unduly intrusive, particularly when seen from higher ground to the north and 
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west and along formal avenue views from the listed Waddesdon Manor, Oving House and 
Hartwell House. 

5.20.72 Policy GP.62 as recommended to be modified confirms the Council’s intention to 
minimise light pollution by controlling intensity and direction at source.  However, it is 
inevitable that the development of some 200ha of land at Berryfields will result in a 
significant increase in light pollution at night on the northern side of Aylesbury, and that 
this will be clearly visible at a considerable distance from high ground to the north and 
west, and from nearby listed buildings.  While the loss of the dark night sky over 
Berryfields may be regrettable, it must be borne in mind that the built up area of Aylesbury 
is situated immediately to the south-east, and that this is the source of a much more 
extensive area of light pollution.  From most vantage points light pollution from the 
proposed MDA will thus be seen as part of the greater whole, and as such will be neither 
excessive nor unduly intrusive.   

5.20.73 The proposed MDA will also feature in distant views at night from Waddesdon Manor, 
Oving House and Hartwell House, forming a focal point to views along a number of 
formal avenues and paths.  I have earlier concluded that the distance between these listed 
buildings and the MDA will be so great that the MDA will not be visually intrusive.   
Similarly, it seems to me that while the MDA will be visible from these buildings at night, 
indeed possibly more clearly than during daylight hours, the distance between viewpoints 
and the MDA will be such that the MDA will appear as a part of a larger pattern of 
development on the Vale floor, rather than an intrusive source of pollution.  Indeed, it is 
possible that at night, from distant viewpoints and in certain weather conditions, the MDA 
may appear quite attractive.  

(h)  Highways and Traffic  

5.20.74 The proposed MDA straddles the A41(T) immediately west of the existing built-up area of 
Aylesbury.  The DDLP proposes that from a point close to the western boundary of the 
MDA the A41(T) be adapted and managed to form a PPTC, linking the MDA with the 
town centre.  It further proposes that from the same point a link road, the Western Link 
Road (WLR), be constructed through the MDA, with junctions to provide access to the 
development site, and extending eastwards to link with the A413, through the Weedon Hill 
MDA.  FPC 0.06 proposes a revised alignment to that shown on the Plan.  I deal with 
objections to both Weedon Hill MDA (AY.16) and the principle of link roads (AY.34 and 
AY.35) later in my report.  An additional junction with the A41(T) is to be formed near to 
the existing Berryfields Farm access (clarified by ORC 104.02) to serve proposed 
development north and south of the A41(T).  Objectors maintain that the proposed MDA 
will result in an unacceptable increase in traffic flows and congestion on the A41(T) and 
nearby roads; would be detrimental to highway safety; and should not be allowed to 
proceed unless the Northern Link Road (NLR) is included as a proposal in the Plan. 

5.20.75 BCC, as County Highway Authority, are responsible for the majority of roads throughout 
Aylesbury District.  However, as a trunk road, the A41(T) is the responsibility of the 
Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and Regions.  This responsibility is 
exercised on the Government’s behalf by an executive agency, the Highways Agency, 
which in turn appoints agents to carry out most of the administrative work on trunk roads 
in pre-determined areas. 

5.20.76 In July 1998 the Government acknowledged in its policy document A New Deal for Trunk 
Roads that while some trunk roads are of national importance, others are of regional or 
local significance.  As a consequence the Secretary of State declared about 60% of the 
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then current trunk road network as core routes of national importance.  The remainder 
became non-core, are to be de-trunked, and have been offered to LHAs through which 
they pass.  The A41(T) between the M25 and the M40 at Bicester, including the section 
through Aylesbury, is not part of the national core network and is therefore proposed for 
de-trunking.  Accordingly it has been offered to BCC as LHA.  However, even if 
negotiations with BCC are successful it will still take some time to de-trunk, as formal de-
trunking orders must be published, and these provide an opportunity for objections with 
the (albeit remote) possibly of a local inquiry.  Meantime, the Aston Clinton By-pass, 
which is presently under construction and will by-pass a length of the A41(T) south-east of 
the town, is being built as a trunk road.  It is thus reasonable to pre-suppose that the 
A41(T) will remain a trunk road for a substantial part of the Plan period.  

5.20.77 The policy framework for controlling development near trunk roads established in A New 
Deal for Trunk Roads has been carried forward in Annex B of PPG13, Transport.  This 
advocates, in support of integrated transport objectives, a graduated approach to new 
connections to trunk roads, differentiating between core roads and the remainder of the 
network.  Specifically, non-core routes will be subject to a less restrictive approach to 
connections, subject to consultation with the LHA concerned.  The PPG continues by 
affirming that the Highways Agency, in line with its strategic objective of maintaining, 
operating and improving the trunk road network in support of the Government’s integrated 
transport and land use policies, will work in active partnership with government offices, 
regional planning bodies, local authorities, and transport providers to promote integration 
with other transport modes and encourage sustainable transport options.  

5.20.78 Recognition of the fact that the A41(T) does not form part of the core highway network 
does not mean that it is not of regional significance.  Indeed, most non-core roads will still 
form part of the primary route network when de-trunked, and it will be important to ensure 
that their local function is not allowed to dominate to the serious detriment of their 
strategic role.  However, the A41(T) runs through the heart of Aylesbury, bisecting 
residential and employment areas, and must therefore be recognised as having a dual role, 
serving both local and  through traffic. 

5.20.79 I understand that an analysis of movement patterns within and across Aylesbury indicated 
that the A41(T) west of Aylesbury does not  have a particularly strong role as a route for 
through traffic, even in comparison to other radial routes in the town of lesser 
classification.  Given that Aylesbury has already been identified as a strategic location for 
development, I concur with the Council’s view that it is reasonable to regard the A41(T) 
west of Aylesbury as being as suitable as any other route on which to locate a substantial 
part of that development.  Furthermore, the standard of the road within the built up area 
makes it one of the least difficult of the existing approaches to Aylesbury on which to 
establish a PPTR, linking the MDA with the town centre.  

5.20.80 The Highways Agency has objected to the proposed MDA on grounds that junctions 
where development related traffic joins the A41(T) should be assessed for 15 years design 
life and designed accordingly, and that the trunk road should be left no worse off by the 
proposed development than if it had not occurred.  However, again I share the Council’s 
view that, given the dual role of the A41(T) as it approaches Aylesbury and the intention 
that it be de-trunked, this is no longer an entirely appropriate criterion.  It must be accepted 
that Regional, Sub-regional and County development guidance seek to direct a large 
amount of development to Aylesbury Vale District, and I have earlier expressed my 
support in principle for the development strategy which directs the majority of this new 
development to Aylesbury.  Thus, while I recognise the need to ensure that highway 
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efficiency is taken into account in determining the location and design of new 
development, it must also be considered in the context of the need to establish a 
sustainable pattern of development within an integrated land use / transportation network.  
It is inevitable that, given the scale of development proposed, there will be an increase in 
traffic flows and congestion on the A41(T) and nearby roads.  However, overall I am 
satisfied that the strategy of accommodating MDA development at Berryfields as a 
planned extension to the urban area of Aylesbury, utilising existing infrastructure and 
capable of being served by public transport, accords with the most recent Government 
guidance in PPGs 3 and 13. The desire to maintain the current level of efficiency of the 
A41(T) as a  through route should not, therefore, be regarded as paramount. 

5.20.81 While PPG13 advocates a less restrictive approach to highway connections to trunk roads, 
it important to note that it does not relax the requirements for dealing with highway safety.  
The Highway Agency has expressed such concern in relation to pedestrian and cyclist 
movements across the A41(T), noting that the MDA is intended to be an integrated 
development with homes on one side of the road requiring access to facilities for 
employment, education, shopping, leisure, and the like on the other.  This is a valid 
concern that requires careful consideration at the design stage.  Detailed designs for 
crossing the A41(T) at Berryfields, including if possible grade separated crossings for 
pedestrians and cyclists, should thus be produced as part of the planning brief for the 
development.  These matters are, however, too detailed to be dealt with in the LP. 

5.20.82 The Highways Agency has also expressed the view that Berryfields MDA should not 
proceed in the form proposed unless the NLR, which is shown on the Proposals Map as a 
safeguarded line connecting the A413 to the A418 north of Bierton, is included as a 
proposal in the LP.  I consider objections concerning this proposal in the context of 
policies AY.34 and AY.35.  However, this objection is, in effect, seeking to link the WLR 
with the Eastern Link Road (ELR), thereby forming a complete by-pass around the 
northern side of Aylesbury.  I agree the Council’s view that the construction of this road 
would be an unreasonable requirement in the context of the amount of development 
proposed; unrealistic in terms of the provision of finance, given that finance for 
construction could not be justifiably secured from the MDA development consortia and is 
highly unlikely to be made available from national funds; and contrary to policy guidance 
in PPGs 3 and 13 that seeks to minimise the amount of new road building to serve 
development.  Furthermore, I understand that ALUT strategy testing demonstrated that 
there was no justification for link roads by-passing Aylesbury.  Of greater significance, 
however, is the fact that consequent to my recommendation that the Broughton Stocklake 
MDA be deleted, I recommend that the proposed ELR be also deleted.  The Highways 
Agency’s objective of achieving a by-pass by means of this objection cannot therefore be 
secured through the LP, and is even less likely to be achieved as a stand-alone proposal.  

5.20.83 Concern has also been expressed that policy AY.15 does not indicate when the requisite 
link roads and other transport infrastructure is to be provided.  ALUT strategy model 
testing established the amount of development at Berryfields and the other MDAs that, in 
the absence of the proposed link roads but with other measures in place for public 
transport, walking and cycling, would result in the network-wide congestion index 
exceeding 1.57, the agreed threshold.  The development threshold at which completion of 
the link roads will be required was calculated to be when between 30% and 33% of the 
MDA development is complete.  I have earlier considered objections to this percentage 
threshold in the context of policy AY.5 and expressed my support in principle for the 
figure of 33%, subject to its reassessment in light of my recommended deletion of the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA and its associated ELR and PPTR, and consequential 
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anticipated changes in estimated traffic flows.  There is thus no reason for me to reassess 
this figure in the specific context of the Berryfields MDA. 

5.20.84 I note that ORCs 104.03 and 104.04 recommend amendments to criteria a) and c) of 
AY.15 respectively, specifically with regards to the provision of and financial 
contributions towards the WLR and PPTR.  I am satisfied that these ORCs accord in 
principle with other policy proposals in the Plan, subject the modification of ORC 104.04 
to accord with my recommendations concerning policies AY.3 (to be deleted) and AY.5, 
and to supporting text.  

5.20.85 A number of objectors have expressed concern that the completion of the proposed MDA 
will result in a significant increase in traffic on nearby rural roads and through villages, 
and in particular along Pitchcott Lane, between the A41(T) and the A413 at Whitchurch. 
Concern has also been expressed regarding the physical state of Pitchcott Lane at the point 
where it crosses the railway and is already signed as sub-standard.  It is inevitable that the 
proposed MDA will result in some increased in traffic flows along nearby rural roads.  
However, while I do not believe that flows along Pitchcott Lane will increase significantly 
beyond that arising from the anticipated general increase in traffic, I share the objectors’ 
concern that Pitchcott Lane must not be allowed to become a partial by-pass to Aylesbury.  
Construction of the WLR will to some extent alleviate this potential problem.  However, 
the Council should monitor the situation on this and other rural roads, and if necessary 
introduce appropriate traffic restrictions or other management measures. 

(i)  Infrastructure 

5.20.86 A number of objectors have expressed concern that existing infrastructure and public 
services will be unable to cope with the amount of development proposed, and question 
whether adequate provision can be made for requisite social facilities. 

5.20.87 I note that no statutory undertaker or service provider has objected to the proposed MDA.  
I must therefore conclude that either existing facilities are adequate to cope with the 
anticipated increase in demand, or that they can be increased or otherwise improved as 
necessary. The need for any additional facility not previously identified, for example a 
primary health care centre as suggested by an objector, should be investigated during the 
preparation of the planning brief.  

5.20.88 On-the-other-hand, several objectors have suggested that the policy requirement in 
criterion h) for a secondary school is excessive, and that the net food retail floorspace 
figure in criterion i) is unduly restrictive.  I do not agree either of these objections.  I am 
satisfied in principle and on the evidence before me that the additional 3000 or thereabout 
dwellings ultimately proposed at Berryfields (with Weedon Hill) will provide sufficient 
justification for a secondary school.  Likewise, I am satisfied that the required 1400sqm of 
net food retail floorspace will be sufficient to serve the MDA in a district/neighbourhood 
centre.  Additional floorspace would result in over-provision, and conflict with both the 
Plan’s retail strategy and advice concerning the sequential approach to retail floorspace 
distribution in PPG6.  

5.20.89 ORCs 105.03, 105.08, and 105.09 concerning criteria i), g) and h) respectively seek to 
introduce specific site area requirements for various social facilities.  While I have no 
objection to these criteria or ORCs 105.08 and 105.09 in principle they should not, in my 
view and as previously stated, be area specific, given that circumstances and hence site 
area requirements may change prior to the implementation of the Plan.  The omission of 
specific site (land) areas will afford the Council greater flexibility when negotiating for the 
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provision of these facilities.  However, indicative site areas should, of course, be included 
in the planning brief. 

(j) Archaeology 
5.20.90 The proposed MDA abuts the western part of the Quarrendon Scheduled Ancient 

Monument (SAM), the site of a deserted mediaeval village.  I also understand that 
informal field surveys have unearthed other archaeological artefacts and remains within 
the proposed MDA, including prehistoric pottery and earthworks, Roman pottery, coins 
and metalwork, and Anglo-Saxon metalwork.  The Roman Akeman Street crosses the 
south-western corner of the site. 

5.20.91 Objections have been made on grounds that AY.15 makes no provision for any prior 
archaeological assessment or evaluation of the MDA, and fails to acknowledge its 
potential impact on the setting of the SAM.  In both respects the policy is at odds with 
GP.82 which makes provision for the protection of archaeological remains and their 
settings.  Concern has also been expressed that the alignment of the proposed WLR would 
adversely affect the setting of the SAM. 

5.20.92 In response to these objections and in recognition of the potential archaeological 
significance of the site the Council suggest the inclusion of two additional criteria (FPC 
105.01).  These require an archaeological evaluation of the site as part of the preparation 
of the planning brief (criterion q)), and for the development to take account of the 
importance of the SAM and its setting (criterion r)).  I am satisfied that these suggested 
criteria resolve those objections concerning the failure of AY.15 to recognise 
archaeological constraints on the site. 

5.20.93 The Council has also had regard to the potential impact of the WLR, which is shown on 
the Proposals Map as passing within 50m of the SAM.  It is now proposed that the WLR 
be re-aligned to pass a minimum of 100m from the monument, FPC 0.06.  This represents 
a significant improvement, sufficient in my view to resolve this objection.  It has also been 
suggested that a 100m ‘cordon sanitaire’ be provided between the monument and built 
development.  The revised route and ‘cordon sanitaire’ should be confirmed in the 
planning brief, and the Proposals Map modified as necessary. 

5.20.94 I have earlier dealt with objections to policy GP.82 (and GP.83) concerning sites of 
archaeological importance which, as recommended to be modified, confirms that the 
Council will have regard to the need to protect, enhance, and preserve their historic 
interest and setting.  Both FPC 105.01 and the proposed re-alignment of the WLR accord 
with the principles of GP.82 as recommended to be modified.  

(k)  Rights of Way 

5.20.95 Ramblers and horse riders object to AY.15 on grounds that the proposal would result in 
the loss of several rights of way; they suggest that footpaths and bridleways should be 
established through the MDA and linked to the countryside and villages beyond.   

5.20.96 Criterion d) seeks to establish a network of segregated cycleways, footpaths and 
bridleways within the proposed MDA and alongside the River Thame, with crossing(s) of 
the river to the existing network and town centre.  And in response to these specific 
objections, the Council suggest that the criterion be extended to require crossings of the 
WLR and A41(T) (ORC 104.01), thereby facilitating a network throughout the whole of 
the MDA with links to the surrounding countryside.   

5.20.97 It is inevitable that development of the proposed MDA will result in the loss of several 
existing footpaths and bridleways.  Nevertheless I am satisfied that criterion d) as 
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suggested to be changed will ensure the provision of enhanced facilities within the MDA, 
linked to existing rural footpaths and bridleways in the countryside beyond.  Details of the 
network and links to both town and countryside should be included in the planning brief.  

(l)  Rail Facilities 
5.20.98 Policy AY.23 (if retained) safeguards land for new rail station stops at Berryfields and 

Stoke Mandeville Hospital.  Objectors suggest, in support of their case that the housing 
allocation at Berryfields should be re-orientated, that a site at Fleet Marston would be 
more appropriate. 

5.20.99 I have elsewhere concluded that development focussed on Fleet Marston would be 
inappropriate.  There can thus be no justification for re-locating the proposed station solely 
in support of that counter proposal.  However, I understand that if the station site were to 
be moved to Fleet Marston it would not significantly impact on the sustainability of the 
proposed MDA, given that the new community would have access to the station whether it 
be located to the north or the south of the A41(T).  The final location of the station - if 
provided - will need to be determined by the Council in agreement with the rail authorities 
and confirmed in the planning brief.  But in the absence of any evidence to the contrary 
there is no reason for me to recommend a site other than that shown on the Proposals Map. 
I deal with the issue of railway halts in more detail in response to objections to policy 
AY.23. 

5.20.100 Other objectors have suggested that developer contributions should be sought to finance 
improved rail facilities in the form of a re-opened passenger rail line to Berryfields and 
beyond.  The re-use of the line north of Aylesbury for passenger services is being pursued 
as part of a more comprehensive scheme for extending rail services throughout the 
District, and as such would serve a much wider population than that proposed at 
Berryfields.  To require developers to finance these improved facilities would thus, in my 
view, be unreasonable, and thereby conflict with the principles concerning developer 
contributions contained in C1/97.  See also my conclusions regarding policies AY.24 and 
AY.25. 

(m)   Noise Pollution 

5.20.101 An objector has expressed concern that the animal centre at Blackberry Farm, near 
Quainton, may result in disturbance to residents in the northern parts of the MDA.  This 
may, in turn, result in pressure for the centre to be closed. 

5.20.102 The northern extremity of the MDA as shown on the Proposals Map is some 4km from the 
animal centre at Blackberry Farm; adoption of my recommendation that the boundary be 
re-aligned will increase this distance still further.  It is unlikely at this distance that noise 
emanating from the centre would cause disturbance to occupants of properties within the 
MDA.  Indeed, it is unlikely that animal noises will be heard above other background 
noises, except perhaps on the stillest of nights or with the wind blowing gently from the 
north-west; even than the level of disturbance will no doubt fall well below that necessary 
to constitute a statutory nuisance.  

(n)  Density 

5.20.103 Criterion e) as suggested to be changed (ORC 105.07) allocates not more than 85ha of the 
site for some 3000 dwellings.  This equates to a net density of some 35 dwellings per ha, 
which accords with PPG3 advice that densities of between 30 and 50 dwellings per ha 
should be sought in order to make more efficient use of land.   
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5.20.104 I have earlier recommended that the north-western boundary of the MDA be re-aligned, 
which will result in a modest reduction in the size of the site.  However, even if this 
reduction were to be reflected in a pro-rata reduction in the amount of land to be 
developed for housing, I am confident that the net density would still accord with PPG 
advice. 

Miscellaneous Matters  

5.20.105 The Council propose a further FPC and several ORCs in addition to those mentioned 
above.   

5.20.106 FPC 105.02 relates to criterion p) and concerns the provision of low cost and affordable 
housing.  I am satisfied that this criterion as suggested to be changed accords with my 
recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and supporting text.  

5.20.107 ORC 105.04 and ORC 105.05 (incorrectly identified in ID4 as an ORC to policy AY.14) 
relate to criteria k) and l) respectively and require the provision of sports pitches and 
children’s play spaces to be made in accordance with the NPFA’s standards.  I am satisfied 
that these criteria as suggested to be changed accord with current PPG17, Sport and 
Recreation, advice. 

5.20.108 ORC 105.06 relates to criterion n), and seeks to cross-reference the criterion to policy 
GP.137.  However, as my earlier recommended modifications to GP.137 exclude reference 
to a 50m ‘protection zone’ beneath overhead power lines, it follows that I cannot support 
this ORC. 

Conclusions 

5.20.109 Berryfields MDA comprises the largest, and hence most significant, allocation in the 
DDLP.  I have considered all objections, whether in principle or detail, to the proposal.  
But none are sufficient either in themselves or in conjunction with others to cause me to 
recommend that the allocation be deleted. 

5.20.110 I have earlier recognised that the proposed MDA will not be completed during the present 
Plan period.  However, in my view, it is entirely appropriate for the allocation and 
development process, including the preparation of the planning brief, to look beyond the 
present Plan period.  This will ensure that the MDA is developed on a comprehensive 
basis and will provide certainty for developers.  Both of which are essential for the 
successful completion of this complex and multi-faceted scheme. 

Recommendation: 
5.20.111 I recommend that:- 

5.20.112 Policy AY.15 be modified in accordance with ORCs 104.01; 104.02; 104.03; 104.04 
subject to its modification to accord with my recommendations concerning policies AY.3 
(to be deleted) and AY.5, and to supporting text; 105.04; 105.05; 105.07; 105.08; and 
105.09. 

5.20.113 Policy AY.15 be modified in accordance with FPCs 105.01 and 105.02. 

5.20.114 No modifications be made in accordance with PC 5.18 and ORCs 105.03 and 105.06. 

5.20.115 Specific land area requirements for social and other facilities in all criteria be deleted, 
including those contained in ORCs recommended above for inclusion in the Plan. 

5.20.116 Text and safeguarding 50m wide amenity protection areas beneath overhead power lines 
in criterion n) be deleted. 
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5.20.117 The north-western boundary of the proposed MDA be realigned immediately to the south-
east of the ridgeline that presently lies within and towards the north-western edge of the 
site.  The Proposals Map to be modified accordingly.  

5.20.118 The Proposals Map be modified to show the revised and updated extent of Main River 
Floodplain, and the revised alignment of the Western Link Road in accordance with FPC 
0.06.  

5.20.119 Policy AY.15 and supporting text be modified to confirm that the allocation is for a total 
of some 3000 dwellings (subject to Review), of which some 1850 will be completed 
during the Plan period. 

5.20.120 Supporting text and tables be modified as necessary elsewhere throughout the Plan.  

 

 

5.21 Policy AY.16: Weedon Hill 
Supporter: 

 DD2598 Hallam Land Management Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD2536 Bucks Archaeological 

Society 
 DD0007 Mr Appleby 
 DD0018 Mr & Mrs Plowman 

 DD2554 Old Road Securities plc  DD0025 Mr Walker 
 DD2585  The Berryfields 

Consortium 
 DD0026 Mrs Cadwell 
 DD0027 Mr/Ms Thomson 

 DD2795 Lakeside Land Ltd  DD0028 Mr/Ms Ottaway 
 DD2861 Ms Wells  DD0030 Mr & Mrs Gussin 
 DD2892 Mr & Mrs Stappard  DD0046 British Horse Society 
 DD5637 Mr & Mrs Richardson  DD0094 Ms Crisp and Mr Haley 
 DD5660 Ms Watts  DD0121 Mr Bedden 
 DD5675 Mr Spencer-Bernard  DD0228 Mr Emmerson 
 DD5709 Mr Shepherd-Smith  DD0531 Southern Arts 
 DD5711 Nether Winchendon Parish 

Meeting 
 DD1014 Mrs Miller 
 DD1045 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes  DD5932 Mr Brockman 
 DD5933 Mrs Brockman  DD1065* Ramblers Association 
 DD5998 Mr Ashall  DD1091 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD6001 Mrs Lawrence  DD1092 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD6019 Ms Mitchell  DD1653 Mr/Ms Russell 
 DD6020 Mrs Main  DD1661 Mr South 
 DD6039 Mr & Ms Ellis  DD1757 Mrs Saedi 
 DD6048 Skillion Ltd  DD1770 Mr/Ms Speller 
 DD6203 Buckinghamshire Health 

Authority 
 DD1779 Mr Long 
 DD1825 Mr/Ms Watts 

 DD6226 Mr/Ms Prentice  DD1835 Mrs Sheppard 
 DD6373 Mr Woodlock  DD1848 Mr Osbaldeston 
 DD6385 Dr Cox  DD1850 Mr & Ms Constant 
 DD6389 Mr & Mrs Birks  DD2158 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD6391 Mrs Cox  DD2234 Bucks County Museum 
 DD6659 Watermead Homes Ltd  DD2305 Trustees of W T Bell, 

Deceased  DD6845 Dunlin Ltd 
 DD6877 J J Gallagher Ltd  DD2313 Mrs Ward 
 DD6968 * Mr Smith  DD2339 Mr Smith 
 DD6969 * Mr Smith  DD2341 Ms South 
 DD6970 * Mr Smith  DD2346 Templeview 

Developments Ltd  DD7034 Station Road Trust  
 DD7066 Old Road Securities Ltd 
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 DD7084 The Aylesbury Society  DD7456 Mr Simmonds 
 DD7096 Messrs. Armstrong, 

Collier, Evett, French & 
Lowe 

 DD7458 Mr & Mrs Wagstaff 
 DD7459 Mr Nicol 
 DD7461 Mrs Nicol 

 DD7145 The Environment Agency  DD7574 Mrs Cordell 
 DD7206 English Heritage  DD7598 Mrs Spencer-Bernard 
 DD7226 County Archaeological 

Service 
 DD7703 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD7769 The House Builders 

Federation  DD7400 Hardwick Parish Council 
 * objection withdrawn  

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.19) 
 CO0179 Hallam Land Management Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
Issues of Principle 

5.21.1 Whether brownfield land elsewhere in the District should be developed in preference to 
this greenfield site.  

5.21.2 Whether development of the Weedon Hill MDA is necessary or desirable.  Or whether it 
would be better to develop one or more alternative sites around Aylesbury, in nearby 
villages, or elsewhere throughout the District. 

5.21.3 Whether the detail contained in AY.16 is necessary, given that AY.14 provides general 
support for this and other MDA proposals, while detailed matters can more readily be dealt 
with at the planning brief stage.  

5.21.4 Whether additional details are required concerning phasing, funding, and the proportional 
contributions that developer's will be asked to pay. 

5.21.5 Whether the site at Weedon Hill should be expanded to accommodate up to 1,000 
dwellings in order to enhance viability. 

Site Specific Issues 
5.21.6 Whether the River Thame should be maintained as the northern boundary to the town. 

5.21.7 Whether the proposed development would detrimentally affect the drainage system of the 
River Thame, thereby increasing the risk of flooding. 

5.21.8 Whether the proposed development is sustainable in terms of its relationship with the 
existing built-up area. 

5.21.9 Whether the proposed development would result in undesirable intrusion into the 
countryside and the consequential coalescence of settlements.  

5.21.10 Whether the proposed would be visually intrusive. 

5.21.11 Whether the proposed development would result in unacceptable ecological harm caused 
by the loss of valuable wildlife habitats.  

5.21.12 Whether the proposed development would result in excessive light pollution. 

5.21.13 Whether the proposed development will result in an unacceptable increase in traffic flows 
and congestion on the A413 and at the Watermead and Horse and Jockey junctions, or 
otherwise be detrimental to highway safety.  Whether the signalisation of the Watermead 
roundabout would be effective and can be justified. 

5.21.14 Whether existing infrastructure is sufficient to cope with the anticipated level of 
development.  Or whether adequate provision can be made for requisite social facilities.  
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And alternatively, whether the policy requirements for facilities are excessive or unduly 
restrictive. 

5.21.15 Whether the proposed development would adversely affect the setting of the Quarrendon 
Scheduled Ancient Monument and the unwarranted destruction of the site of the Battle of 
Weedon Hill.  

5.21.16 Whether the proposal would result in the severance of public rights of way. 

5.21.17 Whether the envisaged density of development is unrealistically high. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
Introduction  

5.21.18 Policy AY.16 provides policy support for the allocation of the proposed Weedon Hill 
MDA. The allocated site extends to some 50ha, and is intended to provide some 850 
dwellings on 21.5ha of land, together with a range of community facilities. 

5.21.19 Many of the objections and issues relating to the Weedon Hill MDA are similar or 
identical to those considered in respect of the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, I 
have considered each issue afresh in the specific context of Weedon Hill, although it is 
inevitable that some of that which follows, in particular that relating to the principles of 
the proposed development, will be similar/identical to my earlier conclusions re AY.15.  
While this may appear repetitious, it will enable my considerations re AY.16 to be read as 
a single entity, without excessive cross-referencing to earlier text. 

5.21.20 I have earlier considered the broad development strategy for the Plan and recommended 
that it be modified to direct 65% of new housing development to Aylesbury and 35% to 
the Rural Areas.  I have also reviewed the housing requirement/provision figures for 
Aylesbury and concluded that, in order to meet a rounded outstanding requirement of 3550 
dwellings, allocations must be made for some 2700 dwellings on greenfield sites; the 
balance of 850 dwellings will be provided on brownfield sites. 

5.21.21 The Plan proposes three mixed-use MDAs; Berryfields, Broughton Stocklake and Weedon 
Hill, containing some 3000, 1600 and 850 dwellings respectively.  The proposed total of 
5450 dwellings significantly exceeds my calculated outstanding greenfield site 
requirement for 2700 dwellings.  I conclude later in my report that the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA should be deleted, and have earlier concluded that some 1850 dwellings 
will be completed at the Berryfields MDA (out of a total of some 3000 dwellings) during 
the Plan period.  The completion of 850 dwellings at Weedon Hill, which I am confident 
can be achieved during the Plan period, will thus provide the requisite new site total of 
2700 dwellings. 

Issues of Principle 

5.21.22 A number of objectors have suggested that the allocation of this (and other) greenfield site 
is unnecessary, and that new development should be directed to brownfield sites elsewhere 
in Aylesbury and throughout the District.  I have earlier assessed the strategic objectives of 
the development strategy in the context of PPG and RPG advice, and there is no reason for 
me to reiterate my detailed considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that PPG3 
advice concerning the development of brownfield sites is clear.  The presumption 
throughout is that when allocating land for development, brownfield sites should take 
priority over greenfield land.  The exception to this principle is where previously 
developed land performs so badly in relation to the selection criteria in para. 31 of the PPG 
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so as to preclude its use for housing.  These criteria include location and accessibility, 
infrastructure, and the ability to build communities.  The Plan identifies a number of 
brownfield sites in Aylesbury (and elsewhere) that satisfy the selection criteria.  However, 
as previously concluded, these criteria effectively preclude, in principle, the allocation of 
remote rural brownfield sites on grounds of their relative isolation and absence of easy 
access to jobs and services by means other than the private car; the inadequacy of public 
utilities and social infrastructure; and the difficulty of establishing a viable community 
sufficient to support new physical and social facilities.  Furthermore, the level of 
investment required to resolve these shortcomings, including the provision of a level of 
pubic transport to achieve a significant modal shift away from the use of the private car or 
the provision of adequate services and facilities, would be excessive for the amount of 
development proposed.   

5.21.23 It must be recognised that, in comparison with many other urban areas, there is a relative 
shortage of brownfield land in Aylesbury.  I am satisfied that the development strategy 
gives sufficient emphasis to the development of brownfield sites, and that relevant sites in 
Aylesbury have been identified and allocated.  In the absence of sufficient brownfield land 
to accommodate the requisite level of development envisaged during the Plan period, it is 
thus necessary for greenfield land to be allocated. 

5.21.24 Suggestion has also been made that it would be better to distribute development on a 
number of smaller sites around Aylesbury, and possibly elsewhere, rather than concentrate 
development on relatively few MDAs in Aylesbury.  

5.21.25 PPG3 advises that in order to promote more sustainable patterns of development and make 
better use of previously developed land, the focus for additional housing should be 
existing towns and cities.  When identifying sites to be allocated for housing, local 
planning authorities are advised to follow a systematic search sequence starting with the 
re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, then urban 
extensions, and finally new development around nodes in good public transport corridors.  
PPG13 reiterates PPG3 advice and seeks to promote a pattern of development that will 
reduce the growth in the number and length of motorise journeys, encourage alternative 
means of travel which have less environmental impact and reduce reliance on the private 
car.  In contrast, a dispersed pattern of development would be unable to finance the radical 
change in the provision of public transport facilities envisaged in the Plan, would thereby 
result in additional car usage, and so would be significantly less sustainable.  

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

 1. giving priority to the redevelopment of urban brownfield sites; 

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

3. accommodating a small proportion of development in the Rural Areas at a limited 
number of the most sustainable settlements; 

 4 limited development elsewhere. 
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5.21.27 I have earlier concurred with the Council’s approach to the strategic location of new 
development, and am satisfied that it accords with PPG advice.   

5.21.28 In light of the above, I am thus likewise satisfied that it is appropriate in principle to 
allocate greenfield land immediately beyond the existing urban edge of Aylesbury to 
accommodate the majority of development proposed in the Plan. Peripheral town 
expansion in limited concentrations is recognised in PPG3 as a key element in producing a 
sustainable strategy capable of accommodating large amounts of development.  
Furthermore, this form of development strategy offers the best opportunities to provide for 
balanced, vibrant communities by grouping a mix of uses together and providing for most 
daily needs in the locality.  Creating mixed communities is a key element in PPG1, PPG3 
and PPG13 advice concerning sustainable development.  Weedon Hill is one such site. 

5.21.29 In selecting suitable locations on the edge of Aylesbury, the Council sought to identify 
locations that avoided the most environmentally sensitive locations and minimised the 
anticipated increase in car journeys.  They also sought to ensure that the sites could be 
linked to the town centre and beyond by a proposed PPTC, and that the inevitable increase 
in car borne traffic could be accommodated on the principal road network rather than less 
suited rural lanes.  I examine below those environmental and other issues that are the 
subject of objection with regards to the proposed Weedon Hill MDA.  However, I am 
satisfied that the principles behind the identification of Weedon Hill as the location for a 
MDA are sound. 

5.21.30 The Weedon Hill allocation is for some 850 dwellings plus a range of community 
facilities.  The scale of the allocation has been established by an iterative process of testing 
and elimination, applying a range of environmental, social and economic criteria to a range 
of options and sites around the town.   

5.21.31 An objector has suggested that the level of detail contained in AY.16 is unnecessary on 
grounds that the principle of development at the MDAs is established by AY.14, while the 
preparation of planning briefs obviates the need for site specific policies in the Plan.  I do 
not wholly support this suggestion.  Policy AY.14 confirms that the planning briefs to be 
prepared for each MDA will be the subject of public consultation and adopted by the 
Council as SPG, and that applications for planning permission for all or part of any MDA 
will be assessed having regard to, inter-alia, the provisions of relevant SPG.   I do not 
regard this confirmation of the development process as sufficient to obviate the need for 
site specific policies for each MDA.  On the contrary, they are key policies in the Plan in 
that they articulate site specific proposals shown on the Proposals Map, and identify the 
facilities and infrastructure required to support the scale of development proposed.  
However, I share this and other objectors’ concern that AY.16 is unduly prescriptive with 
regard to specifying precise site (referred to as ‘land’) areas for certain community 
facilities. This level of detail is unnecessary, and should be dealt with by means of the 
planning brief.  The detailed requirement of each criterion may well change as the scheme 
evolves, as indeed several already have.  Such changes should, in theory, require a formal 
amendment to the Plan.  In contrast, this form of change can be more easily handled by 
means of an alteration to the planning brief / SPG.  The principle of omitting site (land) 
areas, other than broad indications of the proposed extent of principal land uses eg 
residential etc which I support, applies throughout the remainder of the policy and Plan.  I 
recommend accordingly.  

5.21.32 The additional details requested by several objectors concerning phasing, funding and 
proportional contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and other facilities are 
now included in policy AY.5 as suggested to be changed and recommended to be 

 273



Inspector’s Report Part I : Aylesbury  

modified, and as supported by associated policies and supporting text as likewise 
suggested to be changed and recommended to be modified.  There is thus no reason to 
duplicate these details in AY.16. 

5.21.33 Finally, with regard to issues of principle, it has been suggested that the MDA should be 
expanded to accommodate up to 1,000 dwellings in order to enhance the viability of the 
scheme.  I do not support this suggestion.  Although the smallest of the three proposed 
mixed use MDAs, there is no evidence before me to suggest that the viability of the 
scheme is in any way in serious doubt, or that an additional 150 dwellings are required to 
achieve viability.  Furthermore, an increase in the number dwellings proposed would result 
in over provision during the Plan period, and may result in pressure for the extension of 
the MDA beyond its current boundaries, with consequential unnecessary encroachment 
onto additional greenfield land and visual intrusion. (See also CP127, chapter 6). 

Site Specific Considerations  

(a)  River Thame as a Boundary 

5.21.34 A number of objectors have suggested that between the A413 and A41(T) the River 
Thame should be maintained as the northern boundary of the town, and that development 
should not be permitted beyond this recognisable physical feature.  However, in my view 
the River does not form a sufficiently strong feature itself to visually define the edge of 
this part of the town.  Rather it is the fact that this area is prone to flood that has effectively 
prevented development extending up to and beyond the River in the past.  Furthermore, it 
cannot be argued that the River forms an historic boundary, given that development 
immediately to the south is less than 40 years old. 

5.21.35 While it may be desirable in principle to identify and use physical features as the boundary 
of built-up areas, it is inevitable that in selecting large areas for new development certain 
compromises have to be made.  On balance, having regard to the environmental, socio-
economic and transport constraints to development in other locations around Aylesbury 
compared with the benefits in terms of sustainability that can be achieved by means of 
development at Weedon Hill, I do not regard the scale or character of this section of the 
River Thame as so significant or important in itself to justify it continuing to form the 
definitive edge of this part of Aylesbury. 

(b)  Drainage and Flooding 

5.21.36 Concern has been expressed that the proposed development would detrimentally affect the 
drainage system to the River Thame, and thereby increase the risk of flooding.  This 
concern has been exacerbated by flooding during recent winters which local residents 
maintain exceeded previous levels.  In their view global warming and other climatic 
changes will produce ever more severe seasonal flooding.  Furthermore, they fear that this 
situation will be exacerbated by rapid run off from built development, resulting in 
intermittent but severe flash floods.  

5.21.37 It is important to note at the outset that the Environment Agency, the agency primarily 
responsible for ensuring that proposed development neither exacerbates existing flooding 
problems nor is itself liable to be flooded, has not objected to AY.16 on grounds of actual 
or potential flood risk.  However, the River Thame, which is liable to flood, defines the 
southern boundary of the proposed MDA, and thus a significant part of the site lies within 
floodplain.  The existing and potential increase in flood risk is thus a matter that requires 
careful consideration. 
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5.21.38 I understand (from evidence submitted in connection with the Berryfields MDA) that the 
information for the River Thame Main River Floodplain shown on the Proposals Map is 
take from the EA’s 1981 Bylaw maps.  I further understand that in 1988 the EA undertook 
a modelling exercise of the River Thame and Bear Brook.  This has subsequently been 
used by the Berryfields Consortium to define an updated and more accurate floodplain for 
that MDA.  There is no evidence before me to suggest that the prospective developers of 
the Weedon Hill MDA have undertaken a similar exercise, although it is reasonable to 
assume that the floodplain impacting on the Weedon Hill MDA likewise requires revision.  
This matter needs to be resolved by the parties, and a definitive floodplain for the purpose 
of the proposed development agreed with the EA as the extent of a 1:100 year event.  The 
agreed floodplain should, if different, replace that shown on the Proposals Map.   

5.21.39 The planning brief for the Weedon Hill MDA will need to have regard to the full extent of 
the agreed line in order to ensure that built development does not encroach onto the 
floodplain.  Indications are that those areas liable to flood are to be used for open and 
recreational uses, including ecological mitigation and possibly linked elements of a 
peripheral country park.  I deal with objections concerning the proposed country park 
(policy AY.52) later in my report.  However, as a failsafe, policy GP.90 (as recommended 
to be modified) seeks to prevent development within floodplains that would materially 
impede the flow of floodwater, reduce their capacity for water storage, or increase the 
number of people or properties at risk. 

5.21.40 The contours of the site are such that it drains southwards to the River.  It will thus be 
essential to ensure that the increased rate of run-off occasioned by the proposed 
development does not precipitate flash floods. Within the MDA itself source control 
methods, rather than conventional attenuation, are to be used to control storm water 
disposal.  A number of alternative techniques have also been suggested, including grass 
swales, filter strips, detention ponds and wetlands as means of dissipating stormflow peaks 
in an environmentally acceptable manner.  But it appears from submitted evidence that the 
details of these methods and their application have yet to be fully resolved.  While I am 
confident that it will be possible to devise an efficient and practicable surface water 
drainage scheme for the site, this is too detailed an issue for me to consider in the context 
of the Local Plan.  It will thus be essential for this matter to be resolved in the planning 
brief.  The individual elements of the drainage scheme will also have to be programmed in 
conjunction with the appropriate phases of the development in order to ensure that the 
drainage and development phasing strategies are complementary. 

5.21.41 In conclusion, I am satisfied that, in accordance with advice in PPG25, Development and 
Flood Risk, it will be possible for a realistic floodplain to be defined and protected to deal 
with 1:100 year floods along the River Thame within the MDA, and that it will likewise be 
possible for adequate measures to be put in place to deal with all but the most severe flash 
floods.  The protection of the floodplain and phased implementation of attenuation 
measures will be controlled by the planning brief. 

(c)  Sustainability 

5.21.42 Several objectors have questioned the sustainability of the proposed MDA, and suggest 
that it will increase reliance on the private car.  Concern has also been expressed that the 
absence of provision for employment uses within the MDA will result in additional car 
useage. 

5.21.43 The proposed MDA is situated immediately north of the existing built-up area, and is to be 
linked with the town centre by means of a PPTC.  I am satisfied that the MDA is 
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physically well located in terms of its relationship with the town and its facilities in 
general, and that the PPTC link is capable of implementation.  Both factors, together with 
the potential to establish a series of inter-linked footpaths and cycleways, will serve to 
reduce reliance on the private car.  Furthermore, the proposed PPTC will link through the 
town centre with the PPTC link to Berryfields, which will itself provide an attractive link 
to main areas of employment alongside the Bicester Road.  This will, to some extent, 
obviate the need for the inclusion of land for employment within the MDA.  Additionally, 
the proposed MDA will be close to a substantial area of proposed employment at 
Berryfields, and thus there would be little benefit in location additional employment at 
Weedon Hill.  Indeed, it is possible that inclusion would result in the undesirable 
fragmentation of employment activities, and could result in over-provision. 

(d)  Intrusion and Coalescence 

5.21.44 Several objectors have expressed concern that the proposed MDA will result in the 
intrusion of development into the open countryside, and thereby tend towards undesirable 
coalescence with nearby settlements.  It is inevitable that, being situated on the northern 
fringe of the town, the proposed MDA will intrude into the open countryside; this 
intrusion will extend for a maximum of 1km, a few metres further north than the nearby 
Watermead development.  I consider the visual consequences of this intrusion below.  The 
proposed MDA will extend as far north as the small hamlet of Weedon Hill.  However, the 
nearest settlements of significance to the north, Weedon and Hardwick, are situated some 
2 and 3km beyond the northern-most limit of the MDA, and thus, in my view, too distant 
and scattered to preclude actual or perceived coalescence. 

(e)  Visual Impact  

5.21.45 The proposed MDA is situated on south facing slopes north of the River Thame.  The site 
is orientated towards the centre of Aylesbury, and rises gently from some 72m amsl 
alongside the river to some 83m amsl at Weedon Hill Farm.  The land continues to rise to 
the north to some 90m amsl at Evelyns Patch, a small wood, beyond which it dips slightly 
before rising again to some 120m amsl at Weedon.  A shallow ridge, rising to some 85m 
amsl lies along the northen edge of the site and runs south-west from Weedon Hill towards 
the Quarrendon SAM.  Neither the site nor the adjoining land are subject to any national or 
local landscape quality designation.  

5.21.46 Within the site itself, the River Thame floodplain is a typically flat low-lying area, 
primarily under pasture.  Visual interest is provided by the River and scattered clumps of 
trees.  Urban fringe influences predominate to the south, including the northern edge of the 
Quarrendon housing estate, terraced sports pitches and enclosures.  North of the river, on 
the gently rising slopes, the site comprises four large intensively farmed arable fields sub-
divided by mature hedgerows with a scattering of mature trees, several of which are scarce 
native black poplar.  A well established hedgerow follows the break of slope and visually 
separates the valley side from the ridge top.  The top consists of a single extensive arable 
field, devoid of features apart from Weedon Hall Farm itself, which is distinguished by 
mature trees and vegetation.  West of the site the Quarrendon SAM is under permanent 
pasture, and is visible as a series of low mounds with some shrub vegetation.  To the east, 
beyond the A413, is a large artificial mound and excavated lake associated with the 
Watermead development. 

5.21.47 Despite the rising nature of the proposed site, public visibility is limited as subtle changes 
in topography together with visually overlapping hedgerows and trees combine to create a 
comparatively restricted visual envelope.  From the riverside footpath and residential 
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development to the south, views northwards are frequently restricted by intervening 
hedgerows.  From the north, only the A413 and a single footpath running south and west 
from Weedon village provide views towards and into the site.  But again these are 
restricted by intervening hedgerows, and foreshortened by the land within the site sloping 
away from the viewer.  From the west the site is screened by the undulating Quarrendon 
SAM and a thick blackthorn boundary hedge.  And from the east and from northward 
views on the A413, the site is screened by a continuous roadside boundary hedge. 

5.21.48 The interaction between topography and vegetation thus ensures that the proposed site is 
for the most part screened from public view, while none of the few views into the site can 
be regarded as highly sensitive when taken in the context of the wider panorama.  I am 
thus satisfied that the proposed MDA will not be visually intrusive, and that it will be 
possible to satisfactorily integrate the scheme visually with both the built-up area to the 
south and surrounding countryside.  However, care will have to be taken at the detailed 
design stage to ensure that development does not intrude onto the ridge top towards the 
northern boundary of the site, and that the setting of the Quarrendon SAM is respected.  
These matters are too detailed to be considered as part of the Local Plan, and must therefor 
be addressed in the planning brief. 

(f)  Ecological Impact 

5.21.49 PPG9, Nature Conservation, requires LPAs to have regard to the relative significance of 
international, national, local and informal designations in considering the weight to be 
attached to nature conservation interests, while taking care to avoid unnecessary 
constraints to development.  The presence of a protected species is a material 
consideration to be taken into account when considering development proposals, including 
the allocation of land for residential development.  This advice is carried forward by 
means of CSP policies, and specifically in the DDLP by policy GP.88 as recommended to 
be modified.  It is thus important to note at the outset that no statutory nature conservation 
designation, such as SSSI, covers any part of the proposed Weedon Hill MDA site or 
adjacent land. 

5.21.50 The proposed site comprises predominantly open arable land bounded and divided by 
mature hedgerows.  This is a very common habitat, both locally and nationally, which 
provides few opportunities for wildlife because of its poor range of species and limited 
structural diversity.  This paucity of interest is exacerbated by intensive management and 
frequent applications of fertilisers and pesticides.  Overall, I consider it to be of low 
ecological value. 

5.21.51 Hedgerows within and bounding the site are generally unmanaged, of sound structure, 
with low to medium species diversity, being dominated by hawthorn, blackthorn and 
bramble.  They provide a linked refuge and feeding area for local wildlife.  However, they 
are not particularly species rich, and are therefore of relatively low ecological value. The 
linked habitats they presently provide and their ecological value could be easily recreated 
by means of extensive hedgerow planting within the proposed MDA. 

5.21.52 Several of the hedges contain mature trees.  These add to the habitat diversity and include 
ash, hawthorn, crack willow and elm.  There are also a number of native black poplars in 
hedgerows on the eastern boundary and within the site.  These are a nationally uncommon 
species of moderate to high local value, and their retention and protection is a matter for 
concern.  The existing trees should be retained within the development scheme.  The 
planting of female native black poplars may assist their long-term regeneration.  However, 
this is unlikely to ensure the long-term retention of these uncommon trees and I thus 
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suggest that the mitigation strategy, although not before me as part of the Plan, should 
include long-tem provision for replacement planting.  

5.21.53 There is a small field pond in the north-western corner of the site.  This is shaded, 
somewhat overgrown and of low ecological value.  If retained, appropriate management 
would considerably enhance its ecological value. 

5.21.54 The southern part of the site lies within the River Thame floodplain, while the river itself 
forms the southern boundary to the site.  The river supports diverse and in places dense 
aquatic, emergent and bank-side vegetation which is of moderate to high ecological value. 
The floodplain area is to remain free of build development, and I am satisfied that with 
careful management it should be possible for the ecological and linear habitat value of the 
river to be maintained.  

5.21.55 There is a limited range of common fauna within the site.  A badger set has been identified 
on the eastern boundary.  However, the predominantly arable character of the site provides 
limited opportunity for foraging, and thus foraging is likely to take place to the east.  I 
understand that, as a result, a number of road fatalities have occurred.  Badgers are a 
protected species.  No other protected species have been found residing or breeding within 
the site.   

5.21.56 Over thirty species of birds have been recorded within the site; none of which are 
protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  However, the intensively 
managed arable area does not offer long-term feeding opportunities for a significant 
number of birds and is thus of negligible ornithological interest.  The hedgerows support a 
limited range of common farmland species and are of low to moderate ornithological 
interest.  In contrast, the floodplain area attracts a wider range of species, due to the 
presence of unmanaged grassland with its associated seed and invertebrate food resources, 
and is thus of moderate ornithological interest.  I understand that lapwing, a species the 
RSPB are trying to protect, have been observed over-wintering on the floodplain.  
However, the Buckinghamshire Bird Club, which is responsible for identifying sites of 
ornithological importance throughout the County, have not identified Weedon Hill as 
being of significance in this respect.  Maintaining the open nature of the floodplain as 
proposed will thus ensure that, with appropriate management, much of its ecological value 
will be retained. 

5.21.57 It must be acknowledged that the overall ecological value of the proposed site is low, 
being a reflection of its predominant use as arable land.  Hedgerows provide some habitat 
diversity, but they do not make a significant contribution to the ecological value of the site 
as a whole. The floodplain is the most ecologically diverse area.  In my view, the retention 
of the floodplain together with on and off-site mitigation measures, including wildlife 
corridors, will, in the main, be capable of adequately compensating for the loss of existing 
habitats.  Furthermore, the ecological value of the completed development should not be 
under-estimated.  It is likely that following the initial period of disturbance cause by 
construction, many of the breeding birds and species of common wildlife presently within 
the site will breed successfully within the development, utilising the range of habitats 
provided by maturing gardens and structural landscaping.  Indeed, given the somewhat 
sterile ecological character of the area at present, it is possible that when mature, and with 
proper maintenance and management, domestic gardens, structural landscaping and open 
spaces within the MDA will provide a more species rich ecological environment than 
exists at present. 
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(g)  Light Pollution 
5.21.58 Several objectors maintain that the increase in light pollution occasioned by the proposed 

MDA will be unduly intrusive, particularly when viewed from the north.   

5.21.59 Policy GP.62 as recommended to be modified confirms the Council’s intention to 
minimise light pollution by controlling intensity and direction at source.  However, it is 
inevitable that the development of some 50ha of land at Weedon Hill will result in an 
increase in light pollution at night on the northern side of Aylesbury, and that this will be 
visible at a distance from high ground to the north.  While the loss of the dark night sky 
over Weedon Hill may be regrettable, it must be borne in mind that the built up area of 
Aylesbury is situated immediately to the south, and that this is the source of a much more 
extensive area of light pollution.  From most vantage points light pollution from the 
proposed MDA will thus be seen as part of the greater whole, and as such will be neither 
excessive nor unduly intrusive.   

(h)  Highways and Traffic  

5.21.60 The proposed MDA is situated immediately west of the A413, north of the existing built-
up area of Aylesbury.  The DDLP proposes that from a point towards the northern edge of 
the MDA, coinciding with a proposed park and ride site, the A413 be adapted and 
managed to form a PPTC, linking the MDA with the town centre.  It further proposes that 
from the same point a link road, the WLR, be constructed through the site to the northern 
edge of the proposed MDA, continuing beyond the MDA to link north of the Quarrendon 
SAM with a similar extension of the WLR extending eastwards from the Berryfields 
MDA.  The completed road will provide a link between the A41(T)  and the A413.  A 
junction on the WLR will provide access into the MDA.  It is also proposed that access be 
provided into the site from the Watermead roundabout, and that the whole of that junction 
be signalised.  

5.21.61 Objectors maintain that the proposed MDA will result in excessive traffic congestion at the 
Watermead and Horse and Jockey roundabouts, and in particular on Watermead and the 
A413 approaching the town centre.  Furthermore, the WLR is to be realigned in 
accordance with FPC 0.06, principally to give greater protection to the Quarrendon SAM.  
However, the line of the easternmost stretch of the proposed route has not yet been agreed.  
It is thus possible that it will enter at a different point and follow an alternative route 
through the MDA to that shown on the Proposals Map before joining the A413, possibly in 
the vicinity of the junction shown, or alternatively further south.  The alignment of the 
WLR as re-aligned in accordance with FPC 0.06 and as finally agreed should be shown on 
the Proposals Map and indicated in the planning brief for the MDA.  However, the re-
alignment of the proposed WLR does not undermine the principle of these objections. 

5.21.62 The Watermead roundabout is already subject to peak-hour congestion along the A413 
and, in the mornings, along Watermead into the Watermead estate.  Particular concern has 
been expressed that the capacity at this roundabout is inadequate to cope with the 
anticipated increase in traffic flow joining the A413 from the proposed MDA.  However, 
having considered the highway and traffic evidence submitted in support of the Weedon 
Hill proposal in detail, I am satisfied that while congestion may increase in the short-term 
pending completion of the WLR, the enlargement and signalisation of the roundabout will 
enable the proposed development to take place without causing an unacceptable increased 
in congestion on either the A413 or Watermead.  The enlargement and signalisation 
should, however be undertaken at the commencement of development and the phasing 
adjusted as development progresses.  This should be a requirement of the planning brief. 
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5.21.63 Likewise, I am satisfied that improvements to the Horse and Jockey roundabout, including 
either partial or full signalisation, will enable the proposed MDA to be undertaken without 
producing an unacceptable increase in congestion and delay on Buckingham Road, 
Weedon Road or Elmhurst Road, although an increase in congestion pending completion 
of the WLR must be anticipated.  Again signalisation should be undertaken at the 
commencement of development, and the phasing adjusted as development progresses. 

5.21.64 The A413 is one of the principal radial routes into the town centre.  The standard of the 
road within the built-up area is, in my view, sufficient to accommodate the requisite works 
necessary to create the proposed PPTC.  Completion of the PPTC, cycle and footpath 
links, together with the introduction of improved public transport facilities, will help to 
reduce traffic congestion and should be implemented in accordance with policy AY.5 as 
recommended to be modified. 

5.21.65 Concern has also been expressed that policy AY.16 does not indicate when the requisite 
link roads and other transport infrastructure is to be provided.  ALUT strategy model 
testing established the amount of development at Weedon Hill and the other MDAs that, in 
the absence of the proposed link roads but with other measures in place for public 
transport, walking and cycling, would result in the network-wide congestion index 
exceeding 1.57, the agreed threshold.  The development threshold at which completion of 
the link roads will be required was calculated to be when between 30% and 33% of the 
MDA development is complete.  I have earlier considered objections to this percentage 
threshold in the context of policy AY.5 and expressed my support in principle for the 
figure of 33%, subject to its reassessment in light of my recommended deletion of the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA and its associated ELR and PPTR, and consequential 
anticipated changes in estimated traffic flows.  There is thus no reason for me to reassess 
this figure in the specific context of the Weedon Hill MDA, or to otherwise suggest that 
the MDA should proceed beyond the threshold prior to the completion of the WLR. 

5.21.66 I note that ORC 106.03 suggests an amendment to criterion c), cross-referencing the 
criterion to policies AY.3, AY.5 and supporting text as proposed to be changed.  While I 
support the cross-reference in principle, I have earlier recommended that policy AY.3 be 
deleted with consequential amendments to supporting text, and likewise modifications to 
policy AY.5 and supporting text.  I thus cannot support this ORC.  However, criterion c) 
should be cross-referenced as necessary to policies and text as recommended to be 
modified.  

(i)  Infrastructure 

5.21.67 Several objectors are concerned that existing infrastructure and public services will be 
unable to cope with the amount of development proposed, and question whether adequate 
provision can be made for requisite social facilities. 

5.21.68 I note that no statutory undertaker or service provider has objected to the proposed MDA.  
I must therefore conclude that either existing facilities are adequate to cope with the 
anticipated increase in demand, or that they can be increased or otherwise improved as 
necessary.  The need for additional facilities not previously identified, for example a 
primary health care centre as suggested by an objector, should be investigated during the 
preparation of the planning brief. 

5.21.69 ORC 106.04, concerning criterion g), seeks to amend specific site area and size 
requirements for a combined school.  Other criteria contain similar specific land area 
requirements for a neighbourhood centre, park and ride facility, sports pitches, etc.  While 
I have no objection to these criteria in principle (indeed, that concerning criterion g) 
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resolves objections that the criterion’s requirements are excessive), they should not, as 
previously stated, be area specific, given that circumstances and hence site area 
requirements may change prior to the implementation of the Plan.  The omission of 
specific site (land) areas will afford the Council greater flexibility when negotiating for the 
provision of these facilities.  Indicative site areas should, of course, be included in the 
planning brief. 

(j)  Archaeology 

5.21.70 The proposed MDA abuts the eastern edge of the Quarrendon SAM, the site of a deserted 
mediaeval village.  The MDA also embraces the site of the Battle of Weedon Hill (1642) 
north-west of Holman’s Bridge.  I also understand that field surveys have indicated that 
the area may be of potential Roman interest.  

5.21.71 Objections have been made on grounds that AY.16 makes no provision for any prior 
archaeological assessment or evaluation of the MDA, and fails to acknowledge its 
potential impact on the setting of the SAM.  In both respects the policy is at odds with 
GP.82 which makes provision for the protection of archaeological remains and their 
settings.  Concern has also been expressed that the alignment of the proposed WLR would 
adversely affect the setting of the SAM.  Furthermore, objectors are concerned that the 
proposed MDA fails to recognise the importance of the Battlefield, and that 
implementation would result in the loss of this historic site. 

5.21.72 In response to those objections concerning potential impact on the SAM, and in 
recognition of the potential archaeological significance of the site, the Council suggest the 
inclusion of two additional criteria (FPC 107.01).  These require an archaeological 
evaluation of the site as part of the preparation of the planning brief (criterion p)), and for 
the development to take account of the importance of the SAM and its setting (criterion 
q)).  I am satisfied that these suggested criteria resolve those objections concerning the 
failure of AY.16 to recognise archaeological constraints on the site. 

5.21.73 The Council has also had regard to the potential impact of the WLR, which is shown on 
the Proposals Map as passing within 50m of the SAM.  It is now suggested that the WLR 
be re-aligned to pass a minimum of 100m from the monument, FPC 0.06.  This represents 
a significant improvement, sufficient in my view to resolve this objection.  It has also been 
suggested that a 100m ‘cordon sanitaire’ be provided between the monument and built 
development.  The revised route and ‘cordon sanitaire’ should be confirmed in the 
planning brief, and the Proposals Map modified as necessary. 

5.21.74 I have earlier dealt with objections to policy GP.82 (and GP.83) concerning sites of 
archaeological importance which, as recommended to be modified, confirms that the 
Council will have regard to the need to protect, enhance, and preserve their historic 
interest and setting.  Both FPC 107.01 and the proposed re-alignment of the WLR accord 
with the principles of GP.82 as recommended to be modified.  

5.21.75 It is also, in my view, necessary for the planning brief to recognise the importance to the 
Battlefield.  It may be argued that the site of an ‘open field’ battle is not ‘archaeological’ 
in character in that it does not contain archaeological remains as such (although there will 
almost certainly be scattered artefacts), and is thus not subject to the provisions of GP.82.  
I do not wholly support that view.  Nevertheless, the site is, in my opinion, of sufficient 
importance for it to be included in the evaluation required by proposed criterion p), and for 
its significance to be recognised in the layout of the site.  
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(k)  Rights of Way 
5.21.76 Ramblers and horse riders object to AY.16 on grounds that the proposal fails to make 

provision for footpaths and bridleways which, they suggest, should be linked to the 
countryside and villages beyond.   

5.21.77 Criterion d) seeks to establish a network of cycleways, footpaths and bridleways within the 
proposed MDA and alongside the River Thame, with crossing(s) of the river to the 
existing network and town centre.  And in response to these specific objections, the 
Council suggest that the criterion be amended to require the cycleways etc to be 
segregated (FPC 106.01), and connected to the existing network (ORC 106.02). 

5.21.78 I am satisfied that criterion d) as suggested to be changed will ensure the provision of 
enhanced facilities within the MDA, linked to existing rural footpaths and bridleways in 
the countryside beyond.  Details of the network and links to both town and countryside 
should be included in the planning brief.  

(l)  Density 

5.21.79 Criterion f) allocates 21.5ha of the site for some 850 dwellings.  This equates to a net 
density of some 39 dwellings per ha, which accords with PPG3 advice that densities of 
between 30 and 50 dwellings per ha should be sought in order to make more efficient use 
of land.   

5.21.80 While I do not object to criterion f) in principle it is, in my view, unduly prescriptive.  It 
should therefore be modified to accord with criterion e) in AY.15 as recommended to be 
modified, by recommending that not more than 22ha of land be developed for housing. 

Miscellaneous Matters  

5.21.81 PC 5.19 suggests, in response to objections concerning the strength of protection to be 
given to natural features within the site, that the wording of criterion n) be changed to 
repeat the wording in AY.15n).  Criterion AY.15n) is itself the subject of an ORC, which 
seeks to cross-reference the criterion to policy GP137.  However, as my earlier 
recommended modifications to GP.137 exclude reference to a 50m ‘protection zone’ 
beneath overhead power lines, it follows that I cannot wholly support this PC.  
Furthermore, it is curious that the PC should seek to require a form of words which 
include reference to a protection zone beneath overhead power lines when none cross the 
site.  I do, however, agree in principle the suggestion that criterion AY.16n) should repeat 
the wording contained in AY.15n). 

5.21.82 I further suggest that consistency between AY.15 and AY.16 be maintained by the 
modification of criterion j) and k) to accord with the suggested changes to criterion 
AY.15k) and l), requiring the provision of sports pitches and children’s play spaces to be 
made in accordance with the NPFA’s standards.  

5.21.83 FPC 107.02 relates to criterion m) and concerns the provision of low cost and affordable 
housing.  I am satisfied that this criterion as suggested to be changed accords with my 
recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and supporting text.  

5.21.84 Objection has also been made that the required contribution to a new secondary school at 
Berryfields (criterion e)) cannot be justified.  I do not agree.  I am satisfied in principle and 
on the evidence before me that the additional 850 or thereabout dwellings proposed at 
Weedon Hill, together with the 3000 ultimately proposed at Berryfields, will provide 
sufficient justification for a secondary school, and that it is appropriate in the context of 
C.1/97 for the Council to require a proportional contribution from the developers of the 
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Weedon Hill and Berryfields MDAs towards the capital costs of the buildings and 
ancillary features.  However, the discrepancy between the reference in AY.16e) (which is 
not subject to any PC, FPC or ORC) to a 1200 place school and that in ORC 105.09 
(relating to AY.15h)) to a 1500 place school should be resolved. 

5.21.85 It has also been suggested that criterion h) should be amended to include reference to the 
provision of a neighbourhood food store.  However, as written, criterion h) does not 
preclude the provision of a food store.  I would confidently expect a neighbourhood centre 
to include a food store, and thus it is unnecessary to include specific reference to this 
facility in the criterion.  The scale of the store should be controlled by the planning brief.  
(I understand that this objection, which was recorded as forming part of the objection 
concerning CP127 (DD2529) has subsequently been withdrawn). 

5.21.86 Finally, suggestion has been made that the park and ride site should be excluded from the 
MDA.  I do not agree. The success of the PPTR and associated public transport 
improvements will to a large extent be dependent upon their accessibility.  It is thus 
essential, in my opinion, for the park and ride site to be readily accessible not only for 
motorists entering the town along the A413, but also for residents within the MDA who 
may choose to walk to the site.  

Conclusions 

5.21.87 Weedon Hill MDA complements the larger Berryfields MDA by providing the balance of 
new site housing required in Aylesbury during the Plan period.  It will also provide the 
means to secure the provision of the WLR and other joint facilities, together with a range 
of facilities specific to and precipitated by its own development.  I have considered all 
objections, whether in principle or detail, to the proposal.  However none are sufficient 
either in themselves or in conjunction with others to cause me to recommend that the 
allocation be deleted. 

Recommendation: 
5.21.88 I recommend that:- 

5.21.89 Policy AY.16 be modified in accordance with PC 5.19, subject to the wording of criterion 
n) reflecting my recommended modifications to criterion AY.15n).  

5.21.90 Policy AY.16 be modified in accordance with FPCs 106.01, 107.01 and 107.02. 

5.21.91 Policy AY.16 be modified in accordance with ORC 106.02. 

5.21.92 Criterion c) be modified by cross-referencing to policies and text as recommended to be 
modified.  

5.21.93 No modification be made in accordance with PC 5.20 and ORCs 106.03 and 106.04. 

5.21.94 Specific land area requirements for social and other facilities in all criteria be deleted. 

5.21.95 Criterion f) be modified to require: 

 f)  the provision of not more than 22ha of land for housing development.  

5.21.96 Criteria j) and k) be modified to include confirmation that the provision of sports pitches 
and children’s play areas will be in accordance with the NPFA standards. 

5.21.97 The Proposals Map be modified to show the revised and updated extent of Main River 
Floodplain (if necessary), and the revised alignment of the Western Link Road in 
accordance with FPC 0.06 and as finally agreed.  
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5.22 Policy AY.17: Broughton Stocklake 
Supporters: 

 DD0047 British Horse Society 
 DD0116 Mrs Baker 
 DD0227 Cudhill Enterprises Ltd 
 DD0350 Mr Armstrong 
 DD0351 Hallett Syndicate 
 DD0380 Mrs Armstrong 
 DD0381 Mr Wright 
 DD0382 Ms Styles 
 DD0383 Ms Durham 
 DD0384 Mrs McLeod 
 DD0390 Ms Gregg 
 DD0391 Ms Murray 
 DD0392 Mr Oselton 
 DD0393 Ms Armstrong-Lewis 
 DD0394 Mr Smith 
 DD0395 Ms Whitney 
 DD0396 Mr Buckingham 
 DD0398 Ms Ward 
 DD0403 Mr Grindall 
 DD0404 Mr Smith 
 DD0488 Mr Lewis 
 DD0489 Mr Lewis 
 DD0687 Mr Clarke 
 DD0688 Mr Clarke 
 DD0689 Mr Clarke 
 DD0691 Mr Clarke 
 DD0703 Mrs Clarke 
 DD0814 Mr Miller 
 DD0815 Mr Miller 
 DD0816 Mr Miller 
 DD0977 Mrs Miller 
 DD0978 Mrs Miller 
 DD0980 Mrs Miller 
 DD1301 Sustrans 

 DD1408 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD1645 Mrs Wheels 
 DD1646 Mr Wheels 
 DD1647 Ms Adams 
 DD1648 Miss Lewis 
 DD1649 Mrs Tapping 
 DD1650 Ms Topping 
 DD1651 Ms Kingham 
 DD1652 Mr Bell 
 DD1709 Mr Lewis 
 DD1710 Mr Ashton 
 DD1711 Mr/Ms Waiduck 
 DD1712 Mr Bond 
 DD1714 Ms Wildman 
 DD1715 Mrs Sinclair 
 DD1716 Mrs West 
 DD1795 Armstrong Family 
 DD1801 Mr Cochrane 
 DD1802 Mr Cochrane 
 DD1804 Mrs Cochrane 
 DD1806 Mrs Cochrane 
 DD2308 Mr Spittles 
 DD2309 Mr Lewis 
 DD2310 Mr Simson 
 DD2311 Mr Eames 
 DD6202 Buckinghamshire Health 

Authority 
 DD6457 Mr Carlyle 
 DD7180 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD7536 Trustees of Aylesbury 

Grammar School 
Foundation 

Objectors: 
 DD0053 Mrs Robertson 
 DD0064 Miss Reynolds 
 DD0124 Mrs Tubb 
 DD0231 Miss Bradford 
 DD0283 Mr Robertson 
 DD0321 Mr & Mrs Mifsud 
 DD0322 Mr & Mrs Mifsud 
 DD0325 Mr Brooke 
 DD0334 Mr Mitchell 
 DD0342 Mr Robertson 
 DD0347 Mrs Wall 
 DD0355 Mr & Mrs Griffiths 
 DD0359 Mrs Wall 
 DD0365 Mr Thurston 
 DD0385 Cllr Griffin 
 DD0414 Ms Bromfield 
 DD0490 Mr Halle 
 DD0491 Mr Halle 
 DD0532 Southern Arts 
 DD0690 Mr Clarke 

 DD0692 Mr Clarke 
 DD0693 Mr Clarke 
 DD0713 Mr Wallen 
 DD0784 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0785 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0786 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0787 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0788 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0789 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0790 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0791 Mr & Mrs Gibson 
 DD0857 Mr Miller 
 DD0859 Mr Miller 
 DD0861 Mr Miller 
 DD0863 Mr Miller 
 DD0865 Mr Miller 
 DD0867 Mr Miller 
 DD0886 Mr Miller 
 DD0888 Mr Miller 
 DD0894 Mr Miller 
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 DD0897 Mr Miller  DD1793 Mr Blakey 
 DD0906 Mr Miller  DD1800 Mr Cochrane 
 DD0908 Mr Miller  DD1805 Mrs Cochrane 
 DD0948 Mr Miller  DD1810 Mrs de Selincourt 
 DD0960 Mr Miller  DD1812 Mr Ash 
 DD0961 Mr Miller  DD1860 Mr Vaughan 
 DD0963 Mr Miller  DD2117 Mr Venning 
 DD0964 Mr Miller  DD2235 Bucks County Museum 
 DD1016 Mrs Miller  DD2322 Mr Perrie 
 DD1017 Mrs Miller  DD2338 Mr Smith 
 DD1018 Mrs Miller  DD2342 Ms South 
 DD1020 Mrs Miller  DD2345 Templeview 

Developments Ltd  DD1022 Mrs Miller 
 DD1063 Ramblers Association  DD2404 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD1064* Ramblers Association  DD2485 Weston Turville Parish 

Council  DD1090 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1352 Mr & Mrs Robson  DD2515 British Waterways 
 DD1354 Mr & Mrs Robson  DD2537 Bucks Archaeological 

Society  DD1441 Bierton With Broughton 
Parish Council  DD2553 Old Road Securities plc 

 DD1442 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2586  The Berryfields 
Consortium 

 DD1443 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2600 Hallam Land Management 
Ltd 

 DD1444 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2721 Mr Macleod 
 DD2727 Mr Macleod 

 DD1445 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2728 Mr Macleod 
 DD2729 Mr Macleod 

 DD1446 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2730 Mr Macleod 
 DD2731 Mr Macleod 

 DD1447 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2732 Mr Macleod 
 DD2733 Mr Macleod 

 DD1448 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2845 Mrs Roberts 
 DD2855 Barker Parry Town 

Planning  DD1449 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council  DD2863 Ms Wells 

 DD1450 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2867 Ms Puddefoot 
 DD2873 Mr Vernon 

 DD1451 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2881 Mr Cleasby 
 DD2919 Mr Birch 

 DD1452 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2942 Mr Pritchard 
 DD2946 Mr MacKenzie 

 DD1466 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD4322 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD4374 Mrs Tubb 

 DD1475 Mr Wallen  DD5588 Ms Eldon 
 DD1537 Mr/Ms Bolton  DD5590 Ms Eldon 
 DD1542 Mr Pleeth  DD5592 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1543 Mr Pleeth  DD5593 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1555 Mrs Hyre  DD5594 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1557 Mrs Hyre  DD5596 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1589 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD5598 Mrs Eldon 
 DD5599 Mrs Eldon 

 DD1748 Mr Ferguson  DD5600 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1771 Mr/Ms Speller  DD5601 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1785 Mr Blakey  DD5602 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1786 Mr Blakey  DD5605 Mrs Eldon 
 DD1789 Mr Blakey  DD5617 Mrs Cotton 
 DD1790 Mr Blakey  DD5626 Mr Halls 
 DD1791 Mr Blakey  DD5656 Mr Watts 
 DD1792 Mr Blakey  DD5659 Ms Watts 
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 DD5668 Mr/Ms Hall 
 DD5670 Ms Illsley 
 DD5672 Mr Letts 
 DD5685 Mr Spencer-Bernard 
 DD5697 Mr/Ms Jenkins 
 DD5702 Mr Strother 
 DD5764 Mr Fox 
 DD5794 Mr Burcher 
 DD5796 Mrs Burcher 
 DD5852 Mr Eddy 
 DD5871 Ms Bowden 
 DD5889 Ms Chattian 
 DD5895 Mr Tubb 
 DD5915 Mr Sykes 
 DD5995 Mr Tyrrell 
 DD6017 Mr Bullock 
 DD6049 Skillion Ltd 
 DD6121 Mr Glynn 
 DD6122 Mr Clarke 
 DD6126 Mrs Taylor 
 DD6208 Buckinghamshire Bird  

Club 
 DD6349 Mr Biswell 
 DD6374 Mr Woodlock 
 DD6490 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6491 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6492 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6493 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6494 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6495 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6496 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6497 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6498 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6499 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6500 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6501 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6525 Ms Stephenson 
 DD6527 Mr Stephenson 
 DD6544 Ms Cooper 
 DD6545 Mr Cooper 
 DD6549 Mr Bell 
 DD6550 Mr Bell 
 DD6614 Mr Davies 
 DD6660 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6669  Crest Strategic Projects 

Ltd 
 DD6797 Mrs Mitchell 
 DD6805 Mr Mitchell 
 DD6817 Mrs Stevens 
 DD6824 Mr Stevens 
 DD6831 Miss Haynes 
 DD6878 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6932 Cala Homes (South) Ltd & 

Westbury Homes 
(Holdings) 

 DD6971 Mr Smith 
 DD6973 Mr Smith 
 DD6974 Mr Smith 
 DD6982 Mr & Mrs Chantler 
 DD7035 Station Road Trust 
 DD7067 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD7085 The Aylesbury Society 
 DD7146 The Environment Agency 
 DD7179 Bellway Homes & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD7183 Bryant Homes Technical 

Services Ltd 
 DD7227 County Archaeological 

Service 
 DD7335 English Nature 
 DD7350 Mr Mostyn 
 DD7371 Mr Birch 
 DD7391 Mrs McCullough 
 DD7412 Ms O'Sullivan 
 DD7414 Ms O'Sullivan 
 DD7415 Ms O'Sullivan 
 DD7434 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 

Lynn 
 DD7439 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 

Lynn 
 DD7442 Mr & Ms Blackmore & 

Lynn 
 DD7445 Mr/Ms Molyneux 
 DD7447 Mr Collard 
 DD7449 Cllr Patrick 
 DD7454 Messrs Lear 
 DD7470 Mr Perrie 
 DD7471 Mr Perrie 
 DD7472 Mr Perrie 
 DD7487 BBONT. 
 DD7511 Thames Valley Chamber 

of Commerce and Industry 
 DD7538 Trustees of Aylesbury 

Grammar School 
Foundation 

 DD7539 Mrs Venables 
 DD7540 Mr Tubb 
 DD7554 Mr & Mrs Clark 
 DD7556 Mr Mayer-Gross 
 DD7599 Mrs Spencer-Bernard 
 DD7612 c/o Bierton Combined 

School 
 DD7770 The House Builders 

Federation  
 DD7890 Rail Property Ltd 
 DD8006** Crest Strategic Projects 

Ltd

 *   objection withdrawn 
 ** dealt with as a Counter Proposal; see Chapter 6  
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Principal Issues: 
Issues of Principle  

5.22.1 Whether brownfield land elsewhere in the District should be developed in preference to 
this greenfield site.  

5.22.2 Whether development of the Broughton Stocklake MDA is necessary or desirable.  Or 
whether it would be better to develop one or more alternative sites around Aylesbury, in 
nearby villages, or elsewhere throughout the District. 

5.22.3 Whether the detail contained in AY.17 is necessary, given that AY.14 provides general 
support for this and other MDA proposals, while detailed matters can more readily be dealt 
with at the planning brief stage.  

5.22.4 Whether additional details are required concerning phasing, funding, and the proportional 
contributions that developer's will be asked to pay. 

5.22.5 Whether the proposed MDA is a financially viable proposition. 

Site Specific Issues 

5.22.6 Whether the proposed development would detrimentally affect the local drainage system, 
or would itself be subject to an unacceptable risk of flooding. 

5.22.7 Whether the proposed development is physically well related to the existing built-up area.  
Or whether it would result in a seemingly illogical extension of built development into the 
open countryside that would be visually intrusive. 

5.22.8 Whether the proposed development would result in unacceptable ecological harm caused 
by the loss of valuable wildlife habitats.  

5.22.9 Whether the proposed development will result in an unacceptable increase in traffic 
congestion or otherwise be detrimental to highway safety. 

5.22.10 Whether existing infrastructure is sufficient to cope with the anticipated level of 
development.  Or whether adequate provision can be made for requisite social facilities.   

5.22.11 Whether the policy requirements for the provision of employment land and retail 
warehousing are excessive or unduly restrictive. 

5.22.12 Whether the policy should include the requirement for an archaeological investigation of 
the site. 

5.22.13 Whether the proposal would result in the severance of existing public rights of way.  And 
whether the proposed footpath/cycleway network should be segregated. 

5.22.14 Whether the envisaged density of development is unrealistically high. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
Introduction  

5.22.15 Policy AY.17 provides policy support for the allocation of some 95ha of land at 
Broughton Stocklake for a mixed-use MDA, comprising 1600 dwellings, employment, 
retail warehousing, a hotel, and a full range of community facilities.  

5.22.16 Many of the objections and issues relating to the Broughton Stocklake MDA are similar or 
identical to those considered in respect of the proposed Berryfields and Weedon Hill 
MDAs.  However, I have considered each issue afresh in the specific context of Broughton 
Stocklake, although it is inevitable that some of that which follows, in particular that 
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relating to the principles of the proposed development, will be similar/identical to my 
earlier conclusions re AY.15 and AY.16.  While this may appear repetitious, it will enable 
my considerations re AY.17 to be read as a single entity, without excessive cross-
referencing to earlier text. 

5.22.17 I have earlier considered the broad development strategy for the Plan and recommended 
that it be modified to direct 65% of new housing development to Aylesbury and 35% to 
the Rural Areas.  I have also reviewed the housing requirement/provision figures for 
Aylesbury and concluded that, in order to meet a rounded outstanding requirement of 3550 
dwellings, allocations must be made for some 2700 dwellings on greenfield sites; the 
balance of 850 dwellings will be provided on brownfield sites. 

5.22.18 The Plan proposes three mixed-use MDAs; Berryfields, Broughton Stocklake and Weedon 
Hill, containing some 3000, 1600 and 850 dwellings respectively.  The proposed total of 
5450 dwellings significantly exceeds my calculated outstanding new site requirement for 
2700 dwellings.  I have earlier concluded that the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDA 
proposals are acceptable in principle and detail.  Furthermore, I am confident that it will be 
possible for some 1850 and 850 dwellings to be completed at Berryfields and Weedon Hill 
respectively during the Plan period.  This will provide the requisite greenfield site total of 
2700 dwellings.  Nevertheless, I have considered the Broughton Stocklake MDA 
proposals from first principles, given that if I conclude that the proposal is acceptable it 
will then be for the Council to prioritise their proposals in the light of my recommended 
modifications to the development strategy (policy ST.1) and the amount of housing 
required during the Plan period (Table 2).  On-the-other-hand, if I conclude that the 
proposal is unacceptable, there will be no need for the Council to undertake a prioritisation 
exercise, and neither will there be any justification for the allocation of additional or 
alternative sites to meet the Aylesbury housing requirement. 

Issues of Principle 
5.22.19 A number of objectors have suggested that the allocation of this (and other) greenfield site 

is unnecessary, and that new development should be directed to brownfield sites elsewhere 
in Aylesbury and throughout the District.  I have earlier assessed the strategic objectives of 
the development strategy in the context of PPG and RPG advice, and there is no reason for 
me to reiterate my detailed considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that PPG3 
advice concerning the development of brownfield sites is clear.  The presumption 
throughout is that when allocating land for development, brownfield sites should take 
priority over greenfield land.  The exception to this principle is where previously 
developed land performs so badly in relation to the selection criteria in para. 31 of the PPG 
so as to preclude its use for housing.  These criteria include location and accessibility, 
infrastructure, and the ability to build communities.  The Plan identifies a number of 
brownfield sites in Aylesbury (and elsewhere) that satisfy the selection criteria.  However, 
as previously concluded, these criteria effectively preclude, in principle, the allocation of 
remote rural brownfield sites on grounds of their relative isolation and absence of easy 
access to jobs and services by means other than the private car; the inadequacy of public 
utilities and social infrastructure; and the difficulty of establishing a viable community 
sufficient to support new physical and social facilities.  Furthermore, the level of 
investment required to resolve these shortcomings, including the provision of a level of 
pubic transport to achieve a significant modal shift away from the use of the private car or 
the provision of adequate services and facilities, would be excessive for the amount of 
development proposed.   
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5.22.20 It must be recognised that, in comparison with many other urban areas, there is a relative 
shortage of brownfield land in Aylesbury.  I am satisfied that the development strategy 
gives sufficient emphasis to the development of brownfield sites, and that relevant sites in 
Aylesbury have been identified and allocated.  In the absence of sufficient brownfield land 
to accommodate the requisite level of development envisaged during the Plan period, it is 
thus necessary for greenfield land to be allocated. 

5.22.21 Suggestion has also been made that it would be better to distribute development on a 
number of smaller sites around Aylesbury, and possibly elsewhere, rather than concentrate 
development on relatively few MDAs in Aylesbury.  

5.22.22 PPG3 advises that in order to promote more sustainable patterns of development and make 
better use of previously developed land, the focus for additional housing should be 
existing towns and cities.  When identifying sites to be allocated for housing, local 
planning authorities are advised to follow a systematic search sequence starting with the 
re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas, then urban 
extensions, and finally new development around nodes in good public transport corridors.  
PPG13 reiterates PPG3 advice and seeks to promote a pattern of development that will 
reduce the growth in the number and length of motorise journeys, encourage alternative 
means of travel which have less environmental impact and reduce reliance on the private 
car.  In contrast, a dispersed pattern of development would be unable to finance the radical 
change in the provision of public transport facilities envisaged in the Plan, would thereby 
result in additional car usage, and so would be significantly less sustainable.  

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

 1. giving priority to the redevelopment of urban brownfield sites; 

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

3. accommodating a small proportion of development in the Rural Areas at a limited 
number of the most sustainable settlements; 

 4 limited development elsewhere. 

5.22.24 I have earlier concurred with the Council’s approach to the strategic location of new 
development, and am satisfied that it accords with PPG advice.   

5.22.25 In light of the above, I am thus likewise satisfied that it is appropriate in principle to 
allocate greenfield land immediately beyond the existing urban edge of Aylesbury to 
accommodate the majority of development proposed in the Plan. Peripheral town 
expansion in limited concentrations is recognised in PPG3 as a key element in producing a 
sustainable strategy capable of accommodating large amounts of development.  
Furthermore, this form of development strategy offers the best opportunities to provide for 
balanced, vibrant communities by grouping a mix of uses together and providing for most 
daily needs in the locality.  Creating mixed communities is a key element in PPG1, PPG3 
and PPG13 advice concerning sustainable development. 
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5.22.26 In selecting suitable locations on the edge of Aylesbury, the Council sought to identify 
locations which, in their view, avoided environmentally sensitive locations and minimised 
the anticipated increase in car journeys.  They also sought to ensure that such sites could 
be linked to the town centre and beyond by a proposed PPTC, and that the inevitable 
increase in car borne traffic could be accommodated on the principal road network rather 
than less suited rural lanes.  I examine below those environmental and other issues that are 
the subject of objection with regards to the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA.  
However, I am satisfied that the principles supporting the identification of greenfield sites 
on the edge of the Aylesbury for development as MDAs are sound. 

5.22.27 An objector has suggested that the level of detail contained in AY.17 is unnecessary on 
grounds that the principle of development at the MDAs is established by AY.14, while the 
preparation of planning briefs obviates the need for site specific policies in the Plan.  I do 
not wholly support this view.  Policy AY.14 confirms that the planning briefs to be 
prepared for each MDA will be the subject of public consultation and adopted by the 
Council as SPG, and that applications for planning permission for all or part of any MDA 
will be assessed having regard to, inter-alia, the provisions of relevant SPG.   I do not 
regard this confirmation of the development process as sufficient to obviate the need for 
site specific policies for each MDA.  On the contrary, they are key policies in the Plan in 
that they articulate site specific proposals shown on the Proposals Map, and identify the 
facilities and infrastructure required to support the development proposed.  However, I 
share this and other objectors’ concern that AY.17 is unduly prescriptive with regard to 
specifying precise site (referred to as ‘land’) areas for certain community facilities. This 
level of detail is unnecessary in any site-specific policy, and should be dealt with by means 
of a planning brief.  The detailed requirement of each criterion may well change and, in 
theory, each change requires a formal amendment to the Plan.  In contrast, this form of 
change can be more easily handled by means of an alteration to the planning brief / SPG.   

5.22.28 The additional details requested by several objectors concerning phasing, funding and 
proportional contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and other facilities are 
now included in policy AY.5 as suggested to be changed and recommended to be 
modified, and as supported by associated policies and supporting text as likewise 
suggested to be changed and recommended to be modified.  There is thus no reason to 
duplicate these details in AY.17. 

5.22.29 Finally, with regard to issues of principle, several objectors have questioned the financial 
viability of the Broughton Stocklake MDA.  In 1997 consultants acting on behalf of 
AVDC investigated phasing and funding issues in respect of suggested development sites 
at Aylesbury, Buckingham, Winslow, Haddenham and Wendover.  The study sought to 
formulate and justify local plan policies that would secure maximum developer 
contributions through planning obligations and agreements, and to identify the key issues 
relating to infrastructure and phasing proposals for Aylesbury Vale’s major development 
sites to enable those policies to be applied to their maximum potential.  The report of the 
study notes that the preparation and drafting of the DDLP policies, and in particular those 
relating to transport and the MDAs, involved detailed consideration of financial and 
planning issues.  However, much of this advice, where it relates to infrastructure costs, 
land values and development profit margins, remains confidential.  

5.22.30 Insofar as the proposed MDA at Broughton Stocklake is concerned, the study considered 
the extent of anticipated development allegedly based on the site identified in the Pre-
Deposit Issues Paper, 1996 (CD6).  The viability appraisal was based on a mix of land 
uses comprising a total of 46.1ha of revenue generating uses and 47.9ha of non-revenue 
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generating uses (total 94ha), with a housing capacity of 1600 dwellings.  However, the 
Broughton Stocklake sites appraised for development potential in the Pre-Deposit Issues 
Paper are significantly larger than 94ha, being some 120-150ha and for 2500 dwellings.  I 
thus conclude that the site referred to in the viability appraisal is commensurate with that 
identified in the DDLP (given as 95ha).   And can only presume that the figures for the 
extent of land uses used in the appraisal calculations and referred to in the consultant’s 
report are preliminary figures used when formulating the DDLP Broughton Stocklake 
allocation/policy.  Notwithstanding this internal inconsistency in their report, I am 
satisfied that the consultant’s calculations and conclusions in so far as they relate to the 
proposed DDLP MDA are reliable.  The study concluded that the appraisal results in a 
small negative residual land value, and that on the assumptions used Broughton Stocklake 
MDA would not be viable.  

5.22.31 Clearly a negative residual land value, no matter how small, effectively renders the 
proposed MDA an unviable development proposition. Under such circumstances 
development simply will not take place, given that it is an essential prerequisite of any 
development that the proposal generates a positive residual value relative to the type of 
development proposed.   

5.22.32 The study continued by suggesting that viability would be improved by a reduction in 
infrastructure costs, including reducing planning obligation contributions.  This is self-
evident.  But it seems to me that such reductions would need to be significant to convert a 
small negative land value into a positive value equivalent to that achieved elsewhere for 
the mix of uses proposed at Broughton Stocklake.  Indeed, it has been suggested that the 
substantial reduction required to render the development viable would itself render the 
development unsustainable.  I share these concerns.  However, the Broughton Stocklake 
appraisal assumed that the four MDAs would pay for the whole of the Northern Link Road.  
It appears - but is by no means certain - that the reference in the consultant’s report to the 
NLR embraced the entire length of road now comprising the Western Link Road (A41(T)-
A413), the Northern Link Road (A413-A418), and the Eastern Link Road (A418-A41(T)).  
To confuse matters further, the Pre-Deposit Issues Paper refers to a new northern 
distributor road.  Notwithstanding this lack of clarity, the report concludes that suggested 
changes in the method of funding (subsequently adopted by the Council), together with 
recognition that developers will not be required to fund the A413-A418 link (the NLR as 
presently defined), would enable the Broughton Stocklake MDA to move into a positive 
residual value.  This predicted move assumes that the extent of anticipated types of 
development remains unchanged.  However, I note that there are a number of differences 
between the land use areas used in the calculation (as quoted in the consultant’s report), 
and those now proposed in AY.17 as suggested to be changed.  These include an increase 
in the amount land for residential development from 38ha to 42.6ha.  This would enhance 
viability.  On-the-other-hand, the consultant’s viability calculations assumed a 15% 
provision of affordable housing; the Plan requirement is now a minimum of 20% and up to 
30%.  This would reduce viability.  Meantime, the Council maintains that costs associated 
with development have been reduced and that development values have increased, but 
don’t say how or by how much.  

5.22.33 Calculations concerning the long-term viability of major development schemes are 
notoriously unreliable, being subject to the vagaries of ever changing market, investment 
and other financial circumstances.  However, on the somewhat confusing and incomplete 
evidence before me, it seems to me that the viability of the Broughton Stocklake MDA is 
far from certain.  While it is possible that the MDA is capable of yielding a positive 
residual value, I am not persuaded that this will necessarily be the case.  Furthermore, I am 
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particularly concerned that attempts to render the scheme viable will result in pressure for 
the minimising of developer contributions to requisite infrastructure and other amenities, 
or an increase in revenue generating land uses.  Either way, the quality of the scheme 
would, I fear, be diminished below that which is acceptable.  

5.22.34 My concern regarding the viability of the proposed MDA and the reliability of the viability 
calculations is exacerbated by the fact that I calculate that the total of the land use areas 
proposed in the DDLP as suggested to be changed, eg 42.6ha for housing, 2.5ha for 
employment, 26ha for amenity land etc, is 7.7ha greater than the total for the same land 
uses used in the consultant’s calculations.  Yet the total MDA area stated in the DDLP, ie 
95ha, is only 1ha greater than that totalled by the consultant.  Furthermore, assuming the 
area of land required for roads in the DDLP is the same as that used in the consultant’s 
calculations (11.5ha), and it is reasonable to assume that it is given that in principle they 
remain unchanged, it appears that the Council propose to provide some 101.7ha of 
development on 95ha of land. 
 

Site Specific Issues 

(a)  Drainage and Flooding 

5.22.35 Concern has been expressed that the proposed development would detrimentally affect the 
natural drainage system east of the town, and thereby increase the risk of flooding both 
within the site and elsewhere.  This concern has been exacerbated by flooding during 
recent winters which local residents maintain exceeded previous levels.  In their view 
global warming and other climatic changes will produce ever more severe seasonal 
flooding.  Furthermore, they fear that this situation will be exacerbated by rapid run off 
from built development, resulting in intermittent but severe flash floods.  

5.22.36 It is important to note at the outset that the Environment Agency, the agency primarily 
responsible for ensuring that proposed development neither exacerbates existing flooding 
problems nor is itself liable to be flooded, has not objected to AY.17 on grounds of actual 
or potential flood risk.  However, the proposed site is situated at the heart of a complex 
drainage system, including several brooks, the canal and flood storage areas, and thus the 
existing and potential increase in flood risk is a matter that requires careful consideration. 

5.22.37 PPG25, Development and Flood Risk, confirms that the susceptibility of land to flooding 
is a material planning consideration that must be taken into account in the development 
plan process in order to reduce the risk of flooding and the damage which floods cause.  
The PPG points out that experience in recent years suggests that the incidence of problems 
due to river flooding may be getting worse, both in frequency and in scale.  This arises 
from changes in river hydrology due to human activity, changes in land management, 
variation in the intensity of rainfall, and the increase in development in areas at risk.  In 
addition, climate change is expected to increase the risk of both coastal and river flooding 
as a result of sea-level rise and more intense rainfall.  The PPG continues by confirming 
that the objectives of sustainable development require that action through the planning 
system to manage development and flood risk should be based on the precautionary 
principle.  This acknowledges the uncertainties inherent in flood estimation, and by 
proceeding from known facts and taking a precautionary sequential approach to 
uncertainties enables informed decisions to be made that are less likely to be found 
wanting in the longer-term.  It is thus essential that the proposed MDA is considered not 
only in the context of current drainage and flooding circumstances, but also in the context 
of possible future changes as a result of ‘global warming’ etc.  
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5.22.38 The majority of the proposed MDA is drained by Broughton Brook.  The Brook enters 
through a culvert beneath the Aylesbury arm of the Grand Union Canal, which forms the 
southern boundary of the site.  Downstream of the culvert the brook flows north-
westwards to the junction of Stocklake with Broughton Lane, and then eastwards along the 
southern side of Stocklake, leaving the site through a culvert beneath Oakfield Road.  
About 120m east of Oakfield Road, alongside Stocklake, Broughton Brook flows into 
Stocklake Brook.  Stocklake Brook is a small watercourse that drains the catchment area 
immediately north of the proposed MDA.  Some land in the south-western corner of the 
site drains into Bear Brook, which runs south of the site, via a culvert beneath the canal.  
Bear Brook is the principal drainage outfall for land south of the proposed MDA.  A small 
area of the site south of Stocklake drains into the canal.  The canal also forms part of the 
land drainage system for the wider area, conveying drainage water from around Tring to 
Aylesbury.  In winter the flow down the canal is substantial, and after prolonged heavy 
rainfall tends to overflow into the proposed MDA across the north bank, from where it 
drains slowly away to Broughton Brook.  A few shallow ditches cross the site, mainly 
alongside hedgerow boundaries.  There are also several ponds; the largest, a pair of man-
made trout ponds, are situated towards the centre of the site, with a further pair towards the 
western end, north of Stocklake. 

5.22.39 Aylesbury has on ongoing history of flooding, mainly from the Bear Brook and its 
tributaries.  Significant flooding occurred in 1947 and in 1987, predominantly in the 
Stocklake and Vale Park (east of the town centre) areas.  In response the National Rivers 
Authority, the EA’s predecessor, in association with AVDC, designed the Aylesbury 
Flood Alleviation Scheme (AFAS) to protect the town from flooding.  The scheme was 
largely completed by 1994, with final completion in 1998.   

5.22.40 The AFAS sought to prevent the capacity of channels through the town being exceeded by 
improving flows in Bear Brook and California Brook.  California Brook is a tributary of 
Bear Brook that receives overflow discharge from the canal at the Exchange Street basin.  
Flow through these channels is regulated to levels that can be safely managed.  Excess 
flow is contained in two specially designed and designated flood storage reservoirs 
upstream of the town, one on Bear Brook with a capacity of 80,000m3, the other on 
Stocklake Brooke with a capacity of 30,000m3.  The downstream embankments of these 
reservoirs contain control structures that limit the rate at which food water flows through 
the town.   

5.22.41 The AFAS is designed to provide protection from floods up to the 1 in 100 year event.  
The size of the flood storage reservoirs was determined by an analysis of computer 
generated flood flows compared with channel capacity throughout the town.  In order to 
predict these flood flows, analysis was carried out of the rate and volume of surface water 
run-off from developed and undeveloped parts of the catchment area.  However, it is 
significant to note that while the analysis made allowance for development proposed in the 
1991 local plan, no allowance was made for the MDAs anticipated in the DDLP.   

5.22.42 The Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs lie adjacent to the River Thame where surface 
water discharge will have less local impact or impact on flows through the town centre.  I 
have earlier concluded that, subject to the protection of the floodplain and appropriate 
attenuation measures, neither proposal will give rise to a significant increase in the risk of 
flooding.  However, the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA is situated in a much more 
sensitive location, both in terms of risk within the site and potential impact on flows along 
Bear Brook through the town.  Furthermore a combination of the clay subsoil, low 

 293



Inspector’s Report Part I : Aylesbury  

gradients and a lack of capacity in Broughton Brook presently cause flooding within the 
site, in particular towards the western end. 

5.22.43 Draft outline proposals for draining the proposed MDA have been produced by the 
consortium of developers promoting the Broughton Stocklake MDA.  It is proposed that 
land to the east of Broughton Lane and north of Stocklake be drained by installing a 
surface water sewerage system leading to a new channel constructed parallel to and north 
of Broughton Brook.  The channel would pass through a series of linked on-line ponds at 
the western end of the site, which would rise and fall within their banks in response to 
light rainfall.  Land west of Broughton Lane and south of Stocklake would continue to 
drain to Bear Brook, Broughton Brook or the canal.  Other necessary measures include 
slightly lowering the Broughton Brook between Oakfield Road and Stocklake Brook to 
increase the fall across the site; the creation of outflows between Broughton Brook and the 
new drainage channel; the construction of a bund along part of the western and northern 
boundaries of the site to contain floodwater; and, where possible, source control measures 
throughout the site.  However, it is recognised that source control would be relatively 
difficult to achieve, principally due to the clay sub-soil.  Soakage into the ground would be 
slow, making individual soakaways impracticable.  

5.22.44 At times of flood, the new channel north of Broughton Brook would discharge into 
primary and secondary flood storage areas at the western end of the site.  These storage 
areas would be drained at a regulated rate to Broughton Brook.  The consortium estimate 
that the on site storage requirement would be about 16,700m3.  This would, they contend, 
allow for an acceptable (to the EA) and conservative maximum discharge rate at Oakfield 
Road and an absence of source control measures within the site, while meeting the 
computed requirements of some 95ha of mixed-use development.  However, the calculated 
volume excludes any allowance for overflow from the canal for which alternative 
arrangements are proposed.  The proposed on-site storage area has a minimum volume of 
30,000m3.  The surplus storage would, it is suggested, provide a safety margin in both the 
calculation of the amount of storage capacity required and for the operation of the scheme.  

5.22.45 The canal presently overflows following prolonged heavy rainfall at several locations, 
causing rivulets and pools of standing water on parts of the south-eastern quadrant of the 
site.  Modifications to the overflow mechanism must be carefully considered as the 
overflow into the site helps to control flooding of sensitive sites downstream.  Any loss of 
flood storage on the MDA would thus need to be compensated by the creation of equally 
effective storage elsewhere.  A number of options have been considered.  These include 
bunding the development area so that water is contained within an area of proposed open 
space in the south-eastern corner of the site; the creation of a new storage area south of the 
canal (outside of the site); the use of the storage area to be created at the western end of the 
site; and the use of the canal for more efficient storage.  In theory these options could be 
combined.  At the time these objections were being heard at inquiry it appeared that the 
bunding option was likely to be most satisfactory, as ratification of the alternatives was 
dependent upon further research.  However, following extensive flooding during the 
winter of 2000/2001 and requisite research, it emerged (in evidence concerning Crest 
Strategic Projects Ltd’s counter proposal for an enlarged Broughton Stocklake MDA) that 
that the use of off-site storage lagoons would be the preferred option.  

5.22.46 In response to the consortiums proposals, objectors have suggested that the flood 
prevention scheme is inadequate and that preliminary calculations indicate that a storage 
volume in excess of 49,000m3 may be required to maintain flows in Broughton Brook, 
Stocklake Brook and Bear Brook at existing rates and to protect downstream properties 
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against flooding.  As the site is relatively flat and low lying, this storage volume would, as 
proposed by the consortium, necessitate the provision of one or more large shallow 
wetlands or ponds within areas of landscaping or open space.  It is argued that if the depth 
of storage is constrained topographically, these storage ponds/wetlands could occupy up to 
15% of the total site.  Furthermore, the computed storage volume of 16,700m3 suggested 
by the consortium is significantly less that that which can be computed by other methods 
using more conservative design parameters.  In comparison, the AFAS provides 30,000m3 
and 80,000m3 of flood storage on the Stocklake and Bear Brooks respectively.  These 
storage areas are based upon the existing catchment area with no allowance for future 
development on the scale now envisaged.  The proposed MDA will significantly increase 
the catchment area’s impermeable area and rate of run-off.  Objectors thus maintain that it 
is essential that the flood storage volume is computed using a conservative approach and 
that the storage volume to be provided should be on a scale commensurate with the scale 
of development proposed. 

5.22.47 Objectors also note that the storage volume to be provided by the proposed on-line ponds 
will be seasonally reduced as the watertable rises, resulting in a similar rise in the water 
level in the ponds.  It is suggested that the effective storage depth in winter could be as 
little as 250mm.  Furthermore, it is noted that a significant part of the proposed MDA lies 
below the water retention level at the Stocklake Brook and Bear Brook storage area bunds  

5.22.48 Likewise the EA have reservations regarding the proposed drainage scheme’s 
environmental impact.  With the information so far submitted the EA maintain that it is 
impossible for them to draw definite conclusions concerning ecological matters, but note 
that the surface water drainage proposals do have the potential to alter the flooding regime 
across the site and in particular in the western meadows.  This could have a dramatic 
impact on the ecology in this area which is highly dependent of both the frequency and 
duration of flooding and land maintenance. 

5.22.49 As previously noted, the site lies at the heart of a complex drainage system in the most 
sensitive location in terms of drainage and flood prevention, being upstream of the town.  
It is thus essential that any proposed drainage scheme is subject to rigorous scrutiny, and is 
sufficiently robust to inspire confidence in its ability to efficiently cope with up to 1 in 100 
year events without unacceptable economic or environmental consequences. 

5.22.50 The complexities of the site have necessitated the formulation of a complex drainage 
scheme.  In addition to being reliant upon the successful performance of a number of inter-
related components, the scheme would require a high degree of maintenance which, the 
EA recognise, can be problematic.  However, I acknowledge the EA’s view that the 
consortium’s surface water drainage proposals would be able to control discharges from 
the overall site at existing rates.  Nevertheless, I share objector’s concerns that the 
consortium’s computed required storage volume of 16,700m3 is surprisingly low to meet 
the requirements of some 95ha of mixed-use development.  The difference between this, 
the objector’s more conservative figure, and the storage volume provided nearby as part of 
the AFAS lead me to suspect that the consortium’s figure may be a serious underestimate.   

5.22.51 My concern is reinforced by the fact that the consortium recognise the fact that on-site 
source control would be difficult, and possibly impossible, to achieve for all but a few of 
the types of development proposed, including possibly the park and ride site, and the hotel, 
retail park and school vehicle parks.  These will occupy only a relatively small part of the 
total site.  The proposed availability on-site of a total of some 30,000m3 of storage volume 
would, of course, provide a significant degree of latitude, but this does not remove my 
concern regarding the validity of the calculations supporting this, and by implication, other 
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elements of the scheme.  I also share objector’s concerns that seasonal variations in the 
watertable would have a significant effect on the storage volume available in the on-line 
ponds.   

5.22.52 I thus anticipate that the proposed storage areas would be used more frequently, for longer 
periods and to a greater depth than has hitherto been the case.  This, together with the 
excavation required for their creation, would have a dramatic and significantly detrimental 
impact on the ecology of the area.  I consider ecological issues in detail below.  However it 
would, in my view, be wholly inappropriate to sacrifice important ecological interests in 
order to implement what appears to be a less than satisfactory drainage scheme.   

5.22.53 Furthermore, I am not persuaded that the consortium’s proposals to deal with the over-
topping of the canal after prolonged periods of heavy rain have been fully thought through.  
I am concerned that these will either have an adverse effect on significant areas of open 
space within the MDA, be detrimental to the character of the canal, or require the use of 
land outside of the site. 

5.22.54 My concerns regarding the consortium’s drainage proposals are heightened still further by 
the fact that they appear to pay little, if any, heed to possible long-term changes in the 
frequency and intensity of flooding problems.  I acknowledge that the availability of some 
13,300m3 of surplus storage volume above that which the consortium suggest is required 
would provide some latitude.  However, this pre-supposes that the computed requirement 
of 16,700m3 is correct, and not, as I fear, an underestimate.   

5.22.55 In conclusion, therefore, I remain unconvinced that the consortium’s drainage proposals 
are entirely satisfactory, or that they make adequate provision for possible long-term 
drainage requirements for the site.  While I acknowledge the EA’s opinion that the site can 
be satisfactorily drained, I nevertheless remain unconvinced that this can be achieved in a 
manner that is entirely appropriate for a mixed-use development of the nature and scale 
proposed.  Accordingly, and in particular having regard to the precautionary principle 
advocated in PPG25, I am not prepared to condone a scheme that is, in my view, 
technically suspect, environmentally inappropriate, and which, in particular, pays scant 
regard to ecological consequences. 

(b)  Visual Intrusion 

5.22.56 The proposed MDA lies on the north-eastern edge of the town, and extends just under 2km 
into the predominantly open countryside between Burcott and Broughton.  At its western 
end, adjacent to Douglas Road / Oakfield Road, the site it is some 400m wide, increasing 
to some 900m at its eastern end.  In plan form the site thus appears as a widening wedge of 
proposed development, extending from the existing built-up area into the countryside.  
And as such, in my view, forms an irrational addition to the town, being neither rounding 
off nor a logical extension.  

5.22.57 An irrational plan form does not, of course, in itself preclude the creation of an acceptable 
form of development.  However, the narrow constricted nature of the site, together with 
the proposed PPTC spine road and Eastern Link Road would, in my view, result in a 
disjointed pattern of development that would seriously prejudice the creation of an ‘urban-
village’ as envisaged by the Council.  Furthermore, the disjointed nature of development 
would be exacerbated by the need to maintain protection zones beneath the several 
overhead powerlines that cross the site.  The development consortium maintains that these 
will be placed underground.  However, I suspect that the high cost and its effect on 
viability, together with the physical constraints of a high water table, would most likely 
rule out undergrounding as a realistic option.  And even if successfully implemented, there 
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would most likely remain the need to maintain a development free corridor above the route 
of the cable.  

5.22.58 The existing site is relatively flat with, especially east of Broughton Lane, few substantial 
trees or hedgerows.  Although largely screened from the south by the canal and to some 
extent from the north by intervening hedgerows, the canal towpath itself provides 
sweeping elevated views into and across the site; only that part north of Stocklake and 
west of Broughton Lane remains relatively secluded from towpath view.  Development of 
the MDA as proposed would thus result in a large and highly intrusive area of built 
development in open countryside which, because of the elevated nature of towpath views, 
would be impossible to effectively screen or otherwise absorb into the landscape.  
Furthermore, the linear nature of the proposed development would exacerbate the degree 
of intrusion of development seemingly unrelated to or otherwise constrained by nearby 
development or land-form.  

5.22.59 In conclusion the proposed scheme would, in my view, comprise an illogical extension of 
built development into open countryside that would be physically poorly related to the 
existing built-up area, visually intrusive, and incapable of accommodating the cohesive 
form of development envisaged by the Council.  

(c)  Ecological Impact 

5.22.60 PPG9, Nature Conservation, requires LPAs to have regard to the relative significance of 
international, national, local and informal designations in considering the weight to be 
attached to nature conservation interests, while taking care to avoid unnecessary 
constraints to development.  The presence of a protected species is a material 
consideration to be taken into account when considering development proposals, including 
the allocation of land for residential development.  This advice is carried forward by 
means of CSP policies, and specifically in the DDLP by policy GP.88 as recommended to 
be modified.   

5.22.61 The Broughton Stocklake MDA is an ecologically diverse area, comprising predominantly 
pastoral fields and meadows defined by strong hawthorn and blackthorn hedgerows.  The 
hedges contain a variety of mature trees, including oak, ash and the nationally scarce black 
poplar.  A minority of fields are in arable use.  The former railway embankment that forms 
part of the northern boundary of the site is dominated by scrub, with mature trees and 
grassland.  The southern boundary is defined by the Aylesbury Arm of the Grand Union 
Canal, with its own distinctive linear ecological character. A stream, Broughton Brook, 
passes through the site; the site also contains several ponds, including two man-made trout 
ponds.  The ecological value of the site, which is intrinsically high as a result of the 
diverse range of habitats and low level of management, is significantly enhanced by the 
tendency of substantial parts of the area to flood.  Some of these areas can flood as late as 
August.  Such areas are now very rare.   However, the wet grassland at Broughton 
Stocklake survives because flood water collects here and then, because of the high water 
table, shallow gradients and clay sub-soil, cannot easily drain off-site.  Although 
significant areas of floodplain flood elsewhere in winter, the majority only flood for a 
short period due to modern agricultural drainage. 

5.22.62 No statutory nature conservation designation, such as SSSI, covers any part of the 
proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA or adjacent land.  However, parts of the site and 
adjoining areas have been identified as non-statutory Biological Notification Sites (BNS).  
Throughout Buckinghamshire BNSs are being reviewed and re-assessed as Sites of 
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC).  PPG9 notes that the name and status of this 

 297



Inspector’s Report Part I : Aylesbury  

type of site varies considerably throughout the country.  The BNSs at Broughton 
Stocklake, which I understand have yet to be reviewed, comprise the Aylesbury Arm of 
the Grand Union Canal, Broughton Brook, Stocklake Pastures and Pond, and Broughton 
Pastures.  However, objectors maintain that the whole of the MDA, and possibly areas 
beyond,  are likely to meet SINC selection criteria.  

5.22.63 The Aylesbury Arm of the canal supports a variety of mature trees on its southern bank, 
including black poplars. The Vale of Aylesbury is one of the last remaining strongholds of 
this species and the Broughton area in particular is significant within the Vale.  The black 
poplar is the subject of a Species Action Plan in the County.  The canal also supports 
diverse communities of plants and animals, including a number of species of dragonfly, 
amphibians and birds.  Likewise, greater tussock sedge and rigid hornwort, both identified 
as County Uncommon Species have been identified along this stretch of canal.  Water vole 
have also been recorded in the past.  This length of the canal is also listed on the 
Invertebrate Sites Register maintained by English Nature.  Weevil and ground beetle have 
been recorded; the former has a southern area distribution only, the latter is regarded as 
uncommon. 

5.22.64 Broughton Brook, the sole watercourse within the site, supports a number of marginal and 
aquatic plant species, and a diverse range of invertebrate, amphibians and birds.  The 
majority of black poplars within the proposed MDA are situated alongside. 

5.22.65 Stocklake Pastures and Ponds, situated north of Stocklake towards the western end of the 
site and at the heart of that part of the site most likely to flood, support a variety of plant, 
animal and bird species.  The ponds are dominated by water soldier, a Nationally Scarce 
species found on very few sites outside of East Anglia.  The ponds also support rigid 
hornwort, a County Uncommon Species and, of particular importance, a colony of great 
crested newt. 

5.22.66 Broughton Pastures, situated towards the centre of the site immediately north of the canal, 
support a number of meadow plant species, including whorl-grass and small sweet-grass, 
both of which are County Uncommon Species. 

5.22.67 The Broughton Stocklake area is widely recognised as being of significant ornithological 
importance.  The presence of field pools and a high water table throughout much of the 
year, together with the diverse range of habitats and low level of agricultural management 
combine to create an area that is of high value to a wide variety of birds.  Data provided by 
objectors based on regular visits to the site provide a valuable guide to the number and 
variety of birds using the site throughout the year.  However, interpretation of this data to 
provide an informed assessment as to how important the Broughton Stocklake site is for a 
particular species of bird for breeding, over-wintering or migration in comparison with 
other sites throughout the County or on a nation-wide basis is more problematic.  
Nevertheless, on the weight of ornithological evidence before me, I am satisfied that the 
proposed site is of at least Countywide importance for a variety of farmland and wetland 
birds.  

5.22.68 I have read copious records of birds seen at Broughton Stocklake.  It is evident from these 
that the site provides a number of threatened species with a site for breeding, supports 
large numbers of these species in winter, as well as attracting significant numbers of other 
wintering species.  A number of recorded breeding species are included in the Red and 
Amber Lists of Birds of Conservation Concern, published in 1997 by the RSPB.  These 
include grey partridge, skylark, song thrush, linnet, bullfinch, and reed bunting (all on the 
Red List); kestrel, lapwing, stock dove, kingfisher, green woodpecker, dunnock, blackbird, 
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grasshopper warbler, starling, swallow and goldfinch (all on the Amber List).  The site 
also attracts two species, the hobby and little ringed plover, that may breed and which are 
afforded special protection as breeding species under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981.  The meadows and pastures provide some wading species with one 
of only a few sites in Buckinghamshire in which to breed.  Likewise the site supports a 
variety of aquatic invertebrates which attract over-wintering wildfowl and waders.  In 
autumn and early winter the site attracts significant numbers and species of migrating 
birds, many of which are attracted to the pools and flooded meadows.  Similarly the low 
level of farming management over the area attracts large numbers of small passerines and 
seed eaters throughout the year to the drier parts of the site.  

5.22.69 I understand that nearly 150 species of birds, some of which are rarely recorded in the 
County, have been recorded on or in the immediate vicinity of the site.  Recent uncommon 
migrants and winter visitors have included merlin, peregrine, jack snipe, black tailed 
godwit, and common crane.  In the past few years curlew, whimbrel, ruff, spotted 
redshank, and greenshank have also been recorded.  Passage passerines have included 
wheatear, whinchat and spotted flycatcher  

5.22.70 In my opinion, these detailed records provide conclusive evidence that the proposed MDA 
site is of high ornithological value.  However, I recognise that this value varies 
considerably throughout the site.  The most valuable areas are those associated with the 
wet grasslands in the west.  Nevertheless, the ornithological value of the remainder should 
not be under-stated, as the large number of recorded wintering, breeding and migrant 
species, together with the variety of occasional uncommon species, testifies.  Indeed, it 
appears that only the small areas of arable land are of less than significant ornithological 
value. 

5.22.71 The proposed MDA site is also recognised as being of importance for a variety of 
mammals, including badgers.  Although not an endangered species, badgers are protected 
under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992.  The primary purpose of the Act is to protect 
badgers from baiting and deliberate harm or injury.  However, the Act also contains 
restrictions that apply more widely.  Under these restrictions obstruction or interference 
with a sett by damaging or destroying it is a criminal offence.  But it is not the intention of 
the Act to prevent development of a particular site if a sett is present, rather it is to ensure 
that the development takes account of the presence of the sett and the lifestyle pattern of 
its occupants.  The Act thus includes provision for licences to be granted for certain 
purposes permitting work that would otherwise be illegal.  English Nature is the licensing 
authority for sett interference (including obstruction, damage or destruction) or disturbance 
to badgers in setts necessitated by permitted or otherwise approved development. 

5.22.72 Badgers are crepuscular and nocturnal feeders.  The mainstay of their diet is the worm 
lumbricus terrestris, a ‘night crawler’ that lives in pasture.  This worm, while living and 
eating underground will also feed on surface vegetation, but only at night and where the 
right plants are available.  The variety of plants sought are commonly found in meadows 
and pasture.  The proposed MDA is predominantly grassland (it is estimated that 21 of the 
total of 23 fields are pasture), and thus the favoured plants are found extensively 
throughout the site.  It is difficult for badgers to feed on worms when grass is long, as the 
worm’s rapid reaction to disturbance and swift retraction into their burrow makes them 
difficult to catch.  However, extensive grazing throughout the MDA ensures that the 
pasture remains relatively short.  The attractiveness of the area to lumbricus terrestris and 
grazing thus combine to produce an especially attractive habitat for badgers. 
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5.22.73 Surveys undertaken in 1998 and 1999 by the local Badger Protection Group revealed the 
presence of four main and three outlier setts within the area of the proposed MDA.  It is 
reasonable to believe that badgers resident in these setts forage extensively throughout the 
proposed site.  An additional two main setts and three outlier setts have been detected in 
the fields immediately to the north within some 500m of the proposed MDA.  It is likewise 
reasonable to expect that a number of badgers resident within these setts also forage within 
the proposed site.  Several setts have also been detected south of the canal.  However, it 
seems to me that resident badgers here would be very unlikely to forage north of the canal. 

5.22.74 In addition to other common mammals found throughout the site, there have been recorded 
sightings of brown hare, a declining farmland species.  The brown hare is a priority species 
under the UK Biodiversity Plan.  

5.22.75 Several species of bat have also been recorded.  All bat species are afforded full protection 
by their inclusion in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act.  In addition, places 
used for shelter and protection are safeguarded against intentional damage, destruction and 
obstruction, and bats must not be intentionally disturbed whilst occupying these places 
other than under licence by English Nature. 

5.22.76 As noted above, great crested newts have been recorded in the two field ponds in 
Stocklake Pasture BNS.  Great crested newts are protected under the EC Habitats and 
Species Directive (Annex II and IV), and have full protection under Schedule 5 of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  Other amphibians recorded in the on-site ponds and 
stream include common frog, common toad and smooth newt.  Each of these has partial 
protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act.  

5.22.77 Likewise, as noted above, water vole have been recorded along the canal.  The water vole 
is under dramatic decline nationally as a result of habitat destruction and predatation by 
the American mink, an introduced escapee in the UK.  The vole is a Schedule 5 species 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, and is subject to a recovery project in 
Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and Oxfordshire. 

5.22.78 It is abundantly clear from the above that the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA is 
species rich in both flora and fauna, and that many of these are protected by international 
or national legislation.  Others are afforded non-statutory Countywide protection.  There 
can thus be no doubt, in my view, that the area is of County importance for biodiversity.  
And it seems to me that this value is enhanced by its proximity to the Aylesbury built-up 
area, enabling its pleasures to be appreciated by local residents and visitors alike.  In 
contrast, development of the site would result in the loss of various habitats, a significant 
reduction in the scale of others, and the disruption of the complex inter-relationship 
between them all. 

5.22.79 The consortium of developers seeking to develop the MDA, in conjunction with the 
Council, have suggested a variety of on and off-site mitigation measures that seek to 
compensate for or otherwise minimise the damage to the complex ecological structure 
within the site.  These include the retention, as far as practicable, of existing natural 
features, including hedgerows, trees, ponds, and the brook, and the incorporation of buffer 
zones and open spaces.  However, the variety and nature of habitats within the site means 
that it would be difficult, and in my view probably impossible, to recreate the conditions 
that presently exist sufficient to satisfactorily mitigate the damage, disturbance or 
destruction of species and habitats that would be occasioned by the proposed development.   
As a result, there would be a serious and irreversible decline in the variety and number of, 
in particular, birds and mammals breeding within or visiting the site, and a similar, but less 
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discernible loss, of flora.  Furthermore, it seems to me that proposals for draining the site, 
which I have commented on above, would themselves conflict with mitigation measures 
by seriously disrupting the existing flooding regime.  The frequent shallow flooding of 
parts of the site for extended periods is one of the most important contributors to its 
ecological value, and disruption of this regime would be seriously harmful to plant and 
especially bird life; it would also, I fear, negate mitigation measures seeking to retain 
internationally protected great crested newt within the site.  I am also concerned that, 
despite the consortiums best intentions, the massive increase in public disturbance within 
proposed mitigation areas compared to that presently endured would seriously diminish 
their value as habitats for other than the hardiest of species. 

5.22.80 I of course recognise that open space, retained hedgerows, landscaping and domestic 
gardens would themselves provide a variety of habitats, the ecological value of which 
should not be underestimated.  However, while I am satisfied that the ecological value of 
new development at Berryfields and Weedon Hill is equivalent to and possible exceeds the 
ecological value of the existing sites, there can be no such similar comparison at 
Broughton Stocklake. 

5.22.81 In conclusion, Broughton Stocklake is, in my view, a quiet haven for a variety of valuable 
flora and fauna that has been seriously under-appreciated by the Council in the preparation 
of their DDLP.  In seeking to allocate the site the Council have thus ignored advice in 
PPG9 by failing to take full account of nature conservation considerations in assessing and 
promoting the Broughton Stocklake site for development.  The development of this area 
would result in serious damage to, and the possible destruction of, its most valuable 
habitats, and significant harm to its overall ecological value.  Suggested mitigation 
measures would be inadequate to compensate for this loss.  Development that would have 
such harmful ecological consequences should be resisted. 

Inspector’s Note 
5.22.82 My conclusions on the above issues concerning viability, drainage and flooding, visual 

intrusion and ecological impact are such that it follows that I shall recommend that policy 
AY.17, Broughton Stocklake MDA, be deleted from the Plan.  It may thus be argued that 
there is no need for me to consider the remaining issues (and hence the objections they 
represent) re policy AY.17, given that even if I were to conclude that they were not 
problematic, my setting them aside would not be sufficient to outweigh my earlier 
conclusion that the policy should be deleted.  Nevertheless, for completeness and in 
recognition of my obligation to consider all duly made objections, I briefly consider these 
outstanding issues below.  However, in light of my impending recommendation, I have not 
dealt with the intricacies of Proposed, Further Proposed and Officer Recommended 
Changes, other than to recognise their validity where appropriate. 

(d)  Highways and Traffic 

5.22.83 The proposed MDA is situated immediately east of Oakfield Road / Douglas Road, 
beyond the eastern end of Stocklake.  The DDLP proposes that Stocklake will be adapted 
and managed to form a PPTC, linking the MDA with the town centre and beyond.  The 
PPTC would continue as an extension of Stocklake forming a combined spine road and 
PPTC through the length of the MDA to the point where it would meet the proposed 
Eastern Link Road (ELR); it is proposed that the ELR would link the A41(T) with the 
A418.   The DDLP indicates the proposed PPTC continuing southwards along the ELR to 
the A41(T).  However, at the inquiry it was suggested that, rather than following the ELR, 
this length of PPTC could be realigned along the existing Broughton Lane, with a 
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dedicated PPTC bridge over the canal.  These proposals, including preliminary financial 
arrangements for funding, are included in criteria a), b), c) and d) of AY.17 as suggested to 
be changed. 

5.22.84 Objectors maintain that the proposed MDA will result in an undesirable increase in 
congestion on Stocklake and nearby roads.  I do not agree.  I share the Council’s view that 
Stocklake is of sufficient width to be readily adapted to form a PPTC, incorporating 
dedicated bus lanes with segregated cycleways and footpaths alongside.  Stocklake would 
thus provide a satisfactory link between the proposed MDA and town centre, with 
potential for on-going links to the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs and radial routes 
beyond.  Likewise the proposed ELR would provide a ready means of access to the 
A41(T) and A418, thereby obviating the use of local roads. 

5.22.85 Particular concern has been expressed regarding the use of Broughton Lane, which 
presently acts as a ‘rat-run’ between the A418 and the A41(T), with traffic crossing the 
traditional hump-back canal bridge. The Council’s suggestion that the southern arm of the 
Lane be developed as a PPTC would, of course, necessitate some adaptation to both the 
Lane and bridge.  However, it is the Council’s intention, expressed in an ORC to criterion 
c) as itself suggested to be changed, that Broughton / Burcott Lane would be closed to 
through traffic, allowing only cycle and pedestrian through movement, thereby terminating 
its unwelcome use as a partial by-pass to the town. 

5.22.86 In conclusion, I am satisfied that, if implemented, the highway proposals contained in the 
Plan as suggested to be changed would be adequate to satisfactorily serve the proposed 
MDA.  And that furthermore, the proposed development would not result in an 
unacceptable increase in traffic or congestion on nearby roads. 

(e)  Infrastructure 

5.22.87 Several objectors have expressed concern that existing infrastructure and public services 
would be unable to cope with the amount of development proposed, and question whether 
adequate provision could be made for requisite social facilities. 

5.22.88 I note that no statutory undertaker or service provider has objected to the proposed MDA, 
and must therefore conclude that either existing facilities would be adequate to cope with 
the anticipated increase in demand, or that they could be increased or otherwise improved 
as necessary.   

5.22.89 I note that in common with other site-specific policies in the Plan, several criteria specify 
site area and size requirements for various social facilities, including a combined school, 
neighbourhood centre, park and ride facility, sports pitches, etc.  While I have no objection 
to these criteria in principle (or as suggested to be changed), they should not, as previously 
stated, be area specific, given that circumstances and hence site area requirements may 
change.  I also note that criteria n) and o) as suggested to be changed require the 
maintenance of sports pitches and children’s play equipment for an agreed period.  
Ambiguities of this nature must be avoided.  

(f)  Employment Land and Retail Warehousing Provision 

5.22.90 Policy AY.17 includes criteria requiring the provision of 2.5ha of land for employment 
development and 3ha for retail warehousing (sufficient for approximately 10,000sqm of 
retail floorspace).  Objectors have expressed concern that this level of provision may be 
excessive or unduly restrictive. 

5.22.91 The CSP identifies Aylesbury as a sub-regional growth centre.  To enable it to fulfil this 
role the Plan allocates some 26ha of land at Aston Clinton Road (policy AY.18) as a 
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business park (of which some 15ha is proposed to be developed, the remaining 11ha to be 
used as amenity parkland), and a further 27.5ha of land for office, industrial and 
distribution uses on sites in and around the town.  The total amount of land required to be 
allocated has been calculated by subtracting the job potential arising from vacant and 
permitted floorspace from the projected growth in the economically active population, 
while having regard to potential consequence arising from the redevelopment of a number 
of employment sites for other uses.  I have no reason to question the validity of the 
predicted floorspace requirement.  It may thus be concluded that, in addition to the main 
employment allocations at the Aston Clinton Road and Berryfields MDAs and sites in the 
town centre, a further 2.5ha of allocated land is required to compensate for the deletion of 
the Broughton Stocklake employment site.  However, my recommended modification to 
the development strategy may itself precipitate a reduction in the amount of employment 
land required and/or its distribution throughout the District sufficient to obviate the need 
for any compensatory allocation.  This will be a matter for the Council to resolve. 

5.22.92 The floorspace requirement for retail warehousing has been calculated by consultants 
acting on behalf of the Council, and again I have no reason to question the validity of these 
calculations or their conclusions.  The DDLP includes provision for an expansion of the 
Cambridge Close retail park (policy AY.39); I deal with objections to this later in my 
report.  It is anticipated that the allocation at Broughton Stocklake will not be required 
until mid-way through the Plan period, following the build-out of the Cambridge Close 
site.  Nevertheless, my recommendation that policy AY.17 be deleted will necessitate the 
relocation of the Broughton Stocklake retail warehouse allocation, either in the current 
plan or at Review stage.  Again this will be a matter for the Council to resolve, having 
regard to advice in PPG6, Town Centres and Retail Developments. 

(g)  Archaeology 

5.22.93 Objections have been made on grounds that AY.17 makes no provision for any prior 
archaeological assessment or evaluation of the proposed MDA.  There are visual remains 
of ‘ridge and furrow’ farming throughout the area, and it has been suggested that there are 
probably medieval remains in the site.  

5.22.94 In response the Council suggest the inclusion of an additional criterion t) (FPC 109.01) 
requiring an archaeological evaluation as part of the preparation of the planning brief for 
the site, and for the development to take account of this evaluation.  I am satisfied that this 
suggested criterion resolves these objections. 

(h)  Rights of Way 

5.22.95 Ramblers and horse riders object to AY.17 on grounds that the proposal would result in 
the severance of existing public rights of way, and suggest that the proposed 
footpath/cycleway network should be segregated. 

5.22.96 Criterion e) seeks to establish a network of cycleways, footpaths and bridleways within the 
site. And in response to these objections, the Council suggest that it be amended to require 
the cycleways etc to be segregated (PC 109.001, duplicated by FPC 108.02) and connected 
to the existing network (ORC 107.03 as amended by ORC 108.03)).  I am satisfied that the 
suggested amendments to this criterion resolve these objections. 

(i)  Density 

5.22.97 Criterion f) seeks to allocate 42.6ha of the site for some 1600 dwellings.  This equates to a 
net density of some 37.5 dwellings per ha, which accords with PPG3 advice that densities 
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of between 30 and 50 dwellings per ha should be sought in order to make more efficient 
use of land.   

5.22.98 While I do not object to criterion f) in principle it would, in my view, be unduly 
prescriptive and, if it were to be retained, should be modified to recommend that not more 
than 43ha of land be developed for housing. 

Miscellaneous Matters  

5.22.99 FPC 109.03 relates to criterion s) and concerns the provision of low cost and affordable 
housing.  I am satisfied that this criterion as suggested to be changed would accord with 
my recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and supporting text.  

5.22.100 AY.17 includes a criterion requiring the provision of land sufficient for a 100 bed hotel.  
Deletion of AY.17 will thus necessitate the Council finding an alternative location.  
Although not before me for comment, I suggest that in accordance with the sequential 
process priority be given to the identification of a town centre site. See section 5.44 for my 
recommendation regarding food retail provision 

5.22.101 Likewise, assuming that there is still a proven need, consideration will need to be given to 
the identification of an alternative site for the proposed park and ride site. 

5.22.102 Concern has also been expressed that residents would be exposed to health risks arising 
from the several high voltage overhead powerlines that cross the site.  I understand that 
health risks associated with overhead powerlines cables are unproven.  However, 
notwithstanding my recommended modifications to policy GP.137, I am satisfied that the 
retention of corridors free of built development beneath the powerlines would largely 
overcome objector’s fears.  Undergrounding the cables, as proposed by the development 
consortium, may be sufficient to remove these fears altogether.  

5.22.103 Finally, should the Council decide not to accept my recommendation and decide to retain 
the Broughton Stocklake allocation, I suggest that they endeavour to establish a degree of 
consistency between criteria in policies Ay.15, AY.16 and AY.17.  For example, criteria n) 
and o) should be modified to accord with the suggested changes to criteria AY.15k) and l), 
requiring the provision of sports pitches and children’s play spaces to be made in 
accordance with the NPFA’s standards.  

Conclusions 

5.22.104 Notwithstanding my conclusions that the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA is 
acceptable in principle in terms of the allocation of a peripheral greenfield site, and that 
several of its criteria (often as suggested to be changed) are likewise acceptable, my 
conclusions on the issues of viability, drainage and flooding, visual intrusion and 
ecological impact lead to my overall conclusion that the policy should be deleted.  I 
recognise that my recommendation will necessitate a radical re-evaluation of several 
important aspects of the Plan, including the ALUT strategy, highway infrastructure, and 
various funding issues, together with the need to identify replacement employment, retail, 
hotel and park and ride allocations intended to be included in the proposed MDA.  
However, it is important to note that the deletion of the Broughton Stocklake will not 
necessitate the allocation of an alternative residential site (or sites), given that the 
Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs, which I have earlier concluded are acceptable in 
principle, will be sufficient to meet my calculated outstanding new site requirement for 
2700 dwellings. 

Recommendation: 
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5.22.105 I recommend that:- 

5.22.106 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.17, and the modification where 
necessary of supporting text throughout the Plan. 

5.22.107 The Proposals Map be modified accordingly. 

 

 

5.23 Policy AY.18: Aston Clinton Road 
Supporters: 

 DD6055 Hardings Charity 
 DD6799 Mrs Mitchell 
 DD6804 Mrs Mitchell 
 DD6812 Mr Mitchell 

Objectors: 
 DD0048 British Horse Society  DD1857 Mrs Scott-Curran 
 DD0061 Mrs Robertson  DD2157 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD0169 Mrs Grigg  DD2296 Mrs Swain 
 DD0217 Mr MacGregor  DD2348 Mrs Perren 
 DD0220 Mr/Ms Lucatello  DD2489 Weston Turville Parish 

Council  DD0230 Mr Stevens 
 DD0271 Mr Christiansen  DD2490 Weston Turville Parish 

Council  DD0319 Miss Reynolds 
 DD0326 Mr Brooke  DD2538 Bucks Archaeological 

Society  DD0338 Mr  Robertson 
 DD0341 Mr  Robertson  DD2587  The Berryfields 

Consortium  DD0360 Mrs Wall 
 DD0400 Mrs Duffy  DD2604 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd  DD0487 Mr Foster 
 DD0533 Southern Arts  DD2860 Ms Wells 
 DD0694 Mr Clarke  DD2868 Ms Puddefoot 
 DD0695 Mr Clarke  DD2874 Mr Vernon 
 DD0710* Mr Vokes  DD2912 Mr & Mrs Cole 
 DD0717 Mr Griffiths  DD4323 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 
 DD0718 Mr Wreglesworth  DD5625 Mr & Mrs Peck 
 DD0968 Mr Miller  DD5632 Mr & Mrs McMellan 
 DD1021 Mrs Miller  DD5633 Mr Collier 
 DD1061 Ramblers Association  DD5635 Mr & Mrs McCann 
 DD1062* Ramblers Association  DD5661 Mr/Ms Parsons 
 DD1088 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE  DD5662 Mr/Ms Overell 
 DD1657 Mr Cleary  DD5664 Mr & Mrs Evans 
 DD1660 Mr Dubber  DD5674 Mr & Mrs Tilley 
 DD1718 Mr & Mrs Hazle  DD5678 RC Davis 
 DD1743 Aylesbury Vale Friends Of 

The Earth 
 DD5684 Mr & Mrs White 
 DD5688 Mrs McClure 

 DD1772 Mr/Ms Speller  DD5698 Mr & Mrs Phillips 
 DD1773 Mrs Scott  DD5822 Mr & Mrs Watson 
 DD1775 Mr & Mrs Vine  DD5823 Mr & Mrs Watson 
 DD1777 Mrs McNeill  DD5824 Mr & Mrs Sharp 
 DD1787 Mr Blakey  DD5826 Mr & Mrs Bailey 
 DD1815 Mr Brazier  DD5827 Mr & Mrs Bailey 
 DD1817 Mr Witney  DD5829 Mr/Ms Barnbrook 
 DD1821 Mr & Mrs Ashcroft  DD5842 Mr & Mrs Hall 
 DD1837 Mr Dick  DD5843 Mrs Newton 
 DD1838 Mr & Mrs Moore  DD5853 Mrs Lucas 
 DD1839 Mr & Mrs Moore  DD5855 Mr McLean 
 DD1843 Mr Bhavan  DD5874 Mr Lee 
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 DD5899 Mr/Ms Mariner  DD6181 Mr & Mrs Hartley 
 DD5900 Mr/Ms Mariner  DD6182 Mrs Bragg 
 DD5924 Mr & Mrs Bowles  DD6183 Mr & Miss Aplin 
 DD6000 C Edworthy  DD6184 Mr Malpass 
 DD6027 Mr Leach  DD6255 Mr Mostyn 
 DD6028 Mr & Mrs Matthews  DD6354 Mr/Ms Hilliard 
 DD6050* Skillion Ltd  DD6357 Mr & Mrs Winwright 
 DD6145 Mr Robinson  DD6360 Mr/Ms John 
 DD6146 Mr Jarvis  DD6375 Mr Woodlock 
 DD6161 Mr & Mrs Sweeting  DD6382 Mr Haines 
 DD6162 Mr Walker  DD6809 Mr Mitchell 
 DD6163 Mr & Mrs Knight  DD6879 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6164 Mr Bird  DD6975 Mr Smith 
 DD6165 Mr Bragg  DD6976 Mr Smith 
 DD6166 Mr Amin  DD6977 Mr Smith 
 DD6167 Mrs Gough  DD7036 Station Road Trust 
 DD6168 Mr & Mrs Lamb  DD7086 The Aylesbury Society 
 DD6169 Mr/Ms Healey  DD7228 County Archaeological 

Service  DD6170 Mr Fountain 
 DD6171 Mrs Lane  DD7304 Highways Agency 
 DD6172 Mr Watson  DD7376 Mr & Mrs McNulty 
 DD6173 Mrs Smith  DD7389 Mrs Beaumont 
 DD6174 Mr Smith  DD7444 Mr/Ms Molyneux 
 DD6175 Mr Evans  DD7446 Mr & Mrs Blundell 
 DD6176 Mr & Mrs Hill  DD7450 Cllr Patrick 
 DD6177 Mr Collinge  DD7771 The House Builders 

Federation, Eastern Region  DD6178 Mr & Mrs Nash 
 DD6179 Mr Sutton  DD7891 Rail Property Ltd
 DD6180 Mr & Mrs Gutteridge 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
Issues of Principle 

5.23.1 Whether development of the greenfield Aston Clinton Road MDA site for employment 
purposes is necessary or desirable. 

5.23.2 Whether the detail contained in AY.18 is necessary, given that AY.14 provides general 
support for this and other MDA proposals, while detailed matters can more readily be dealt 
with at the planning brief stage.  

5.23.3 Whether additional details are required concerning phasing, funding, and the proportional 
contributions that developer's will be asked to pay. 

Site Specific Issues 

5.23.4 Whether the proposed development will result in an unacceptable increase in traffic 
congestion or otherwise be detrimental to highway safety, particularly for residents on 
Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove, and for users of Broughton Lane, New Road and the 
A41(T) Tring Road/Aston Clinton Road.  

5.23.5 Whether the proposed development will detrimentally affect the local surface-water 
drainage system, or would itself be subject to an unacceptable risk of flooding. 

5.23.6 Whether the proposed MDA will be well related to existing and proposed employment and 
housing development in Aylesbury.  Or alternatively, whether it should be re-located 
closer to the Aston Clinton By-pass.  

5.23.7 Whether the proposed development will result in unacceptable ecological harm caused by 
the loss of valuable wildlife habitats.  
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5.23.8 Whether the policy should include the requirement for an archaeological investigation of 
the site.  And whether the proposed development would adversely affect the setting of the 
adjacent Scheduled Ancient Monument.  

5.23.9 Whether the proposed footpath/cycleway network should be segregated, and links 
provided to footpaths and bridleways beyond the site.  

5.23.10 Whether there is an irreconcilable conflict between designations on the Proposal Map 
where the proposed MDA extends into a proposed Strategic Gap.  

5.23.11 Whether it is necessary or desirable to control the amount of B1 office use on the site. 
 
Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
Introduction 

5.23.12 Policy AY.18 provides policy support for the allocation of some 26ha of land north of 
Aston Clinton Road; it is proposed that some 15ha be developed as a business park and the 
balance of 11ha as amenity parkland.  Policy AY.19 confirms the intention to develop land 
for employment purposes at Aston Clinton Road (15ha), and within the Berryfields (10ha) 
and Broughton Stocklake (2.5ha) MDAs.  Supporting text for these allocations is 
contained in paras. 5.67-5.71. 

Issues of Principle 

5.23.13 A number of objectors have questioned whether the development of the greenfield Aston 
Clinton Road MDA site for employment purposes is necessary or desirable.  However, 
studies concerning the employment requirements for the District have identified the need 
for an attractive site of strategic size to enable Aylesbury to compete in the regional 
market for investment in B1 office development.  It is felt that one way to attract such 
occupiers and modern industries would be to establish a new B1 office and high quality 
industrial park on the northern side of Aston Clinton Road on the eastern approach to the 
town.  This would be strategically well located to take advantage of improved road links 
on the A41(T) (following completion of the Aston Clinton Bypass) with the M25, London 
and the Southeast, and could be so designed to form an attractive gateway to Aylesbury 
from the east.   

5.23.14 While recognising the highly competitive nature of this market, and the difficulties 
Aylesbury faces in competition with Milton Keynes, Hemel Hempstead and High 
Wycombe, I have no reason to doubt the consultant’s conclusions concerning the 
economic need for further office and other quality employment in Aylesbury.  Likewise I 
recognise the strategic advantages the site has to offer in terms of accessibility, together 
with its potential for providing a visual statement at the entrance to the town.  Accordingly 
I am satisfied that there is a need for the type of development envisaged, and that on this 
site high quality commercial, and in particular office, development is desirable. 

5.23.15 I recognise that implementation of AY.18 will necessitate the development of greenfield 
land.  However, I accept the exceptional circumstances that necessitate development in 
this location, and am satisfied that the Plan makes provision for the redevelopment of 
brownfield land for employment purposes elsewhere in Aylesbury.  Furthermore, and of 
particular importance, there are no areas of brownfield land that could satisfactorily meet 
the specific strategic locational requirements of a site of this nature.  I am thus satisfied 
that the development of greenfield land is justified in this case. 
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5.23.16 An objector has suggested that the level of detail contained in AY.18 is unnecessary on 
grounds that the principle of development at the MDAs is established by AY.14, while the 
preparation of planning briefs obviates the need for site specific policies in the Plan.  I do 
not wholly support this view.  Policy AY.14 confirms that the planning briefs to be 
prepared for each MDA will be the subject of public consultation and adopted by the 
Council as SPG, and that applications for planning permission for all or part of any MDA 
will be assessed having regard to, inter-alia, the provisions of relevant SPG.   I do not 
regard this confirmation of the development process as sufficient to obviate the need for 
site specific policies for each MDA.  On the contrary, they are key policies in the Plan in 
that they articulate site specific proposals shown on the Proposals Map, and identify the 
facilities and infrastructure required to support the development proposed.  However, I 
share this and other objectors’ concern that AY.18 is unduly prescriptive with regard to 
specifying precise site (referred to as ‘land’) areas.  This level of detail is unnecessary in a 
site-specific policy, and should be dealt with by means of a planning brief.  The detailed 
requirement of criterion may well change and, in theory, each change requires a formal 
amendment to the Plan.  In contrast, this form of change can be more easily handled by 
means of an alteration to the planning brief / SPG.  

5.23.17 The additional details requested by several objectors concerning phasing, funding and 
proportional contributions towards the provision of infrastructure and other facilities are 
now included in policy AY.5 as suggested to be changed and recommended to be 
modified, and as supported by associated policies and supporting text as likewise 
suggested to be changed and recommended to be modified.  There is thus no reason to 
duplicate these details in AY.18. 

Site Specific Issues 

(a)  Highways and Traffic  

5.23.18 Particular concern has been expressed by residents of Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove 
that the proposed development will result in a significant increase in the volume of traffic 
using these roads, with a commensurate increase in noise, pollution and disturbance, and 
serious detriment to highway safety.  It seems to me that these concerns are, to some 
extent, precipitated by existing traffic flows, including HGVs, along Camborne Avenue 
and Bedgrove, and by the Council’s apparent reluctance to impose a 7.5t weight limit on 
these roads.  The Council maintains that it would be difficult to enforce a weight 
restriction because of the need for vehicles to service local shops and a petrol filling 
station.  This is not a matter for me to comment on, as it lies outside of that which I can 
consider as part of the Local Plan.  However, I note that the Council has recently 
introduced traffic calming measured in an attempt to improve road safety.  It is inevitable 
that the proposed MDA will result in an increase in traffic on nearby roads, and I believe 
that local resident’s fears concerning increased congestion and highway safety are to some 
extent justified.  Nevertheless, it must be recognised that Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove 
have been constructed as a local distributor road. While I am not persuaded that the 
anticipated level of increase in traffic along Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove will itself be 
sufficient in itself to justify resisting the MDA, I urge the Council to keep the situation 
under constant review and to implement remedial measures as appropriate and possible.   

5.23.19 The proposed MDA is situated on the northern side of the A41(T), immediately east of the 
existing built-up area.  The DDLP proposes that the Eastern Link Road (ELR) be aligned 
northwards from a junction on the A41(T) along the eastern edge of the MDA as a 
combined link road and PPTC, continuing northwards to link with the proposed Stocklake 
PPTC, and beyond (as the Bierton Link Road) to the A418.  It was suggested at the inquiry 
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that, rather than follow the ELR, the PPTC could be routed along Broughton Lane west of 
the proposed MDA.  However, my recommendation that the proposed Broughton 
Stocklake MDA be deleted will necessitate a reappraisal of traffic movements, link road 
and PPTC provision in the eastern sector of the town.  While I am unable to predict the 
outcome of this reappraisal, I have no doubt that it will result in the deletion of the 
proposed ELR and BLR Link together with the Stocklake and Broughton Lane PPTCs.  It 
will rest with the Council to decide whether to seek to establish an alternative PPTC along 
Tring Road, linking the proposed Aston Clinton Road MDA with the town centre, 
although clearly this must be a possibility.  Nevertheless, it will still be necessary for 
access to be provided off the A41(T) into the MDA. 

5.23.20 BCC, as County Highway Authority, are responsible for the majority of roads throughout 
Aylesbury District.  However, as a trunk road, the A41(T) is the responsibility of the 
Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and Regions (or successor).  This 
responsibility is exercised on the Government’s behalf by an executive agency, the 
Highways Agency, which in turn appoints agents to carry out most of the administrative 
work on trunk roads in pre-determined areas. 

5.23.21 In July 1998 the Government acknowledged in its policy document A New Deal for Trunk 
Roads that while some trunk roads are of national importance, others are of regional or 
local significance.  As a consequence the Secretary of State declared about 60% of the 
then current trunk road network as core routes of national importance.  The remainder 
became non-core, are to be de-trunked, and have been offered to LHAs through which 
they pass.  The A41(T) between the M25 and the M40 at Bicester, including the section 
through Aylesbury, is not part of the national core network and is therefore proposed for 
de-trunking.  Accordingly it has been offered to BCC as LHA.  However, even if 
negotiations with BCC are successful it will still take some time to de-trunk, as formal de-
trunking orders must be published, and these provide an opportunity for objections with 
the (albeit remote) possibly of a local inquiry.  Meantime, the Aston Clinton By-pass, 
which is presently under construction, is being built as a trunk road.  It is thus reasonable 
to pre-suppose that the A41(T) will remain a trunk road for a substantial part of the Plan 
period.  

5.23.22 The policy framework for controlling development near trunk roads established in A New 
Deal for Trunk Roads has been carried forward in Annex B of PPG13, Transport.  This 
advocates that, in support of integrated transport objectives, there will be a graduated 
approach to new connections to trunk roads, differentiating between core roads and the 
remainder of the network.  Specifically, non-core routes will be subject to a less restrictive 
approach to connections, subject to consultation with the LHA concerned.  The PPG 
continues by affirming that the Highways Agency, in line with its strategic objective of 
maintaining, operating and improving the trunk road network in support of the 
Government’s integrated transport and land use policies, will work in active partnership 
with Government Offices, regional planning bodies, local authorities, and transport 
providers to promote integration with other transport modes and encourage sustainable 
transport options.  

5.23.23 Recognition of the fact that the A41(T) does not form part of the core highway network 
does not mean that it is not of regional significance.  Indeed, most non-core roads will still 
form part of the primary route network when de-trunked, and it will be important to ensure 
that their local function is not allowed to dominate to the serious detriment of their 
strategic role.  However, the A41(T) runs through the heart of Aylesbury, bisecting 
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residential and employment areas, and must therefore be recognised as having a dual role, 
serving both local and  through traffic. 

5.23.24 I understand that an analysis of movement patterns within and across Aylesbury carried 
out as part of the ALUT strategy testing indicated that the A41(T) east of Aylesbury, while 
more important than the A41(T) to the west of the town as a conduit for through traffic, is 
less important than the A418(NE) or the A413(S) in this respect, and little more important 
than the A418(SW) or A4010.  It is thus no more important to protect the through route 
function of this road relative to its access function than it is for other main radial roads 
leading in/out of the town. 

5.23.25 Given that Aylesbury has already been identified as a strategic location for development, I 
concur with the Council’s view that it is reasonable to conclude that the A41(T) provides 
opportunities both to accommodate development adjacent to it, including the Aston 
Clinton MDA, and to provide high quality public transport links from such developments 
to the town centre.   

5.23.26 The Highways Agency has objected to the proposed MDA on grounds that junctions 
where development related traffic joins the A41(T) should be assessed for 15 years design 
life and designed accordingly, and that the trunk road should be left no worse off by the 
proposed development than if it had not occurred.  However, again I share the Council’s 
view that, given the dual role of the A41(T) as it approaches Aylesbury and the intention 
that it be de-trunked, this is no longer an entirely appropriate criterion.  It must be accepted 
that Regional, Sub-regional and County development guidance seek to direct a large 
amount of development to Aylesbury Vale District, and I have earlier expressed my 
support in principle for the development strategy in the Plan which directs the majority of 
this new development to Aylesbury.  Thus, while I recognise the need to ensure that 
highway efficiency is taken into account in determining the location and design of new 
development, it must also be considered in the context of the need to establish a 
sustainable pattern of development within an integrated land use / transportation network.  
It is inevitable that, given the scale of development proposed, there will be an increase in 
traffic flows and congestion on the A41(T) and nearby roads.  However, overall I am 
satisfied that the strategy of accommodating MDA development north of Aston Clinton 
Road, utilising existing infrastructure and capable of being served by public transport, 
accords with the most recent Government guidance in PPGs 3 and 13. The desire to 
maintain the current level of efficiency of the A41(T) as a  through route should not, 
therefore, be regarded as paramount. 

5.23.27 While PPG13 advocates a less restrictive approach to highway connections to trunk roads, 
it important to note that it does not relax the requirements for dealing with highway safety.  
Detailed designs for the access junction serving the proposed MDA, including if possible 
grade separated crossings for pedestrians and cyclists, should thus be produced as part of 
the planning brief for the site.  These matters are, however, too detailed to be dealt with in 
the LP. 

5.23.28 The Highways Agency has also expressed the view that the Aston Clinton Road MDA 
should not proceed unless the NLR, which is shown on the Proposals Map as a 
safeguarded line connecting the A413 to the A418 north of Bierton, is included as a 
proposal in the LP.  I consider objections concerning this proposal in the context of 
policies AY.34 and AY.35.  However, this objection is, in effect, seeking to link the 
ELR/BLR with the Western Link Road (WLR), thereby forming a complete by-pass 
around the northern side of Aylesbury.  I agree the Council’s view that the construction of 
this road would be an unreasonable requirement in the context of the amount of 
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development proposed; unrealistic in terms of the provision of finance, given that finance 
for construction could not be justifiably secured from the MDA development consortia and 
is highly unlikely to be made available from national funds; and contrary to policy 
guidance in PPGs 3 and 13 that seeks to minimise the amount of new road building to 
serve development.  Furthermore, I understand that ALUT strategy testing demonstrated 
that there was no justification for link roads by-passing Aylesbury.  Of greater 
significance, however, is the fact that consequent to my recommendation that the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, I recommend that the proposed ELR/BLR also be 
deleted.  The Highways Agency’s objective of achieving a by-pass by means of this 
objection cannot therefore be secured through the LP, and is even less likely to be 
achieved as a stand-alone proposal.  

5.23.29 Other objectors are concerned that the proposal will result in an increase in traffic on 
nearby rural roads, and in particular an increase in ‘rat-running’ traffic along Broughton 
Lane between the A418 and A41(T), and along New Road between Weston Turville and 
the A41(T).  It is inevitable that the proposed MDA will result in an increased in traffic on 
nearby roads, and I believe that local resident’s fears of increased ‘rat-running’ are well 
founded.  However, I do not envisage that the level of increase in traffic along these roads 
would be sufficient in itself to justify resisting the MDA proposal.  Nevertheless, the level 
should be monitored by the Council and, if necessary, appropriate traffic restrictions or 
other traffic management measures (including possible road severance) introduced to 
alleviate the situation.  

(b)  Drainage and Flooding 

5.23.30 Concern has been expressed that the proposed MDA would detrimentally affect the 
surface-water drainage system, and thereby increase the risk of flooding both within the 
site and elsewhere.  This concern appears to have been exacerbated by flooding during 
recent winters, particularly of land north of the site, which residents maintain exceeded 
previous levels.  In their view, global warming and other climatic changes will produce 
ever more severe seasonal flooding.  Furthermore, they fear that this situation will be 
exacerbated by rapid run off from built development, resulting in intermittent but severe 
flash floods.   

5.23.31 It is important to note at the outset that the Environment Agency, the agency primarily 
responsible for ensuring that proposed development neither exacerbates existing flooding 
problems nor is itself liable to be flooded, has not objected to AY.18 on grounds of actual 
or potential flood risk.  However, northern parts of the site lie within the Broughton Brook 
and tributary floodplain and are thus liable to flood.  The existing and potential increase in 
flood risk is thus a matter that requires careful consideration. 

5.23.32 There is no evidence before me to suggest that the extent of the floodplain within the site 
shown on the Proposals Map is inaccurate.  However, I understand that in 1988 the EA 
undertook a modelling exercise of the River Thame and Bear Brook, and it is possible that 
this may suggest that a re-evaluation of the Broughton Brook floodplain is required.  This 
is a matter  that needs to be resolved between the parties and, if necessary, a definitive 
floodplain for the purpose of the proposed development agreed with the EA as the extent 
of a 1:100 year event.  The agreed floodplain should, if different, replace that shown on the 
Proposals Map.   

5.23.33 The planning brief for the Aston Clinton Road MDA will need to have regard to the full 
extent of the agreed line in order to ensure that built development does not encroach onto 
the floodplain.  The Council suggest that those areas liable to flood are to be used for open 
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and recreational uses, including possibly linked elements of a peripheral country park.  I 
deal with objections concerning the proposed country park later in my report.  However, as 
a failsafe, policy GP.90 (as recommended to be modified) seeks to prevent development 
within floodplains that would materially impede the flow of floodwater, reduce their 
capacity for water storage, or increase the number of people or properties at risk. 

5.23.34 The contours of the site are such that it drains northwards to a tributary of Broughton 
Brook and westwards towards Bear Brook.  It will thus be essential to ensure that the 
increased rate of run-off occasioned by the proposed development does not precipitate 
flash floods.  However, I am confident that the intention to use a significant part of the 
MDA for open amenity purposes will enable a comprehensive water attenuation scheme to 
be provided for the site.  If necessary this could be combined with on-site source control 
measures.  But this is too detailed an issue for me to consider in the context of the Local 
Plan and should thus be resolved in the planning brief. 

5.23.35 In conclusion, I am satisfied that, in accordance with advice in PPG25, Development and 
Flood Risk, it will be possible for a realistic floodplain to be defined and protected to deal 
with 1:100 year floods along Broughton Brook and its tributary within the MDA, and that 
it will likewise be possible for adequate measures to be put in place to deal with all but the 
most severe flash floods.  The protection of the floodplain and phased implementation of 
attenuation measures should be controlled by the planning brief. 

(c)  Locational Relationship with Existing and Proposed Development 

5.23.36 A number of objectors have questioned whether the proposed MDA will be well related to 
exiting and proposed employment and housing areas in Aylesbury, and have suggested 
that it would be better located on the northern or north-western edge of the town. 

5.23.37 I recognise that while immediately adjacent to the existing built-up area the proposed 
MDA is distant from existing employment areas and, as a result of my recommendation 
that the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, distant from large areas of 
proposed residential development.  However, a site in the northern or north-western sector 
of the town would fail to meet the identified need for an employment site strategically 
located to take advantage of road links with the Southeast.  Furthermore, failure to meet 
this need would undermine the Plan’s primary objective of providing a range of 
employment opportunities within the town, both in terms of type and location. 

5.23.38 A few objectors have suggested that the proposed MDA would be better sited closer to the 
Aston Clinton Bypass.  However, I can see no merit in this suggestion.   Relocation would 
produce no perceivable benefit in terms of strategic location, and would result in an 
extensive and intrusive area of development in the open countryside, unrelated to either 
Aylesbury or Aston Clinton.  

(d)  Ecological Impact 

5.23.39 A survey undertaken in 1999 by the local Badger Protection Group revealed the presence 
of a main and several subsidiary outlier setts in the eastern part of the proposed MDA.  It 
is reasonable to believe that badgers resident in these setts forage extensively throughout 
and probably to the north and east of the site, but are unlikely to forage south of the 
A41(T).  

5.23.40 Although not an endangered species, badgers are protected under the Protection of 
Badgers Act 1992.  The primary purpose of the Act is to protect badgers from baiting and 
deliberate harm or injury.  However, the Act also contains restrictions that apply more 
widely.  Under these restrictions obstruction or interference with a sett by damaging or 
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destroying it is a criminal offence.  But it is not the intention of the Act to prevent 
development of a particular site if a sett is present, rather it is to ensure that the 
development takes account of the presence of the sett and the lifestyle pattern of its 
occupants.  The Act thus includes provision for licences to be granted for certain purposes 
permitting work that would otherwise be illegal.  English Nature is the licensing authority 
for sett interference (including obstruction, damage or destruction) or disturbance to 
badgers in setts necessitated by permitted or otherwise approved development. 

5.23.41 Development of the proposed MDA will probably result in the loss of the main sett 
(although being on the eastern edge of the area it may be possible for it to be retained), and 
the loss of an extensive area used for foraging.  While this is clearly regrettable, I do not 
regard this degree of impact on a non-endangered species as unduly significant in this 
location.  

5.23.42 The majority of the proposed MDA comprises semi-improved grassland, which is neither 
species rich nor ecologically significant.  I understand that the hedgerow along the eastern 
boundary is intact and species rich, and that there are one or more black poplars towards 
the northern edge of the site.  A variety of common farmland mammals and birds have 
been observed within the site. Otherwise the site is of low ecological value and, unlike the 
Broughton Stocklake area to the north, has little to offer in terms of ecological interest or 
valuable wildlife habitats. 

(e)  Archaeology 

5.23.43 The proposed MDA abuts a Scheduled Medieval manorial moated site, reveals clear 
evidence of ridge and furrow agricultural workings, and may contain evidence of the 
Roman occupation in those areas fronting Akeman Street, (A41(T)), a Roman Road. 

5.23.44 Objections have been made on grounds that AY.18 makes no provision for any prior 
archaeological assessment or evaluation of the MDA, and fails to acknowledge its 
potential impact on the setting of the SAM.  In both respects the policy is at odds with 
GP.82 which makes provision for the protection of archaeological remains and their 
settings.  

5.23.45 In response the Council suggest the inclusion of an additional criteria, criterion j) (PC 5.23 
superseded by ORC 110.01).  This requires an archaeological evaluation of the site as part 
of the preparation of the planning brief, and for development proposals to secure 
mitigation of their impact on the SAM and any other archaeological remains.  I am 
satisfied that this additional criterion resolves these objections.  

(f)  Rights of Way 

5.23.46 Ramblers and horse riders suggest that the proposed footpath/cycleway network should be 
segregated, and suggest that footpaths and bridleways should be linked to those outside of 
the site in order to increase the amount of available mileage. 

5.23.47 Criterion e) seeks to establish a network of cycleways, footpaths and bridleways within the 
site, with crossings of the A41(T) and Broughton Lane.  In response to these objections the 
Council suggest that the criterion be amended to require the cycleways etc to be 
segregated (PC 5.22, duplicated by FPC 109.02), and the provision of an additional 
crossing over the ELR (ORC 109.04).  I am satisfied that, in principle, these suggested 
amendments resolve these objections.  However, my recommendation elsewhere that the 
ELR be deleted obviates the need for ORC 109.04.  The planning brief for the site should 
include specific reference to the need for footpath and bridleway linkages beyond the site. 
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(g)  Conflict of Designations 
5.23.48 The proposed MDA extends to some 26ha, and the whole area is identified as an MDA on 

the Proposals Map.  Notwithstanding the fact that the Council has yet to produce a 
planning brief for the site, they have identified the eastern part of the proposed MDA for 
development as a business park, and shown this area as a Site for Employment 
Development on the Proposals Map, overlaying the MDA allocation.  It is proposed that 
the remaining, western, part of the site remain undeveloped as amenity parkland, and this 
area has been included in the proposed Strategic Gap that extends east of Broughton Lane, 
south of the canal.  The Strategic Gap allocation likewise overlays the MDA allocation.   

5.23.49 Unsurprisingly, a number of objectors have questioned the logic behind the overlaying of 
these allocations, in particular the MDA and Strategic Gap.  I am similarly bemused.  

5.23.50 The Berryfields and Weedon Hill (together with the recommended to be deleted 
Broughton Stocklake) MDAs are shown quite clearly on the Proposals Map as Major 
Development Areas with policy number insets.  The Written Statement identifies these as 
mixed use MDAs, and confirms that the layout of uses within each will be determined and 
controlled by means of a planning brief.  I have elsewhere consistently recommended that 
specific land areas contained in these site-specific policies be deleted, in order to give the 
Council maximum flexibility when preparing the brief. This is an easily understood and 
eminently workable process.  If the Council wish the Aston Clinton Road site to be 
similarly regarded as an MDA, they should likewise identify the whole 26ha as such.  The 
layout of the site should then likewise, and as implied in the policy, be determined and 
controlled by means of a planning brief.  To be successful, this should be prepared without 
the constraints imposed by superfluous overlaying allocations.  I deal with objections to 
the principle of Strategic Gaps (which the Council propose to re-name Local Green Gaps) 
in Part 2 of my report.  There may be scope for uses displaced by my recommendation that 
the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, for example the hotel and park and ride site, to 
be included on the Aston Clinton Road site.  And I am certain that it would be possible to 
achieve a much more attractive layout than that suggested by the Proposals Map by 
dispersing development among the amenity parkland, rather than containing it distant from 
the existing built-up area at the eastern end of the site.  All this would be made possible by 
the simple expedient of allocating the whole of the site as a Major Development Area.  
And no more. 

(h)  Control over B1 Office Development 

5.23.51 Concern has been expressed that the proposed business park would give rise to congestion 
on the A41(T) arising from the high car-trip generating nature of intended uses, 
exacerbated by its unsustainable location.  And it is suggested that B1 office use should 
largely be excluded from the MDA in order to alleviate this situation.  

5.23.52 An objector estimates that development of the 15ha suggested in the Plan as a business 
park would produce some 90,000sqm of predominantly office floorspace, generating some 
9000 vehicle trips per day. This would equate to about 1200 inward vehicle trips during 
the am peak hour (0800-0900) (which I believe may be an underestimate), compared with 
the peak hour flow on the A41(T) nearby which averaged about 1400 vehicle per hour 
each way in 1998.  The design flow for all-purpose trunk roads is 1600 vehicles per hour.  
Furthermore, the site is not well served by public transport, and some 3km distant from the 
railway station.  Allocation of the site as a business park thus conflicts with advice in 
PPG13 in that this major generator of travel demand is not readily accessible by means 
other than the private car.  In reply the Council, while acknowledging that they may have 
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underestimated the number of trips forecast to enter the site during the morning peak hour, 
suggest that other factors, including the possible over-estimation of floorspace used in 
calculations by the objectors to estimate traffic flows and the contra peak direction of flow 
of a significant number of vehicles approaching the site, would mitigate against excessive 
congestion. 

5.23.53 It is clear that the proposed business park will have a significant impact on traffic flows 
and congestion in the immediate area, and a measurable impact on flows throughout the 
rest of the town.  However, exclusion of B1 uses other than those incidental to B2 or B8 
uses, as suggested by the objector, would completely undermine the strategic reasons for 
allocating the site in the first place; a business park without business uses would be a 
nonsense.  I remain convinced that B1 must be the predominant use on this site if the 
MDA is to meet its intended strategic objective.  Nevertheless, I recognise the validity of 
the objector’s concerns.  Furthermore, my recommended deletion of the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA, the consequential deletion of the ELR/BLR and possible re-routing of the 
proposed Stocklake PPTC, together with the anticipated de-trunking of the A41(T), all 
now need to be taken into account in determining the amount of B1 floorspace that can 
reasonably be permitted on the site.  Likewise the Council will need to balance the 
need/demand for B2 and B8 uses on the site with their desire to establish a prestigious 
business park.  However, these issues are too complex for me to determine either on the 
evidence before me or in the context of my consideration of objections to the Local Plan.  
Furthermore, the inclusion of a specific floorspace in the policy would conflict with my 
broad recommendation that policies should not be unduly prescriptive.  The amount of B1 
use acceptable within the site must therefore be determined by means of the planning brief.  

(i)  Miscellaneous Matters   

5.23.54 ORC 109.05 suggests a change to criterion c), cross-referencing it to policies AY.3, AY.5 
and supporting text as proposed to be changed.  Notwithstanding the fact that I anticipate 
elsewhere the deletion of the ELR and Stocklake PPTC, and that that it is for the Council 
to decide whether to seek to establish an alternative PPTC to serve the MDA, I assume 
that the Council still wish to obtain developer contributions under policy AY.18 for the 
provision of PPTCs and Category 1 funded sections of distributor roads.  However, while I 
support the cross-reference in principle, I have earlier recommended that policy AY.3 be 
deleted with consequential amendments to supporting text, and likewise modifications to 
policy AY.5 and supporting text.  I thus cannot support this ORC.  Criterion c) should thus 
be cross-referenced as necessary to policies and text as recommended to be modified 

5.23.55 Finally, the MDA should be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map. 

Conclusions  
5.23.56 The Aston Clinton Road MDA provides an ideal opportunity for the Council to establish a 

prestigious business park strategically located alongside one of the most important 
entrances to Aylesbury.  It will be important to ensure that the design opportunities 
presented by this allocation are not lost.  Allocation of the site will also provide an 
opportunity for the relocation of several of the facilities displaced by my recommended 
deletion of the Broughton Stocklake MDA.  

Recommendation: 
5.23.57 I recommend that:- 

5.23.58 Policy AY.18 be modified in accordance with PC 5.22 (duplicated by FPC 109.02) and 
ORC 110.01. 
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5.23.59 Criterion c) be modified by cross-referencing to policies and text as recommended to be 
modified. 

5.23.60 Policy AY.18 and supporting text be modified as necessary by my recommended deletion 
of the Eastern Link Road and Stocklake PPTC, and by any consequential alternative road 
or PPTC provision or other changes arising from a re-evaluation of anticipated traffic 
generation and flows throughout Aylesbury. 

5.23.61 No modification be made in accordance with PC 5.23 and ORC 109.04. 

5.23.62 The Proposals Map be modified by the deletion of the Strategic Gap and Site for 
Employment Development allocations that overlay parts of the MDA. 

5.23.63 The proposed MDA be identified by its policy number on the Proposals Map 

 

EMPLOYMENT (AYLESBURY) 
 

5.24 Paragraphs 5.68 - 5.69 and Policy AY.19: Employment 
Objectors: 

 DD0316 Buckland Parish Council 
 DD0967 Mr Miller 
 DD1326 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1438 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1439 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1440 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1556 Mrs Hyre 
 DD1590 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 
 DD5680 Mr Browne 

 DD5758 The Hon. Mrs H M Cullen 
 DD6387 Dr Cox 
 DD6487 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6488 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6489 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6709 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6743 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6751 The National Trust 
 DD7147 The Environment Agency 
 DD7305 Highways Agency 
 DD7526 Mr Aylett 

 

Principal Issues: 
5.24.1 Whether developer contributions should be sought to help finance improved connections 

to the M1, M25, M40, Heathrow and the Midlands.   

5.24.2 Whether employment policies in the Plan should be complemented by the specific 
encouragement elsewhere of small business and other suitable entrepreneurial activities 
within predominantly residential premises.   

5.24.3 Whether policy AY.19 will precipitate conflict with other policies in the Plan. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.24.4 Circular 1/97 advises that planning obligations (including financial contributions) should 

only be sought where they are necessary, directly related to the proposed development, and 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development proposed.  I have no 
doubt that an attempt to secure contributions to help finance improved connections to the 
M1, M25, M40, Heathrow and the Midlands in respect of proposed employment 
development would conflict with this advice.  And it would be inappropriate to suggest 
otherwise.  

5.24.5 Likewise it would be inappropriate to include a policy that sought to ‘encourage’ small-
scale business activities and other entrepreneurial activities within predominantly 
residential premises, given that as a statement of intent it would not constitute a land-use 
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planning policy for the control of development.  Nevertheless, these concerns are dealt 
with by policy GP.7 as recommended to be modified, which I have considered earlier. 

5.24.6 Other objections to AY.19 re-iterate various issues raised in connection with policies 
AY.15 and AY.18, require clarification of certain issues, or suggest potential conflict 
between AY.19 and other policies in the Plan.  These have been dealt with either above in 
relation to policies AY.15 and AY.18 or elsewhere in my report.  However, policy AY.19 
simply brings together the proposals for employment development at Aston Clinton Road, 
Berryfields and Broughton Stocklake MDAs.  Notwithstanding my recommendation that 
the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, I can see no reason for AY.19, which only 
serves to duplicate that which has gone before.  If it is felt necessary to include a summary 
of employment allocations, it would be sufficient to include mention in supporting text.  I 
thus recommend that policy AY.19 be deleted. 

Recommendation: 
5.24.7 I recommend that:- 

5.24.8 Policy AY.19 be deleted. 

5.24.9 Supporting text in paragraphs 5.68-5.71 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as 
necessary. 

 

 

5.25 Policy AY.20: Other Employment Sites 
Supporter: 

 DD5798 Universities Superannuation Scheme Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD2516 British Waterways 
 DD7148 The Environment Agency 

Issue: 
5.25.1 Whether the policy should include reference to the need to provide buffer zones alongside 

the Grand Union Canal, streams and other watercourses. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.25.2 Policy AY.20 identifies three sites allocated for employment purposes.  Policy GP.93 as 

recommended to be modified provides protection to groundwater and underground water 
reserves that may otherwise be affected by new development.  It is thus unnecessary for 
AY.20 to duplicate reference to the need to protect watercourses. 

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

 

TRANSPORT (AYLESBURY) 
 

5.26 Policies AY.21 and AY.22: Buses 
Supporters: 

 DD0805-09 K W Miller 
 DD1409 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
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 DD1621 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD1622 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD2405 Hulcott Parish Council 
 DD6458 W W W H Carlyle

Objectors: 
 DD1046 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes 
 DD1410-12 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1411 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1412 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1436 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD1437 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD2156 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2724 Mr Macleod 
 DD6459 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6460 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6461 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6485  W H Carlyle 
 DD6486 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6992 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 

Principal Issues: 
5.26.1 Whether a Park-and-Ride should be provided to the south of Aylesbury and if the 

Proposals Map should show all PPTCs including rail. 

5.26.2 Whether the PPTCs should be reduced to one between Berryfields and Broughton 
Stocklake/Aston Clinton Road and extended along the A41(T). 

5.26.3 Whether bus stops should include adequate lay-bys. 

5.26.4 Whether the PPTCs should extend to a proposed MDA in the southern sector. 

5.26.5 Whether the term ‘public transport’ was no longer valid. 

5.26.6 Whether the PPTC should avoid Market Square. 

5.26.7 Whether the transport section should reflect the needs of the town, not just the MDAs. 

5.26.8 Whether AY.22 should require services to be in place before houses are occupied. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.26.9 The principle of identifying key routes for bus improvements and priority measures is 

consistent with advice in PPG13.  Most objections to the statement of intent in AY.21 
related to points of detail or omissions arising from the absence of land allocations being 
promoted by developers or landowners.  In these cases I consider that AY.21 requires no 
adjustment because it is a broad-based corporate expression with no application to day-to-
day development control, and because I do not support the allocations sought. 

5.26.10 Provision for Park-and-Ride comes later in this Chapter and it would be inappropriate to 
include it in AY.21, which focuses on buses.  The PPTCs are shown on the Proposals Map 
and I see no reason to extend the designation to the rail network, which caters for long 
distance journeys.  It seems to me that the benefits of a circular PPTC route to and from 
the town through Berryfields and Weedon Hill justify its retention.  And, whatever they 
are called bus services will continue to be perceived as public transport. 

5.26.11 I think the Council ought to clarify the matter of the PPTC through Market Square.  If it is 
improbable that buses will be excluded from the town centre during the currency of the 
Plan it might be better to explain that the inner ring road route is an alternative, and not 
additional, to the town centre route.  As the Council has indicated, paragraph 5.82 
mentions other roads where bus improvements will be implemented. 
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5.26.12 However, because of the absence of any connection between the objectives of AY.21 and 
new development or planning control I consider that this policy is only of informative 
value in the Plan and should not rank as a statement of principle. 

5.26.13 AY.22 is a rather awkward policy.  It (presumably) is meant to apply to all housing and 
employment development schemes in Aylesbury.  Not many of these will – realistically – 
affect or be able to influence public transport operations and it could be unreasonable to 
expect a small-scale development project to do so.  Nor would it be possible for 
developers to ensure the introduction of a bus service.  I understand what the Council is 
seeking to achieve but, as worded, AY.22 does not provide a sufficiently clear basis for 
developers, or planning decisions. 

Recommendation: 
5.26.14  I recommend that:- 

5.26.15 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.21 

5.26.16  Policy AY.22 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for residential and employment development on sites in Aylesbury should 
make appropriate provision for integration of the uses with the public transport 
system. 

In deciding applications the Council will have regard to the need for development 
layouts to incorporate routes and accesses suitable for bus traffic and priority, and 
for pedestrian links and networks convenient to bus stops.  

5.26.17  Paragraph 5.81 be modified to clarify the position in relation to the Market Square PPTC. 

 

 

5.27 Policy AY.23: Rail 
Supporters: 

 DD0032 Oxon & Bucks Rural 
Action Committee 

 DD0074 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0075 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0509 British Wheelchair Sports 
Foundation 

 DD0810 K W Miller 
 DD1413 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 

 DD1623 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD5927 Mr Dickens 
 DD6215 Railtrack Property (Town 

Planning) 
 DD6305 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6462 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6627 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust

Objectors: 
 DD1047 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes 
 DD1435 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD2800 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD6306 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6484 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6628 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust 

 DD6629 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6630 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6631 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6661 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6993 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7229 County Archaeological 

Service 
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5.28 Principal Issues: 
5.28.1 Whether developer funding should be sought for the station stops. 

5.28.2 Whether provision should be made for ramped access to the Guttman Sports Centre. 

5.28.3 Whether land should also be reserved at Fleet Marston. 

5.28.4 Whether the Berryfields stop should be relocated north-west of the A41(T) bridge. 

5.28.5 Whether archaeological interests should be protected at the Berryfields stop. 

5.28.6 Whether the Stoke Mandeville stop should include Park-and-Ride provision. 

5.28.7 Whether the Stoke Mandeville stop should not require developer funding or hospital land. 

5.28.8 Whether the Stoke Mandeville stop was deliverable or should be relocated closer to the 
hospital entrance accessed from the Elm Farm Park estate. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.28.9 It is necessary to be pragmatic about these proposed rail station stops.  However much 

people might support the idea of travelling by rail there is no demonstrable evidence that a 
viable service could be developed for the short journeys between the town centre and 
Stoke Mandeville or Berryfields.  CD13 indicates that best value public transport would 
come from extending bus services and the Plan itself only contemplates reviewing the 
proposed rail stops during the life of the Plan, with no intention to construct either. 

5.28.10 There appears to be no mechanism for securing monetary input as part of any building 
schemes and it is doubtful if provision of the stops could be regarded as a necessary 
element of adjoining development.  Other agencies have made it clear that they are unable 
to provide funding or land resources so the indication on the Proposals Map could have a 
blighting propensity.  By the time my report is published the Council will know what 
contribution may be available from the Local Transport Plan bid for Government finance.  
With the present uncertainties however, my conclusion is that unless the Council is 
prepared to finance the acquisition and development of the rail stops AY.23 is a seductive, 
but essentially cosmetic, policy that does not enhance the Plan. 

5.28.11 The matters of detail referred to by objectors do not make the principle of the rail stops 
more sustainable.  If AY.23 is retained it needs rewording for greater flexibility. 

Recommendation: 
5.28.12 I recommend that:- 

5.28.13 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.23. 

5.28.14 If policy AY.23 is retained it be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map indicates the preferred position of new rail station stops at 
Berryfields and Stoke Mandeville. 

  Planning proposals that would prejudice the development of such facilities may not 
be permitted. 

5.28.15 Note : As an aside, the allocation and key annotations on the Proposals Map for the 
proposed rail stops are different. 
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5.29 Policy AY.24: Rail 
Supporters: 

 DD0033 Oxon & Bucks Rural 
Action Committee 

 DD0037 Railway Development 
Society (Thames) 

 DD0673 Mr Clarke 
 DD0812 K W Miller 

 DD1050 Genesis Homes Ltd & 
Bryant Homes Ltd 

 DD1126 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD2799 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD4237 Haddenham Protection 

Society 
 DD5928 Mr Dickens 

Objectors: 
 DD2698 Friends of the Vale of Aylesbury 
 DD4238 Haddenham Protection Society 

 
Principal Issue: 

5.29.1 Whether there should be positive measures to secure implementation of the policy, 
including developer contributions. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.29.2 It would be inappropriate to seek developer funding to secure the re-opening of the railway 

line north of Aylesbury for passenger traffic, given that re-opening would not be directly 
related to MDA or other developments; be fairly and reasonably be related in kind to the 
proposed development, or reasonable in other respects.  And would thus clearly fail to 
meet the requirements of C.1/97. 

5.29.3 As written AY.24 comprises in part a corporate statement of intent that may, or may not, 
be achieved during the Plan period.  This statement of intent should be included in 
supporting text, and the policy recast to form an effective land use planning policy.   

5.29.4 Likewise, although not the subject of objection, policy AY.25 should be recast for similar 
reasons.  I suggest that it would be expedient for AY.24 and AY.25 to be combined.  

Recommendation: 
5.29.5 I recommend that:- 

5.29.6 Policy AY.24 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Council will resist proposals for development that would prejudice the re-
opening of the railway line north of Aylesbury for passenger and freight traffic or 
the CrossRail proposal linking Aylesbury to Central London.. 

5.29.7 Policy AY.25 be deleted. 

5.29.8 Supporting text be modified as necessary. 

 

 

5.30 Paragraph 5.90: Cycling 
Supporter: 

 DD2517 British Waterways 

Objector: 
 DD1060* Ramblers Association 
 *objection withdrawn 
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Principal Issue: 
5.30.1 Whether shared use of footways should only apply on lightly used routes where no safe 

alternatives were available. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.30.2 I think that the qualification of the fourth bullet point meets the objection. 

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

objection. 

 

 

5.31 Policies AY.26, AY.27 and AY.28: Cycling 
Supporters: 

 DD1302-04 Sustrans 
 DD1303 Sustrans 
 DD1304 Sustrans 
 DD2794 Lakeside Land Ltd 
 DD5930 A Dickens 

Objectors: 
 DD0660 HBF 
 DD2601 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 DD6564 Mr Hoskins 
 DD7772 HBF 
 DD7773 HBF 

Principal Issues: 
5.31.1 Whether AY.26 – AY.28 duplicated GP.21. 

5.31.2 Whether shared-use cycle/pedestrian routes were safe. 

5.31.3 Whether the lack of definition of the cycle network would prejudice development of the 
MDAs. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.31.4 I treat these policies and their common topic area together.  An immediate weakness of 

AY.26 is that because the Cycle Network is not defined, readers of the Plan do not know 
where the policy applies or if their development affects it.  I think this is unsatisfactory.  
Moreover, any relevance of the Network to the determination of traffic management 
proposals, or commentaries on other proposals, is hardly the stuff of land-use.  A potential 
point of confusion is the reference in the dedicated Aylesbury Chapter to links outside the 
urban area. 

5.31.5 It is true that there is some duplication between AY.26 – AY.28 and GP.21, and a 
similarity with GP.32 – GP.34, which in my recommended form provides the Council with 
a more effective policy instrument for securing cycle access and facilities.  There is also 
some repetition of the MDA policy criteria in AY.27.   I am not too concerned about this, 
but the AY policies should concentrate on protection and development of the Aylesbury 
Cycle Network and associated facilities without trespassing into the territory of the 
General Policies. 
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5.31.6 I do not see that this would prejudice the MDAs and I am not persuaded that the Network 
has not been properly considered or planned.  However, there are faults with the wording 
of the policies relating to lack of clarity and corporate expressions of intent that do not 
improve the Plan and need correcting.  For example, AY.28 provides no clues about the 
adopted standards of secure cycle parking, nor is it justified by reference to the Cycle 
Network.  As an occasional cyclist I applaud the Council’s approach to this sustainable 
and enjoyable means of transport, but as an Inspector I am equally anxious to ensure that 
the Local Plan can deliver its policy objectives. 

Recommendation: 
5.31.7 I recommend that: 

5.31.8 Policy AY.26 be modified by rewording as follows: 

 The Aylesbury Cycle Network is defined in Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

 The Council will resist development that compromises the convenience or safety of 
cyclists on this network.  When considering development proposals the Council will 
have regard to the desirability, in conjunction with the proposed scheme, of 
extending the Cycle Network with dedicated cycle lanes or shared cycle/pedestrian 
routes, and the need to provide secure cycle parking for its users. 

5.31.9 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies AY.27 and AY.28. 

5.31.10 The Cycle Network and associated facilities be defined in Supplementary Planning 
Guidance. 

 

 

5.32 Paragraph 5.93 and Policies AY.29 and AY.30: Walking 
Objectors: 

 DD1491 C Hitchens 
 DD2518 British Waterways 
 DD2602 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 DD7529 G Aylett 

Principal Issues: 
5.32.1 Whether the policy should be extended to include measures to counteract the effects of 

induced traffic around the periphery of the pedestrian priority area in the town centre. 

5.32.2 Whether the pedestrian network should be shown. 

5.32.3 Whether more crossings and traffic controls for walkers and cyclists should be introduced. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.32.4 Much of the evidence submitted in support of the first objection related to the outcome of 

the public inquiry into the draft Traffic Regulation Orders for the Aylesbury town centre 
pedestrianisation scheme, phases II and III, held in 1997.  However, although clearly of 
concern to the residents of Aylesbury Old Town, these detailed considerations are 
inappropriate for inclusion in the Plan.  I trust, however, that the Council will have 
particular regard to resident’s concerns during implementation of the later phases of any 
pedestrianisation scheme.   

5.32.5 I note that the Council suggests the inclusion of additional text in para. 5.160 confirming 
that the pedestrianisation scheme will be implemented in accordance with the Inspector’s 
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recommendations arising from the public inquiry (ORC 132.02).  I welcome the 
clarification provided by this text.  

5.32.6 With regards to the policy itself, if the comprehensive pedestrian network simply consists 
of all or a network of the existing footways and footpaths in the urban area it is difficult to 
grasp how it has been ‘devised’ and how development might prejudice its 
‘implementation’.  My earlier comments in relation to the identification of the cycle 
network apply equally to the pedestrian network.  And, once again, my recommended 
policy in preference to GP.36, subject to a minor addition, would provide all that AY.29 
contemplates - throughout the whole District, not merely Aylesbury.   

5.32.7 AY.30 is vague in not fully qualifying ‘major’ new development and requiring 
connections to the ‘defined’ network, which is not defined.  It also repeats parts of AY.22.  
Its objectives could be satisfied by the policy I recommend to replace GP.45 – GP.47, - 
again throughout the District, not merely Aylesbury. 

5.32.8 My conclusion is that there is insufficient purpose in policies AY.29 and AY.30 to merit 
their inclusion, when their purpose is adequately served by recommended replacement 
policies elsewhere in the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
5.32.9 I recommend that:- 

5.32.10 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies AY.29 and AY.30. 

5.32.11 Policy GP.36 be further modified by the addition in the second sentence of: 

‘….routes, including suitable wheelchair access, connected….’ 

5.32.12 Paragraph 5.160 be modified in accordance with ORC 132.02 

 

 

5.33 Policy AY.31: Parking 
Supporter: 

 DD1624 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 

Objectors: 
 DD0966 K W Miller 
 DD1414 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1434 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD2204 E G Clarke 
 DD5642 Aylesbury Old Town 

Residents Association 
 DD6314 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 

 DD6463 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6483 W W H Carlyle 

 DD6632 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6633 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 
NHS Trust 

 DD6978 B Smith 
 DD6979 B Smith 
 DD6994 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 5.24):  
 CO0036 Laing Homes 

 Principal Issues: 
5.33.1 Whether e) took account of the difference between car ownership and car use. 

5.33.2 Whether e) should define ‘well-served’ or be deleted. 

5.33.3 Whether e) should require consultation before setting on-site parking standards. 
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5.33.4 Whether e) should apply to the MDAs and clarify the reduced standards. 

5.33.5 Whether the policy fully considered funding options. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.33.6 The Council proposed major surgery to AY.31 by removing the references to commuted 

payments.  The intention to reduce parking requirements in the urban environment, in 
conjunction with other transport improvements, reflects current Government’s thinking 
embodied in PPG13. 

5.33.7 There are two distinct areas addressed by AY.31 – the zone inside the inner relief road, 
and the urban area of Aylesbury outside the IRR.  As worded, section a) of the policy 
applies to all uses in the town centre and it should be related to proposed developments; it 
may also lead to some awkwardness with the parking aspirations of AY.37.  Furthermore, 
in the light of AY.39 I query whether the retail warehouse category needs to be retained.  
The new proposed section b) also requires some revision because of the difficulties of 
interpreting the reduced parking standards. 

5.33.8 The question of car ownership and usage and residential parking standards will depend on 
the circumstances of each application and can be assessed accordingly.  I agree with the 
Council that how well areas are served by public transport will be a matter of judgement 
and does not require detailed explanation.  I consider there should be no policy obligation 
for developers to be consulted on the setting of standards because the application of those 
standards will always be a topic for negotiation when specific applications are submitted.  
Likewise, I see no need for specific reference to be made to parking in the MDAs.   

5.33.9 Finally, the funding of transport infrastructure is too wide a consideration for the focussed 
objectives of AY.31. 

Recommendation: 
5.33.10 I recommend that policy AY.31 be modified by rewording as follows: 

 Within the urban area of Aylesbury special parking principles will apply. 

  Inside the inner relief road, on-site parking provision associated with all 
development proposals other than food superstores [and bulky goods retail 
warehousing] will be restricted to that required for the operational needs of the 
business or land use. 

  For other parts of the urban area well served by public transport, planning 
proposals will not be required to provide the maximum parking levels set out in the 
Council’s parking guidelines.  In considering these applications the Council will 
apply a reduced parking standard consistent with the accessibility of the site to 
public transport options and the essential needs of the development. 

 

 

5.34 Policy AY.32: Parking 
Objectors: 

 DD0157 P H & Mrs H J Willridge 
 DD2199 E G Clarke 
 DD7284 GOSE 
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Principal Issues: 
5.34.1 Whether the policy should allow residential parking in the Old Town. 

5.34.2 Whether the Council should assume responsibility for parking control. 

5.34.3 Whether the policy was land-use based. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.34.4 The Government Office for the Southeast is quite right.  AY.32 seeks to promote the 

preparation of a policy for the management of road space.  The Special Parking Area is not 
identified on the Proposals Map and the Plan does not explain how AY.32 would apply to 
planning applications.  It may be a sound measure in complementing land-use policies (as 
paragraph 57 of PPG 13 mentions) worthy of mention in supporting text, but it is not a 
land-use policy in itself.  Hence it should be deleted.  
 
Recommendation: 

5.34.5 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.32. 

 

 

5.35 Policy AY.33: Park-and-Ride 
Supporters: 

 DD0704 Mrs M E Clarke 
 DD2200 E G Clarke 

Objectors: 
 DD1049 Genesis Homes Ltd & 

Bryant Homes 
 DD2155 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2846 Mr & Mrs A Roberts 
 DD6112 Wingrave Parish Council 
 DD6376 A Woodlock 

 DD6690 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6742 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6752 National Trust 
 DD6908 Mr & Mrs N J Clark 
 DD7087 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7307 Highways Agency

Principal Issues: 
5.35.1 Whether there was sufficient justification for P&R in Aylesbury.  

5.35.2 Whether the P&R sites should be located further out of town. 

5.35.3 Whether the Berryfields P&R site should be located north-west of the A41(T)/railway 
intersection. 

5.35.4 Whether the Broughton Stocklake P&R site should be located between the A41(T)(E) and 
A413(S). 

5.35.5 Whether the environmental impact of P&R sites had been properly considered. 

5.35.6 Whether transfers at the Berryfields P&R site would be too low to be successful. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.35.7 I share the Council’s view that P&R offers an appropriate alternative to parking in the 

town centre without causing undue inconvenience to employees, shoppers and visitors.  I 
thus see no objection in principle to sites being safeguarded for that purpose, and have 
earlier acknowledged that P&R sites are appropriately located within the proposed MDAs.  

 326



Inspector’s Report Part I : Aylesbury  

However, setting aside c) concerning Broughton Stocklake, policy AY.33 serves no useful 
purpose in that it duplicates criterion in policies AY. 15 and AY.16.  

5.35.8 Sites within MDAs should avoid serious consequences for countryside amenity.  However, 
the precise location of sites, traffic and environmental impact, and potential mitigation 
measures are all matters that should be resolved by the planning brief for each MDA, - 
including that for AY.18 which needs to consider the possible introduction of a P&R site 
within the Aston Clinton Road MDA in place of that lost at Broughton Stocklake. 

5.35.9 The question of parking levels at Berryfields (and other MDAs) and management is a 
matter for the transport strategy and other agencies, and thus beyond my remit for the Plan.  

Recommendation: 
5.35.10 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.33. 

 

 

5.36 Policies AY.34 and AY.35: Highway Network and Proposals 
Supporters: 

 DD0367 Mrs J White 
 DD0368 R White 
 DD0696 E G Clarke 
 DD1625 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD7801 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD0062 Mrs Robertson 
 DD0357 Mr J B & Mrs S A Griffiths 
 DD0792 Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0911 K W Miller 
 DD0965 K W Miller 
 DD1023 Mrs V Miller 
 DD1044 Genesis Homes Ltd & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD1048 Genesis Homes Ltd & Bryant 

Homes 
 DD1087 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1305 Sustrans 
 DD1347 B & S A Robson 
 DD1431 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1432 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1433 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1432 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1433 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1559 M Edmonds 
 DD2154 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2201 E G Clarke 
 DD2254 Mrs S Banks 
 DD2321 F Perrie 

 DD2519 British Waterways 
 DD2882 P Cleasby 
 DD2883 P Cleasby 
 DD2891 Mr & Mrs P M Stappard 
 DD5591 D Eldon 
 DD5757 Hon Mrs H M Cullen 
 DD5795 A Burcher 
 DD5797 Jean Burcher 
 DD6232 Hives Partnership 
 DD6480 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6481 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6482 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6654 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6662 Watermead Homes Ltd 
 DD6710 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6741 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6753 National Trust 
 DD6880 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6881 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6980 B Smith 
 DD6981 B Smith 
 DD6995 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7088 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7230  County Archaeological 

Service 
 DD7308 Highways Agency 
 

Principal Issues: 
5.36.1 Whether the Bierton Link Road (BLR) should precede Broughton Stocklake MDA. 

5.36.2 Whether the Western Link Road (WLR) would undermine the function of the cross-town 
PPTC. 
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5.36.3 Whether funding would be available for the BLR during the Pan period. 

5.36.4 Whether all the lines of the Links should be safeguarded and the widths of the corridors 
defined. 

5.36.5 Whether the BLR should be retitled Bypass and given Category 1 status in AY.3 

5.36.6 Whether a new Link should be added between A41(T)(E) and A413(S). 

5.36.7 Whether there should be a fall-back strategy in case the Link roads are not built. 

5.36.8 Whether reference should be made to the need for approval for bridges over the canal. 

5.36.9 Whether the BLR was contrary to national transport policy. 

5.36.10 Whether the Link Roads would be environmentally unfriendly. 

5.36.11 Whether the WLR should be extended to serve the rest of Quarrendon House Farm. 

5.36.12 Whether the Links should be constructed in phase with the MDAs. 

5.36.13 Whether the WLR would affect scheduled earthworks. 

5.36.14 Whether the Northern Link Road (NLR) was needed or justified. 

5.36.15 Whether the NLR should be made a firm proposal, with developer funding. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.36.16 Policies AY.34 and AY.35 confirm the proposed construction of the Western (WLR), 

Eastern (ELR) and Bierton (BLR) Link Roads, and the intention to safeguard the line of 
the Northern Link Road (NLR), the need for which is to be kept under review. 

5.36.17 I have earlier recommended that policy AY.17, Broughton Stocklake MDA, be deleted, 
and as a consequence recognised the need for a re-assessment of traffic generation, 
congestion and flows throughout Aylesbury, and a re-evaluation of the need for the 
Eastern and Bierton Link Roads.  I cannot, of course, predict the outcome of this re-
assessment.  However, I anticipate that it will confirm that construction of these Link 
Roads can no longer be justified in terms of traffic generation/flows, or be adequately 
financed by the amount of development now proposed.  Reference to the Eastern and 
Bierton Link Roads should thus be deleted from policy AY.34 and supporting text.  It 
follows that objections/issues relating specifically to either of these Link Roads fall away, 
and that objections relating to the principles of provision or the proposed Northern and 
Western Link Roads must be considered in the context of radically revised road proposals.  

5.36.18 It has been suggested that the construction of Link Roads, either singly or combined, 
would conflict with Government policy, and that road construction should be limited to 
that required to provide access.  However the ALUT Strategy, for which I have earlier 
expressed support, provides for the minimum amount of new road building, comprising 
that which is required to directly access the MDAs, to provide essential links between 
MDAs and the existing urban area, and to serve the general needs of the town.  I am 
persuaded on the evidence before me that the Link Roads proposed in conjunction with the 
amount and distribution of development shown in the DDLP can be justified.  It thus 
follows that I remain satisfied that the WLR, the sole remaining Link Road following my 
recommended deletion of the ELR and BLR, is necessary and the minimum that can be 
justified in highway terms by the development of the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs.  
Its construction thus accords with the principles of Government policy in this respect.    

5.36.19 Objectors have also suggested that construction of the proposed Link Roads will 
undermine the function of the PPTCs.  Given the differences between their intended 
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functions, I do not wholly agree.  It is intended that the PPTCS will provide an attractive 
and efficient alternative to the use of the private car as a means of access to the town 
centre and between MDAs, and also to existing areas of employment; the Link Roads will 
provide access into the MDAs and essential links between.  It is probable that the WLR 
connection between the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs will discourage some people 
from making this journey using public transport along the PPTC; it is inevitable that some 
people will still prefer use their car.  However, this level of car use will not, in my view, be 
so high as to significantly undermine the value of the PPTC, and clearly will not 
undermine the function of PPTCs linking either of the MDAs with the town centre or other 
nearby uses.  A similar rebuttal case could be argued in support of the Link Roads and 
PPTCs connecting the Broughton Stocklake and Aston Clinton Road MDAs should the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA be retained.  

5.36.20 I do not support the suggestion that the width of highway corridors and detailed alignment 
of the proposed Link Roads should be clearly defined.  While the Proposals Map should be 
as accurate as reasonably possible, the width and alignment of any proposed road can only 
be determined at the detailed design stage.  As noted earlier in my report, the WLR is to be 
re-aligned.  However, I am satisfied that in principle the level of detail and accuracy 
shown on the Proposals Map as modified will be sufficient to indicate the intentions of the 
Plan. 

5.36.21 Concern has been expressed over the phasing and funding of the proposed Link Roads.  
However, I am satisfied that my recommended modifications to policies AY.3 (to be 
deleted) and AY.5 and supporting text provide sufficient certainty for the funding and 
phasing of Link Roads and PPTCs . 

5.36.22 I have earlier, in response to objections concerning the Berryfields MDA, endorsed the 
Council’s response to concern regarding the potential impact of the proposed WLR on the 
Quarrendon SAM.  There is no need for me to re-iterate my conclusions, save to confirm 
that the Council’s response answers this concern. 

5.36.23 Finally, it has been suggested that the NLR should be made a firm proposal, with 
developer funding.  It being envisaged that this would provide relief to the A41(T), and 
thereby accord with Government advice that traffic conditions on trunk roads should be 
made no worse by development proposals.  However, this objection was promoted on the 
assumption that the NLR would provide a link between the WLR and the BLR/ELR, 
thereby effectively creating a by-pass around the town.  My recommended deletion of the 
ELR and BLR thus undermines the reasoning behind this objection, and removes any 
justification for promoting the NLR as a firm proposal.  I recognise that the absence of a 
continuous link between the WLR, NLR, BLR and ELR will result in increased traffic and 
congestion on the A41(T) through Aylesbury, and thereby conflict with the 
aforementioned Government advice.  However, I have earlier dealt with this matter in 
response to objections to the Berryfields and Aston Clinton Road MDAs, policies AY.15 
and AY.18 respectively, and am satisfied that in light of the dual function of the A41(T) as 
a local and county distributor road as it passes through the town and the Government’s 
intention that it be de-trunked, the desire to maintain the status-quo in terms of  traffic 
flows and congestion is not of paramount importance. 

5.36.24 The Plan acknowledges the uncertainty surrounding the need for the NLR, which it is 
suggested may be required to satisfy travel demand by 2011.  It is unlikely that this 
uncertainty will be resolved by my suggested re-assessment of traffic generation, 
congestion and flows throughout Aylesbury arising from my recommendation that the 
ELR and BLR be deleted.  However, while it is impossible for me to predict the outcome 
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of this re-assessment, I am nevertheless of the opinion that it is inappropriate to indicate 
the line of the NLR, or any other projected highway, on the Proposals Map until such time 
as construction can be justified and is programmed.  The inclusion of safeguarded lines 
without full justification can lead to blight and possibly compensation, with no guarantee 
that the road will ever be built, and does not provide the level of certainty required in 
development plans.  Para. 5.17 of PPG12 clearly states: Authorities should, however, only 
include proposals in plans which are firm, with a reasonable degree of certainty of 
proceeding within the plan period and should be identified as such in the local transport 
plan.   Accordingly policy AY.35 should be deleted. 

Recommendation: 
5.36.25 I recommend that: 

5.36.26 Policy AY.34 be modified by the deletion of reference to the Eastern and Bierton Link 
Roads. 

5.36.27 Policy AY.35 be deleted. 

5.36.28 Supporting text in paras. 5.107-5.110 and elsewhere throughout the Plan be modified as 
necessary. 

5.36.29 The Proposals Map be modified as necessary. 

 

 

5.37 OM501 Policy Omission : Aylesbury Southern Link Road  
Objectors: 

 DD1658 Mr Cleary 
 DD1836 Mr Dick 
 DD1844 Mr Bhavan 
 DD1858 Mrs Scott-Curran 
 DD5825 Mr & Mrs Sharp 
 DD5830 Mr/Ms Barnbrook 
 DD5854 Mrs Lucas 
 DD5856 Mr McLean 

 DD5875 Mr Lee 
 DD5923 Mr & Mrs Bowles 
 DD6355 Mr/Ms Hilliard 
 DD6358 Mr & Mrs Winwright 
 DD6361 Mr/Ms John 
 DD7523 Mr G W Hammond 
 DD7988 Mrs Grigg 

Principal Issue: 
5.37.1 Whether a new road linking the A41(T) with the A413 should be provided to reduce traffic 

flow and highway dangers on Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.37.2 Objectors have suggested that the Plan should include provision for a new dual 

carriageway linking the A41(T)(E) with the A413(S) in order to reduce existing traffic 
flows on Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove and to improve highway safety.  Residents fear 
that the existing situation will be significantly worsened by the development of the 
proposed Aston Clinton Road MDA.  They also suggest complimentary measures, 
including the imposition of a 7.5t weight restriction and clear sign-posting of the suggested 
new road.  

5.37.3 I have earlier considered objections by residents of Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove 
concerning the Aston Clinton Road MDA (policy AY.18), and concluded that the increase 
in traffic on local roads generated by the proposed MDA would not be sufficient to 
outweigh the advantages arising from the development of a strategically located business 
park north of Aston Clinton Road.  While I sympathise with local residents’ concerns, it 
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must be recognised that Camborne Avenue and Bedgrove have been constructed as a local 
distributor road, and that it is would be unreasonable not to expect them to perform as a 
link between the A41(T) and the A413.  The Council has recently introduced traffic 
calming measures in an attempt to improve road safety, and it is possible that these may 
persuade some drivers to seek alternative routes, - although none are readily apparent, and 
would be similarly - or even more - disruptive of local amenities.  Overall, given that 
traffic drawn to the proposed Aston Clinton Road MDA will approach from several 
different directions, I am not persuaded that the volume of traffic using Camborne Avenue 
and Bedgrove will be sufficient to justify the construction of a link road between the 
A41(T) and A413 south-east of the town.  However, as suggested in my response to 
objections to policy AY.18, I urge the Council to keep the situation on Camborne Avenue 
and Bedgrove under review, and to implement further remedial measures as appropriate 
and possible. 

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

TOWN CENTRE (AYLESBURY) 
 

5.38 Paragraphs 5.114 and 5.115: Town Centre 
Objector: 

 DD7530-31 G Aylett 

Principal Issue: 
5.38.1 Whether the Vision Statement should be amended, and ‘worship’ added to paragraph 

5.115. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.38.2 A revision of the (previously approved) corporate statement in paragraph 5.114 is not a 

matter for the Local Plan.   

5.38.3 The Council’s Proposed Change meets the second objection. 

Recommendation: 
5.38.4 I recommend that paragraph 5.115 be modified in accordance with PC 5.25. 

 

 

5.39 Policy AY.36: A Place to Shop 
Objectors: 

 DD0661 HBF 
 DD4351 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD7165 Dacorum Borough Council 

Principal Issues: 
5.39.1 Whether AY.36 was a planning policy. 

5.39.2 Whether the definition of the town centre should include the Safeway store in Friarage 
Road. 
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5.39.3 Whether the extra comparison goods shopping, and bulky goods and food retailing 
envisaged in paras. 5.117 – 5.140 will adversely affect Tring town centre. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.39.4 I accept that it is important to have the policy area of the town centre defined on the 

Proposals Map and I see no fundamental difficulty with AY.36 even though it is not, 
strictly speaking, a land-use policy.  This could be rectified by the inclusion of additional 
text.  

5.39.5 I regard the Safeway store as an edge-of-centre location rather than part of the central core 
of the town.   

5.39.6 I find no evidence to suggest that Tring, which is of a different order in the shopping 
hierarchy, will be unduly adversely affected by the planned retail growth in Aylesbury. 

Recommendation: 
5.39.7 I recommend that policy AY.36 be modified as follows: 

The town centre is defined as that area within the Inner Relief Road, as shown on 
the Proposals Map.  Proposals for development within this area will be considered 
having regard to their town centre location.  

 

5.40 Policy AY.37: A Place to Shop 
Supporter: 

 DD6918 BA Pensions Trustees Ltd 

Objectors: 
 DD2453 I Hopcraft 
 DD2454 I Hopcraft 
 DD2455 I Hopcraft 
 DD5644 Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association 
 DD5903 F P Property Services Ltd 
 DD7718 Dacorum Borough Council 

Principal Issues: 
5.40.1 Whether the planned comprehensive development would be at the unreasonable expense 

of central green space and if the brief should be dependent on the outcome of public 
consultation. 

5.40.2 Whether parts of the comprehensive development area should be deleted from the policy 
area and safeguarded as green open space. 

5.40.3 Whether the comprehensive development was unnecessary in view of the existing and 
approved retail stock. 

5.40.4 Whether the extra shopping floorspace would adversely affect Tring town centre. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.40.5 In terms of the sequential approach advocated in PPG6 there can hardly be a more 

appropriate location than the policy area of AY.37 for mixed development anchored by a 
retail use.  It is within the heart of the central area of the town and well related to town 
centre uses.  I agree with the Council that matters of detail like trees and open space are 
best left to the design prepared through the planning brief and need not be addressed by 
the policy.   
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5.40.6 I consider it unnecessary for AY.37 to make public consultation a condition of the policy.  
Although the Council may have regard for public opinion, it is the elected Members’ 
responsibility to decide what any planning brief should contain. 

5.40.7 Despite the rather surprising increase in projected retail floorspace (which appears to be 
based more on the capacity of the site than any forensic analysis of shopping trends) there 
has been no significant challenge to the figures.  The only criticisms are from a rival 
investor and the adjoining District Council.  In neither case was alternative evidence 
presented to call the conclusions of the Plan into question.  I referred to the position of 
Tring, which I do not regard as comparable or unduly threatened by retail development in 
Aylesbury, in my consideration of AY.36. 

5.40.8 I concur therefore with Proposed Change PC.5.26, but suggest another form of AY.37 for 
clarity and flexibility. 

Recommendation: 
5.40.9 I recommend that:- 

5.40.10 Policy AY.37 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map defines a site north of Exchange Street for comprehensive 
mixed-use redevelopment based principally on retail uses. 

  In considering proposals for the redevelopment of this area the Council will have 
regard to a planning brief that it will prepare as Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

5.40.11 The Plan be modified in accordance with PC 5.26. 

 

 

5.41 Policy AY.38: A Place to Shop 
Objector: 

 DD7719 Dacorum Borough Council 

Principal Issue: 
5.41.1 Whether the extra shopping floorspace would adversely affect Tring town centre. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.41.2 My previous comments re policies AY.36 and AY.37 in relation to this objection apply.   

5.41.3 I am not really clear why AY.38, promoting shopping in the town centre, is required.  I 
would have been less surprised if the policy had indicated that retail infill would not be 
permitted. 

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

 

 

5.42 Policy AY.39: Retail Warehousing 
Supporters: 

 DD1758 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
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Objectors: 
 DD0040 T Dunbar 
 DD1759 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1760 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1761 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1762 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1763 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1764 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD1765 Mr & Mrs D J Keys 
 DD2214 Mr R J Green 
 DD2375 Mr J Davies 
 DD2376 Mr J Davies 
 DD2377 Mr J Davies 
 DD2378 Mr J Davies 
 DD2379 Mr J Davies 
 DD2380 Mr J Davies 
 DD2381 Mr J Davies 
 DD5691 R Dover and M Bouskill 
 DD5715 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5716 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5717 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5718 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5719 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5720 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5721 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5722 Mr & Mrs I S Samsworth 
 DD5723 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5724 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5725 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5726 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5727 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5728 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5729 Mr & Mrs D Fisher 
 DD5730 Mr & Mrs T C Allen 
 DD5731 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5732 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5733 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5734 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5735 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5736 Mrs S C G Marshall 
 DD5737 Mr & Mrs D R Perrin 
 DD5738 Mr & Mrs D R Perrin 
 DD5739 Mr & Mrs D R Perrin 
 DD5740 Mr & Mrs D R Perrin 
 DD5741 Mr & Mrs D R Perrin 
 DD5742 Mr & Mrs C Nigro 
 DD5743 Mr & Mrs C Nigro 
 DD5744 Mr & Mrs C Nigro 
 DD5745 Mr & Mrs C Nigro 

 DD5746 Mr & Mrs C Nigro 
 DD5747 Mrs A J Meredith 
 DD5748 Mrs A J Meredith 
 DD5749 Mrs A J Meredith 
 DD5750 Mrs A J Meredith 
 DD5751 Mrs A J Meredith 
 DD5752 Mr J Thomson 
 DD5753 Mr J Thomson 
 DD5754 Mr J Thomson 
 DD5755 Mr J Thomson 
 DD5756 Mr J Thomson 
 DD5765 Mrs S Chandler 
 DD5766 Mrs S Chandler 
 DD5767 Mrs S Chandler 
 DD5768 Mrs S Chandler 
 DD5769 Ms K J Turner 
 DD5770 Ms K J Turner 
 DD5771 Ms K J Turner 
 DD5772 Ms K J Turner 
 DD5773 Mr A A Spicer 
 DD5774 Mr A A Spicer 
 DD5775 Mr A A Spicer 
 DD5776 Mr A A Spicer 
 DD5777 Mr & Mrs P J Davies 
 DD5778 Mr & Mrs P J Davies 
 DD5779 Mr & Mrs P J Davies 
 DD5780 D J O'Brien 
 DD5781 D J O'Brien 
 DD5782 D J O'Brien 
 DD5783 Mrs D Rogers 
 DD5784 Mrs D Rogers 
 DD5785 Mrs D Rogers 
 DD5786 Mr & Mrs A Dunsdon 
 DD5787 Mr & Mrs A Dunsdon 
 DD5788 R Goldney 
 DD5789 R Goldney 
 DD5790 Mr S & Mrs M King 
 DD5791 Mr S & Mrs M King 
 DD5792 Mr & Mrs A Martin 
 DD5793 Mr & Mrs A Martin 
 DD6243 Post Office Property 

Holdings 
 DD7073 Clifford & Billings 
 DD7512 Thames Valley CCI 
 DD7720  Dacorum Borough 

Council 
 DD7790*  British Tele-

communications plc 

* objection withdrawn 
Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 5.29):  

 CO0075 British Telecommunications plc 
 CO0165 Thames Valley CCI 
 CO0180 S Mitchell 
 CO0181 Frame Investments and Standard Life Investments 
 CO0182 Frame Investments and Standard Life Investments 
 CO0183 Frame Investments and Standard Life Investments 
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Principal Issues: 
5.42.1 Whether safe pedestrian access should be provided to Cambridge Close. 

5.42.2 Whether detailed design criteria should be included in the policy. 

5.42.3 Whether the extension of Cambridge Close would cause disturbance to nearby residents 
and excessive traffic. 

5.42.4 Whether development should be based on a planning brief and Supplementary Planning 
Guidance. 

5.42.5 Whether sales should be restricted to bulky goods only. 

5.42.6 Whether the extra shopping floorspace would adversely affect Tring town centre. 

5.42.7 Whether the site should be extended to include the telephone exchange. 

5.42.8 Whether the Proposed Change was unduly restrictive. 

5.42.9 Whether the site was better suited to food retailing. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.42.10 The AY.39 policy area performs well against the PPG6 sequential approach to retail site 

selection.  It is close to the town centre and a range of transport options.  It has the 
potential to encourage linked trips and reduce travel patterns.  It also has the advantage of 
being already in commercial and other non-residential usage, so retail warehousing 
development would not involve significantly different activities.  However, I consider that 
the policy should not exclude mixed uses that might generate similar benefits. 

5.42.11 Many of the objectors are local householders who are concerned about amenity impact and 
wished to have protective criteria included in the policy.  I agree with the Council that the 
level of detail sought would be inappropriate for the Plan, but I think that the presence of 
the adjoining housing justifies some reference to respect for their residential amenities.  
There appear to be no unusually complex problems with the site that require policy 
support for a planning brief or that ordinary development control practice could not deal 
with satisfactorily. 

5.42.12 I accept that there should be a limitation on the type of goods sold.  If this were not so, the 
development could compromise viability and investment in the town centre, and weaken 
the focus of comparison retailing.  My earlier remarks in relation to Tring apply. 

5.42.13 The Council proposed a change to include the site of the telephone exchange, to which I 
see no planning objection, which could have advantages for the layout of the policy area 
and adjacent residential land-uses.  (See also CP010, Chapter 6).  As a consequence, 
further changes were proposed to AY.39 and a new policy was introduced indicating that 
permission would be refused for development in Cambridge Close other than for retail 
warehousing.  I cannot see that this is strictly necessary, and its prescriptive posture would 
be out of place if there are mixed uses other than retail that might be suitable for the 
trading estate.  The point could be met by an adjustment of the wording of AY.39.  I find 
no reason to prefer food retailing at Cambridge Close. 

Recommendation: 
5.42.14 I recommend that:- 

5.42.15 Policy AY.39 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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The Proposals Map defines a site adjacent to the Cambridge Close Retail Park for 
mixed-use development, based principally on the retail sales of bulky goods.  Such 
development should respect the residential amenities of nearby households. 

  In granting permission for retail warehousing the Council may impose conditions, 
or seek planning obligations, intended to restrict the range and type of goods sold 
and regulate the size of the retail outlets.  Proposals for changes of use to 
comparison or convenience shops will be resisted. 

5.42.16 The Proposals Map be modified in accordance with PC 5.27. 

5.42.17 No modifications be made in accordance with PC 5.28 and  PC 5.29. 

 

 

5.43 Policy AY.40: Retail Warehousing 
Supporters: 

 DD1626 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6996 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 

Objectors: 
 DD0970 K W Miller 
 DD1328 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1429 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1430 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1591 Bierton & Broughton 

Action Group 

 DD1744 Aylesbury Vale FoE 
 DD6478 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6479 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7089 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7285 GOSE 
 DD7721  Dacorum Borough 

Council

Principal Issues: 
5.43.1 Whether the policy would lead to excessive traffic generation. 

5.43.2 Whether there was a need for more retail warehousing. 

5.43.3 Whether the policy was over-restrictive. 

5.43.4 Whether the extra shopping floorspace would adversely affect Tring town centre. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.43.5 I referred to the related proposals for retail warehousing (and a hotel) in my earlier 

consideration of the Broughton Stocklake MDA, policy AY.17.  If my recommendation 
that AY.17 be deleted, is accepted, policy AY.40 will fall naturally.   

5.43.6 I have, however, suggested that the Council may wish to consider an alternative location 
for the proposed Broughton Stocklake retail warehouse park.  It rests with the Council as 
to whether this should form part of the study referred to in AY.40, which in turn will no 
doubt be influenced by the rate of development at the Cambridge Close site. 

Recommendation: 
5.43.7 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.40. 
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5.44 Paragraphs 5.132 – 5.134, 5.136 – 5.137 and 5.140 – 5.142, Policies AY.41 
and AY.42: Food Retailing and Primary Shopping Frontages and Central 
Shopping Area 
Supporters: 

 DD0508 British Wheelchair Sports Foundation 
 DD1415 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD6464 W W H Carlyle 
 DD7018 Sainsbury’s Supermarket Ltd 
 DD7019 Sainsbury’s Supermarket Ltd 
 DD7091 Aylesbury Society 
 
 Objectors: 
 DD0388 Cllr B M Griffin 
 DD0971 K W Miller 
 DD1037 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 
 DD1427 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD1428 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD2153 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
 DD2356 Tesco Stores Ltd 
 DD2539 Bucks Archaeological 

Society 
 DD2603 Hallam Land Management 

Ltd 
 DD4352 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD4353 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD4354 Safeway Stores plc 

 DD4355 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD4356 Safeway Stores plc 
 DD6313 NHS Executive, Anglia & 

Oxford 
 DD6476 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6477 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6638 Stoke Mandeville Hospital 

NHS Trust 
 DD6997 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7090 Aylesbury Society 
 DD7231 County Archaeological 

Service 
 DD7559 D Bailey 
 DD7828 D Bailey 
 DD7927 Carter Commercial 

Developments Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.44.1 Whether the projected provision was over-estimated. 

5.44.2 Whether the provision at Broughton Stocklake was excessive. 

5.44.3 Whether district and local centres should be included in paragraphs 5.133 and 5.136. 

5.44.4 Whether the provision at Stoke Mandeville should be 1000sqm or larger. 

5.44.5 Whether the mixed-use site at Stoke Mandeville should provide wheelchair access to the 
sports centre. 

5.44.6 Whether provision should be made for shopping facilities at an alternative MDA in the 
south-eastern sector. 

5.44.7 Whether the Odeon site would affect archaeological interests. 

5.44.8 Whether an extension to the Safeway store was to be preferred to Tring Road or Stoke 
Mandeville. 

5.44.9 Whether provision should be made at Weedon Hill. 

5.44.10 Whether the Tring Road and Broughton Stocklake provisions should be deleted. 

5.44.11 Whether the Odeon should be retained. 

5.44.12 Whether the staggered implementation of AY.42 was contrary to national guidance. 

5.44.13 Whether AY.42 should explicitly exclude the neighbourhood centres referred to in AY.41. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.44.14 PPG6 advises that development plans should specify preferred locations for retail 

development that sustains and enhances existing centres.  The Odeon and High Street sites 
are clear examples of the sequential policy approach in operation.  If the Odeon is not of 
listing quality I agree with the Council that it should not have special protection under 
AY.41.  I note the proposed reference to archaeological interests but I consider that these 
do not require specific mention because there are dedicated GP policies that would come 
into play when any application was submitted. 

5.44.15 I find no empirical evidence to conclude that the overall (large) food retailing provision is 
excessive or distorted.  If Broughton Stocklake is deleted as I recommend, there would be 
a reduction in the shopping requirement, but there might need to be a re-evaluation of the 
projected retail floorspace on this side of the town unless the extension to the Tring Road 
site meets that shopping need.   

5.44.16 The scale of housing proposed at Berryfields justifies local shopping provision but this is 
already adequately covered in AY.15 (as is Weedon Hill in AY.16).  Table 5 indicates new 
net retail floorspace of 1000 –1400 sqm at Berryfields whilst AY.15 refers to 1400 sqm so 
there is the potential for confusion.  In my view Table 5 adds little to the Plan and repeats 
information already explained in the reasoned justification.  I also have reservations about 
the references in AY.41 to Berryfields and Stoke Mandeville as both have location specific 
policies in AY.15 and AY.8 that contain relevant shopping criteria.  In these cases – unlike 
the other three sites - there is no way of relating the provision in AY.41 at Berryfields and 
Stoke Mandeville to defined land areas and the purpose in including them is unclear.  My 
conclusion is that it would be better to exclude them and rely on detailed control under the 
MDA and Mixed-Use Policies to secure the retail objectives on these sites. 

5.44.17 Having regard to the existing superstore and the redundant printing works, I have already 
confirmed in response to objections to AY.6 that the Tring Road allocation is a sensible 
recycling of urban land.  It should be identified with a policy number on the Proposals 
Map.  I see no reason to replace it with the Safeway extension that has been approved at 
Friarage Road. 

5.44.18 I do not understand fully why AY.42 seeks to phase implementation of the retail 
allocations in AY.41.  These are policy provisions made against the background of the 
locational shopping needs of Aylesbury, projected consumer spending and the sequential 
approach of PPG6.  It should not be necessary for the Plan to direct when development of 
these retail commitments takes place because they are justified by the needs of the locality 
and accord with Government advice for retail site selection.  I see no reason to believe that 
the development of these out-of-centre locations in advance of the Odeon site would 
impair the viability of the city centre. 

5.44.19 The Council proposed certain changes to paragraphs 5.133, 5.136 and 5.139.  For the 
reasons explained above I think that paragraph 5.139 should be deleted and that the 
Change should not be made.  I have no comment on the other factual revisions.  Policy 
AY.41 requires amendment to remove references to named retail organisations and food 
retailing provision more appropriately dealt with in conjunction with wider development 
schemes. 

Recommendation: 
5.44.20 I recommend that:- 

5.44.21 Policy AY.41 be modified by rewording as follows: 
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 The Proposals Map defines the following sites for food retailing: 

a) Buckingham Street/Odeon; 

b) High Street; 

c) Tring Road. 

The Council will resist development that prejudices the use of these sites for that 
purposes. 

5.44.22 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.42 

5.44.23 The Plan be modified by the deletion of Table 5. 

5.44.24 The Plan be modified by the deletion of paragraph 5.139. 

5.44.25 The Plan be modified in accordance with PC 5.31 and ORC 127.01. 

5.44.26 No modification be made in accordance with PC 5.30, FPC 128.01 and ORCs 128.02 – 
128.06. 

 

 

5.45 Policy AY.43: Primary Shopping Frontages and Central Shopping Area 
Objector: 

 DD5904 F P Property Services Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
5.45.1 Whether the policy was unreasonably restrictive and would prevent retail investment. 

5.45.2 Whether the primary frontages included kiosks and shops in enclosed shopping centres. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.45.3 I would not expect features like kiosks and cloisters in shopping malls to be regarded as 

part of the primary shopping frontage.  However this would be a matter of interpretation if 
applications had to be considered and I consider that it requires no change to AY.43. 

5.45.4 However AY.43 does not accurately represent the guidance of PPG6, which is that 
primary shopping frontages may be restricted to a high proportion of retail uses not that 
changes of shops to non-retail uses will be prohibited.  The policy should make this clear. 

Recommendation: 
5.45.5 I recommend that policy AY.43 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map defines Primary Shopping Frontages within the Central 
Shopping Area. 

Within these primary frontages the Council will not permit changes of use to non-
retail uses that weaken the shopping strength and interest of the area. 

Redevelopment that incorporates ground floor shopping uses and enhances the 
trading characteristics and liveliness of the central area will be permitted. 
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5.46 Policy AY.44: Primary Shopping Frontages and Central Shopping Area 
Objectors: 

 DD2184 White Associates 
 DD6919 BA Pensions Trustees Ltd 
 DD7532 G Aylett 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.32): 
CO0115 G Aylett 

Principal Issues: 
5.46.1 Whether criterion a) was too restrictive. 

5.46.2 Whether the Central Shopping Area should be extended to the east of Hale Leys. 

5.46.3 Whether AY.44 should be strengthened to prevent further retail losses amongst local 
traders and specialists shops. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.46.4 A Change was proposed to remove certain categories of use from the policy in response to 

the first objection.  Ordinary readers of the Plan will not find this, or the original text, 
helpful unless they are familiar with the Use Classes Order.  Plain English would be better. 

5.46.5 I accept that there are difficulties of timing with application of the Central Shopping Area 
definition to the Exchange Street North site.  Until the form of any redevelopment has 
been decided it will not be clear where the appropriate boundary should lie.  I agree with 
the Council that the exclusion of the site will not prejudice its redevelopment for mixed-
use purposes under AY.37. 

5.46.6 Very few planning policies will directly affect the wellbeing of specialist retailers and 
local traders.  Their success, or otherwise, will depend far more on commercial factors, 
like fashion and the market, than any kind of planning intervention.  Shopping should 
underpin town centres but in secondary locations there are many other uses that will 
contribute to a healthy town centre, and for this reason I suggest an adjustment of AY.44. 

Recommendation: 
5.46.7 I recommend the policy AY.44 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Outside the Primary Shopping Frontages of the Central Shopping Area preference 
will be given to retail uses.  Non-shop uses that complement the diversity of uses in 
these parts of the town centre may be permitted between retail premises where the 
attractiveness and interest of the street scene is maintained, but adjacent non-shop 
uses will be resisted. 

 

 

5.47 Paragraphs 5.145 –5.146 and Policy AY.45: Primary Shopping Frontages and 
Central Shopping Area 
Objectors: 

 DD0158 P M & H J Willridge 
 DD2112 Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association 
 DD2182 White Associates 
 DD2183 White Associates 
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Principal Issues: 
5.47.1 Whether certain streets should be excluded from the area referred to in paragraph 5.145 

5.47.2 Whether the assertion in paragraph 5.146 was legally accurate. 

5.47.3 Whether the policy would make parking and amenities in the Old Town intolerable. 

5.47.4 Whether the policy conflicted with AY.44. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.47.5 I have not caught the purpose of identifying parts of the Central Shopping Area when 

AY.45 applies to the whole area outside the Primary Shopping Frontages (but not Temple 
Square).  It might make development control less uncomfortable if the locations referred to 
in Paragraph 5.145 were omitted - although I fear that the gaff is now blown!  The 
question of the effect of proposals granted on local living conditions is a matter to be 
considered at the application stage. 

5.47.6 Changes were proposed to meet the second objection.  I understand the Council’s 
antipathy towards take-away food shops but the point of national policy is to give freedom 
of movement between uses with similar characteristics.  There is no convincing case in the 
reasoned justification to support the restriction contemplated in AY.46 (even though no 
objections have been raised to the policy).  If permission were granted for a café or 
restaurant there would have to be special individual circumstances to warrant the removal 
of normal planning rights. 

5.47.7 AY.45 itself is of dubious planning propriety.  Does it mean that all café/restaurant 
proposals will be approved wherever they are in the central area and whatever their effect?  
In practice, AY.44 might do the job of AY.45 just as well but if the Council wishes to 
develop a tailored policy for restaurants and cafés, AY.45 and AY.46 ought to be 
combined and reconstructed. 

Recommendation: 
5.47.8 I recommend that:- 

5.47.9 Policy AY.45 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Within the Central Shopping Area proposals for cafés and restaurants that 
harmonise with the character and appearance of the town centre without adversely 
affecting its shopping function or relevant residential interests will be permitted.  
Where permission is granted conditions may be imposed to regulate the operation of 
the business and subsequent changes of use. 

5.47.10 The Plan be modified by the deletion of Policy AY.46. 

 

 

5.48 Policy AY.48: A Place to Work 
Objector: 

 DD7520 Thames Valley CCI 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.34): 
CO0027 I Hopcraft 
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Principal Issues: 
5.48.1 Whether the Walton Street car park was needed for town centre parking. 

5.48.2 Whether the change had regard to the need to protect existing trees on the site. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.48.3 The first point to note is that the Proposals Map contains no numbered policy notation so 

many people will be at a loss to know where sites a) and b) are located.  A second, and 
probably minor detail, is that although the context of this section is the town centre, the 
AY.48 policy area is not in the defined central area. 

5.48.4 The named sites appear to be appropriate for many urban uses and if the Council wishes to 
see them reserved for employment purposes AY.48 ought to be phrased more assertively.  
In order for that to work, and to warrant a specific policy allocation in the Plan, there 
should be some distinctive characteristic that marks them out as particularly suitable for 
employment development, as opposed to (say) residential or leisure.  If this is not the case 
the Plan might as well remain silent about their prospects and allow the market to decide 
and the normal development process to take its course. 

5.48.5 I can see why employment development might be acceptable on the Walton Street site but 
its exclusive suitability for that purposes escapes me.  Unless it is fired by some deficiency 
of employment land, AY.48 strikes me as a rather redundant policy statement because it 
rehearses a limited aspect of the Council’s approach to employment development without 
any firm commitment.  Criterion c) of the policy is superfluous because it states the 
position that should usually apply and does not enlighten the employment policies. 

5.48.6 In my view, the Walton Street car park site would not contribute much to evening parking 
because it is some distance away from the town centre and there are closer, more 
convenient, car parks.  The trees objection involves a matter of detail that would be 
inappropriate in a local plan. 

Recommendation: 
5.48.7 I recommend that:- 

5.48.8 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.48. 

5.48.9 If AY.48 is retained, the sites be identified on the Proposals Map, and the policy be 
modified by rewording as follows: 

  The Proposals Map identifies land reserved for employment uses at Old Brewery 
Close/Walton St, and the Council Offices and adjoining car park at Walton Street. 

  Development likely to prejudice such uses will not be permitted. In considering 
proposals for these sites the Council will have regard to the need to include public 
car parking and may impose conditions on planning permissions, or seek 
obligations, for that purpose. 

  The Council endorses the redevelopment of employment sites in the town centre and 
its environs for employment uses that do not otherwise conflict with policies of the 
Local Plan. 
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5.49 Policy AY.50: A Place of Leisure 
Supporters: 

 DD0004 M Burton 
 DD1745 R Beckett 

Objectors: 
 DD0526 Southern Arts 
 DD1746 R Beckett 
 DD2520 British Waterways 
 DD2540 Bucks Archaeological Society 
 DD7232 County Archaeological Service 

Principal Issues: 
5.49.1 Whether reference should be made to the need for arts facilities and a new arts centre. 

5.49.2 Whether the site should include buildings fronting Walton Street. 

5.49.3 Whether reference should be made to water-related uses within the Basin. 

5.49.4 Whether an archaeological evaluation should be required. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.49.5 The arts are mentioned in the policy.  How this aspect of any redevelopment might be 

handled is a matter of detail for the planning brief for the site.   

5.49.6 I agree with the Council that only land likely to be realistically available should be 
included in a comprehensive scheme.  The designs worked up should have regard to the 
listed building on the frontage, and its setting, and opportunities for incorporating this land 
if circumstances change.  The potential of the waterfront could not be ignored in the 
redevelopment proposals, but I do not believe it is crucial to make the canal part of the site 
because little change can be expected to its condition.  The archaeological interest would 
also be a matter for the brief. 

5.49.7 Like AY.48, the Council’s approach to this policy is rather timid.  If, as paragraph 5.158 
suggests, the site is proposed for mixed-use redevelopment a much bolder statement is 
justified. 

Recommendation: 
5.49.8 I recommend that policy AY.50 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map identifies a site between Exchange Street and the Canal Basin 
reserved for mixed-use redevelopment based principally on residential and leisure 
uses.  Development that jeopardises these objectives will not be permitted. 

  Proposals for the redevelopment should be based on a planning brief to be prepared 
by the Council and published as Supplementary Planning Guidance.  The range of 
uses planned should include an hotel and conference centre, café-bars and 
restaurants and other compatible uses taking advantage of the waterside setting, 
and facilities for the arts. 

 

 

5.50 OM502 Policy Omission: Night Clubs and Theme Pubs 
Objector: 

 DD7533 G Aylett 
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Principal Issue: 
5.50.1 Whether the Plan should include a policy preventing any further night clubs or theme pubs 

in or adjacent to the town centre.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.50.2 The objector is concerned that additional night clubs and theme pubs that do not cater for a 

wide range of ages and interests will exacerbate disturbance and other anti-social 
behaviour associated with such existing premises.  

5.50.3 While I appreciate the objector’s concerns, PPG6 directs entertainment facilities to the 
town centre, where they are most accessible by a range of transport modes.  There will be 
a need for more entertainment facilities to cater for the needs of the increased population 
envisaged in the Plan, and a policy that sought to resist such development in the town 
centre would be diametrically opposed to Government advice. 

5.50.4 It is not possible under planning law to control the age-range of clientele or nature of 
activity in clubs and pubs.  Problems associated with anti-social behaviour are the 
responsibility of the police and/or licensing authority. 

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

 

TOWNSCAPE DESIGN AND ENVIRONMENT 
 

5.51 Paragraph 5.159: Townscape Design and Environment 
Objector: 

 DD7534 G Aylett 

Principal Issues: 
5.51.1 Whether para. 5.159 should be extended to require the serving of Article 4 Directions to 

control the detailed changes to buildings in the Aylesbury Old Town Conservation Area. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions 
5.51.2 The control of external alterations to non-listed buildings, for example the replacement of 

roofs, windows and doors, which would effect their character by means of Article 4 
Directions is a detailed development control issue that lies beyond the remit of the Local 
Plan.  I presume that the Council keeps these matters under constant review as part of its 
programme of environmental enhancement, and will instigate Directions if appropriate. 

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

 

 

5.52 Policy AY.51: Townscape Design and Environment 
Objectors: 

 DD0518 Southern Arts 
 DD5645 Aylesbury Old Town Residents Association 
 DD6244 Post Office Property Holdings 
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Objector to Proposed Change (PC 5.35): 
 CO0116 G Aylett 

Principal Issues: 
5.52.1 Whether reference should be made to the use of public art. 

5.52.2 Whether account should be taken of parking needs in Aylesbury Old Town. 

5.52.3 Whether the policy should avoid impediments to existing service accesses in the town 
centre. 

5.52.4 Whether the Proposed Change went far enough in protecting the Old Town Conservation 
Area. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.52.5 I take note of the objections and Changes proposed to paragraphs 5.160 and 5.161.  I have 

earlier recommended that para. 5.160 be modified by ORC 132.02, and have no comment 
on PC 5.35 re para.5.161.  But these Changes make no difference to my conclusion that 
AY.51 is not a land-use policy of value to developers or development control.  It is a 
statement of corporate intention by the Council that will be generally well received but 
which cannot be applied to planning applications.  In my view policy AY.51 should be 
expunged. 

Recommendation: 
5.52.6 I recommend that:- 

5.52.7 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.51. 

5.52.8 Paragraphs 5.160 and 5.161 be modified in accordance with ORC 132.02 and PC 5.35 
respectively.  

 

 

5.53 OM.503 Policy Omission: Aylesbury United FC 
Objector: 

 DD2915 Aylesbury Football Club (1997) Ltd 

 
Principal Issue: 

5.53.1 Whether the Plan should include a site that Aylesbury United FC could re-locate to.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.53.2 This somewhat speculative objection is not substantiated by evidence of a need to re-locate 

or by the identification of an alternative site. 

5.53.3 PPG17, Sport and Recreation, advises that local planning authorities should seek to protect 
and retain existing sports and leisure facilities.  This advice is reflected in policy GP.102, 
as recommended to be modified.  There is thus a policy presumption against relocation of 
the current ground, unless and until proven circumstances dictate otherwise.  At that time 
initial responsibility for identifying a replacement site will rest with the Club, in 
consultation with the Council, rather that forming part of the local plan process. 
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Recommendation: 
5.53.4 I recommend that no modification be made in  response to this objection 

 

 

5.54 Policy AY.52: Aylesbury Country Park 
Supporters: 

 DD0485 Cllr B M Griffin 
 DD0804 K W Miller 
 DD0976 Mrs V L Miller 
 DD1339 B & S A Robson 
 DD1416 Bierton with Broughton Parish Council 
 DD1627 Bierton & Broughton Action Group 
 DD6465 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6691 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6725 Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6770 National Trust 

Objectors: 
 DD0050 British Horse Society  DD2541  Bucks Archaeological 

Society  DD0486 Cllr B M Griffin 
 DD1058 Ramblers Association  DD4364 Liz Tubb 
 DD1079 Ramblers Association  DD6127 Mrs T Taylor 
 DD1425 Bierton with Broughton 

Parish Council 
 DD6474 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6475 W W H Carlyle 

 DD1426 Bierton with Broughton 
Parish Council 

 DD6998 Mr & Mrs J P Chantler 
 DD7149 Environment Agency 
 DD7484 BBONT 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 5.36): 
CO0232 Berryfields Consortium 

Principal Issues: 
5.54.1 Whether reference should be made to bridleways. 

5.54.2 Whether Broughton Stocklake MDA should be the site of the Country Park. 

5.54.3 Whether Quarrendon should or should not form part of the Country Park. 

5.54.4 Whether there should be an additional policy to establish a continuous footpath around 
Aylesbury. 

5.54.5 Whether Country Parks within MDAs would be inconsistent with wildlife interests. 

5.54.6 Whether reference should or should not be made to habitat creation and enhancement. 

5.54.7 Whether the reference to ‘parkland’ was appropriate. 

5.54.8 Whether the Country Park should be shown on the Proposals Map. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
5.54.9 The last objection highlights the fundamental defect of AY.52.  Where is the site of the 

Country Park?  Who is to provide, administer and maintain it? 

5.54.10 The concept of a girdle of green recreational parkland around the town in which people 
can wander and ride and relax is fine, and the support for AY.52 is understandable.  But 
unless it has some prospect of being translated into action on the ground the policy will 
remain no more than an heroic assertion that will bring down the credibility of the Plan. 
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5.54.11 The MDA criteria require to the provision of open amenity land in association with their 
development.  This is entirely reasonable.  I would expect these recreational spaces and 
amenity linkages to extend to the footpath networks around the MDAs and connect with 
the rural surroundings; and I have earlier recommended accordingly. 

5.54.12 However that does not create a Country Park and there is no indication in the Plan as to 
how the gaps in the chain are to be filled.  If Broughton Stocklake falls, the only logical 
place for the Park would be between Berryfields and Weedon Hill.  If the Council is 
serious about implementing AY.52 during the Plan period, land in this location should be 
identified for acquisition and development in line with the ambitions of paragraph 5.162.  I 
cannot imagine that the Council intends the Park to circle the whole town, as suggested, 
because this would require huge investment and resources. 

5.54.13 It may be that I have misunderstood the idea of the Country Park and that what is meant 
are islands of casual countryside and recreational spaces joined by the rural footpath 
system.  But the same principles of acquisition and implementation would still apply.  So 
for AY.52 to stand in the Plan it still requires a geographical base.  Without this kind of 
recognition AY.52 is an imaginative leisure strategy but not a land-use policy capable of 
being applied to planning applications or related to other parts of the Local Plan. 

5.54.14 None of the other objections lead me to a different conclusion about the flawed principle 
of AY.52 as a planning policy. 

Recommendation: 
5.54.15 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy AY.52. 
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