
AYLESBURY VALE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN  
 
Inspector’s Report Part 1 : Request for Clarification  
 
 
1. Point 1 
 
2. I do not agree that it would be appropriate to carry forward into the residual requirement 

calculation for the period April 2001 – March 2011 the estimated District housing surplus 
of 583 dwellings included in Replacement Table 2 (produced by the Local Planning 
Authority) in lieu of the 844 figure calculated in paragraphs 3.6.63 – 3.6.64 of my report. 

 
3. My reasons being that, as explained in para. 3.6.63, the residual total for the period April 

1999 to March 2001 is calculated by deducting the sum of total historic completions 1991 
- March 1999, expected completions April 1999 – March 2001, and expected windfalls 
April 1999 – March 2001 from the Structure Plan Requirement 1991 – 2001.  However, 
while the sum of historic completions (line 6) and Structure Plan Requirement (line 1) 
remain constant in the equation, expected completions and expected windfalls (lines 8 
and 11) have been recalculated for the reasons outlined in my report.  The substitution of 
583 in place of 844 would thus require me to set aside principles that I established earlier 
in the calculation process.  And clearly I do not agree that approach. 

 
4. I acknowledge receipt of the Council’s March 2001 Housing Land Availability Report.  

However, I can neither formally accept nor have regard to these details, given that they 
constitute evidence submitted after the close of the inquiry.  Nonetheless, as stated in 
para. 5 of my letter to the Chief Executive, dated 18 July 2002, it rests with the Council 
to have regard to any changes in local planning circumstances following the close of the 
inquiry in their consideration of my conclusions and recommendations.  

 
 
5. Point 2 
 
6. I intend the reference to public transport facilities and improvements to be an inclusive 

allusion to all the transport considerations referred to in policy GP.23, including cycle 
and footways and other transport infrastructure.  Relevant should be taken as relevant to 
the development being permitted. 

 
7. I attach an Addendum /  Corrigendum that clarifies this point. 
 
 
8. Point 3  
 
9. In para. 4.86.14 I recommend that policy GP.59 be deleted.  In paras. 4.86.12 and 4.86.15 

I suggest that if the Council decides that GP.59 should be retained it should be reworded.  
When dealing with policy GP.61 I suggest that only if policy GP.59 is retained (which I 
do not recommend) it should include reference to native black poplars (para. 4.89.15), 
leading to my recommendation in para. 4.89.18.  In discussing policy GP.59 at para. 
4.86.12 I surmise that GP.58 could do the job just as well, which was the reason for my 
recommendation in para. 4.89.19 that modified para. 4.125 of the Plan form part of the 
justification for GP.58, or GP.59 if retained. 

 



10. Hence my recommendations remain, as stated in my report, that both policies GP.59 and 
GP.61 should be deleted,  

 
 
11. Point 4 
 
12. I can confirm that I have taken into account all evidence concerning water storage 

volumes proposed in connection with the Broughton Stocklake MDA presented to the 
inquiry. 

 
13. CD.161 formed Appendix 3 to RP043.  RP043 was itself produced in response to 

objections to policy AY.17, Broughton Stocklake MDA, that were considered on the 26th, 
27th, 43rd and 44th days of the inquiry.  Counter proposals for the Broughton Stocklake 
Extension were considered on the 62nd, 63rd, 93rd and 95th days of the inquiry, with 
reference back, where necessary, to earlier (MDA) evidence. Evidence that made 
reference to the provision of a much larger water storage volume, with a large proportion 
being accommodated off site, was presented on the 93rd day of the inquiry by Mr Simon 
Watts and Mr Simon Jones-Parry (cross-examined by Mr Kingstone) in connection with 
the proposed Broughton Stocklake Extension.  I refer to this in para. 6.2.25 of my report. 

 
 
14. Point 5  
 
15. I can confirm that I have taken into account CD.159, Viability, Deliverability and Site 

Capacity, and CD.160, Ecology and Nature Conservation. 
 
16. I have had regard to CD.159, but have not afforded it a great deal of weight.  I found, for 

example, the comments and conclusions in paras 2.8, 2.11, 2.12, 2.13, 2.15 and 2.16 to be 
bland, unsubstantiated and unconvincing.  I had earlier in my report considered and 
rejected deliverability rates projected by the Broughton Stocklake Consortium (and 
others) as over-optimistic and unrealistic. And, in view of my rejection of the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA in principle, had no cause to consider site capacity as a main issue, other 
than in terms of density, which I deal with in paras 5.22.97 – 5.22.98 of my report. 

 
17. With regard to the latter, I note a typographical error in para. 5.22.96.  The attached 

Addendum / Corrigendum clarifies and corrects the point. 
 
18. Evidence of my consideration of CD.160 may be found in several ‘cross references’ to 

it’s contents throughout the ecological section of the Broughton Stocklake section of my 
report.  I would, for example, refer you to para. 1.17 of CD.160 and para. 5.22.75 of my 
report. 

 
 
19. Point 6  
 
20. I am simply trying to say here that I can find no reason why the food store sites at 

Buckingham Street and the Odeon have to be operational before other retail schemes are 
permitted.  My understanding is that all the retail proposals in the DDLP - with the 
exception, of course, of that at Broughton Stocklake - are justified by need.  And I do not 
dispute the fact that each meets the tests for sequential selection and/or urban recycling.  
Hence I can find no justification in the DDLP, PPG6 or elsewhere for ranking the AY.41 



sites in priority order.  There is policy provision elsewhere in the Plan for the food stores 
at Stoke Mandeville and the Berryfields MDA 

 
 
Peter Beasley DipTP DipLD MRTPI 
Inspector 
 
21 August 2002  
 



AYLESBURY VALE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN  
 
INSPECTOR’S REPORT PART 1 : ADDENDUM / CORRIGENDUM  
 
 
1. Policy GP.23 
 
Paragraph 4.36.9 be amended as follows:- 
 

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

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

 
 
2. Policy AY.17 
 
Paragraph 5.22.98 be amended as follows:- 
 
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. 

 

 
 
 
Peter Beasley DipTP DipLD MRTPI 
Inspector 
 
21 August 2002  
 
 
 
 


