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       INTRODUCTION TO INSPECTOR’S REPORT 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF PPG3 HOUSING (MARCH 2000) FOR THE 
AYLESBURY VALE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN  
 
Background 

 
1. The Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan was placed on deposit in October 1998, having 

been prepared in the context of Government guidance, including PPGs, extant at that time.  
 
2. In March 2000 a revised PPG3, Housing, was published.  This now forms the 

Government’s statement of policy on planning for the development of new homes, and as 
such signals a sea change in Government advice. 

 
3. The covering letter to the new PPG3 stated that it: 
 

… represents a fundamental change in planning for housing.  It introduces a new 
sequential approach which gives priority to the re-use of land and buildings 
before developing greenfields.  It requires land to be used more efficiently and 
promotes higher quality development.  It will require a new approach by local 
planning authorities, the development industry and all those involved in planning 
for housing. 

 
4. The preface indicates that this fundamental change will mean, for most authorities, that 

their development plans will require early review and alteration in respect of housing.   
 
5. The publication of revised PPG3 occurred some three months after the opening of the PLI 

into objections to the Deposit Draft of the AVDLP.  The far-reaching nature of its advice 
resulted in a number of queries from objectors as to how I would deal with issues raised by 
the revised PPG in relation to the DDLP, particularly in view of the significant change in 
planning circumstances. Several objectors suggested that the Plan should be withdrawn 
until reviewed in the light of revised PPG advice. 

 
6. It is not unusual for new information, including revised PPGs, to be published during the 

preparation of a development plan which must then be taken into account in formulating 
that plan’s policies and proposals.  Precisely how information of this type is managed will 
depend on the circumstances of each case.  Whether or not a LPA continues with a plan is a 
matter of planning judgement to be decided having regard to all material planning issues 
prevailing at the time.  But factors of particular relevance will be the nature of the new 
information, the stage the plan has reached, and the extent of the changes that may need to 
be made to the plan.  However, para. 6.31 of PPG12, Development Plans, advises that in 
general the best interests of the planning system will be served by ensuring that plans are as 
up to date as they can be at the time of adoption.  

 
7. The former DETR advised that where a LPA were considering how best to progress an 

emerging local plan in light of revised PPG3 advice, relevant issues may include: 
 

• the degree to which revision or modifications would be necessary to produce a local 
plan consistent with PPG3. 
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• the degree to which the planning strategy in the plan embodied a systematic approach 
consistent with the intentions of PPG3,  including a search sequence starting with the 
re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas identified by an 
urban housing capacity study, then urban extensions, and finally new development 
around nodes in good public transport corridors 

 
• any effect on housing supply in their area were the local plan to be withdrawn until 

full compliance with PPG3 could be assured; and 
 
• any delay or cost which withdrawal may cause. 

 
8. It was recognised from the outset of the PLI that the revised PPG3 forms a material 

consideration that must be accorded considerable weight in my consideration of objections 
to the DDLP.  As a result, and at my request, the LPA produced a statement on the 
compatibility between the revised PPG3 and the Deposit Draft of the AVDLP, and its 
implications for policies in the Plan.  The Council’s statement, titled ‘PPG3 : Housing 
(March 2000).  Statement on its Implications for the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan’, 
was published in October 2000, and has become known by its Core Document reference 
number, CD174.  Copies of the statement were circulated to interested objectors and 
supporters, and comments invited.  

 
9. I have given careful consideration to the views expressed by the Council in CD174, to the 

views expressed by both objectors and supporters in response to CD174, and to the further 
views expressed by the LPA in reply. 

 
10. I deal with many of the detailed issues raised by the LPA and objectors later in my report, 

particularly in response to objections to the Development Strategy, including the General 
Location of Development, the AVDLP Housing Requirement, and the Aylesbury and Rural 
Areas Development Strategies.  However, in order to establish the broad context in which I 
have considered these and other objections, I set out below my considerations on the 
compatibility of the DDLP with the key policy issues raised in the revised PPG3, together 
with my conclusions as to why it is, in my opinion, appropriate for the Council to continue 
towards adoption of the AVDLP at the present time. 

 
PPG3 : Policy Issues 

 
11. The key new policy areas in PPG3 are: 
 

• the introduction of a sequential approach for the identification of sites for housing; 
 
• priority to be given in the search sequence to the use of previously developed land, ie 

brownfield sites; 
 

• the preparation and use of urban housing capacity studies to inform housing capacity 
and requirement calculations;  

 
• the preparation and review of plans to be based on the principles of ‘plan, monitor 

and manage’; and 
 

• increasing residential densities. 
 
12. I deal with each of these, either individually or combined, in turn:  
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(a)  The Sequential Approach, including the Primacy of Brownfield Land 

 
13. The sequence for identifying sites to be allocated for housing in local plans in set out in 

para. 30 of PPG3 as follows: 
 

1. the re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas identified by 
an urban housing capacity study; 

 
2. urban extensions; and 

 
3. new development around nodes in good public transport corridors. 

 
14. Para. 31 advises that in deciding which sites to allocate, LPAs should assess their potential 

suitability for development against each of the following criteria: 
 

1. the availability of previously developed sites and their suitability for housing; 
 
2. the location and accessibility of potential development sites to jobs, shops and 

services by modes other than the car, and the potential for improving such 
accessibility; 

 
3. the capacity of existing and potential infrastructure, and the cost of additional 

infrastructure; 
 
4. the ability to build communities to support new  physical and social infrastructure and 

to provide sufficient demand to sustain appropriate local services and facilities; and 
 
5. the physical and environmental constraints on the development of land. 

 
15. Para. 32 continues by stating that in determining the order in which sites identified in 

accordance with the criteria set out in paras. 30 and 31 should be developed, the 
presumption will be that previously developed land should be developed before greenfield 
sites.  The exception to this principle will be where previously developed sites perform so 
poorly in relation to the criteria listed in para. 31 so as to preclude their use for housing 
before a particular greenfield site.  

 
16. Revised PPG3 was published in draft in March 1999, and approved in March 2000.  Prior 

to its publication in draft the Government gave some indication of the direction new 
guidance would take, in particular the move towards optimising development on previously 
developed land.  Following the testing of a number of alternative development strategies, 
the Council concluded that the most sustainable policies for the DDLP should be based on 
the following general principles: 

• giving priority to the redevelopment of urban ‘brownfield’ sites; 

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

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

• limited development elsewhere.  
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17. As stated above, the revised PPG3 signalled a sea change in the Government’s housing 

policy.  Nonetheless, I am satisfied that the DDLP anticipated the most significant of these 
changes, that policies have been formulated with emerging Government policy in mind, 
and that the search sequence adopted in the Plan broadly conforms with guidance in the 
revised PPG3.  Furthermore, a number of changes suggested by the Council during the 
course of the PLI, which I deal with in my report, seek to consolidate this conformity with 
current advice.   

 
18. The priority given to the re-use of brownfield land in the search sequence is of particular 

significance.  However, it must be recognised that in comparison with many other areas 
there is a relative shortage of urban brownfield land in Aylesbury Vale and in Aylesbury in 
particular.  As a result, the percentage amount of greenfield land allocated for development 
is significantly higher than that envisaged by the Government’s objective of seeking to 
provide some 60% of new development on previously developed land.  I deal with 
objections suggesting that several areas of brownfield land throughout the District should 
be allocated for development in addition or in preference to allocated greenfield land in my 
report, and consider these in the context of the criteria in para. 31 of PPG3 outlined above.  
However, I am satisfied that overall the LPAs search sequence conforms with the advice in 
PPG3, and that it thus cannot be argued that the Development Strategy is seriously flawed, 
although individual site specific proposals may be (and indeed are) subject to criticism in 
both principle and detail. 

 
(b)  Urban Housing Capacity Studies  

 
19. I recognise that the Development Strategy has been prepared without the benefit of an 

urban housing capacity study (UHCS).  The former PPG3 made no reference to UHCSs, 
neither was their introduction widely forecast in pre-draft publicity for the revised PPG3.  
It is thus unsurprising that the Plan has been prepared without recourse to an UHCS.  
Several objectors have suggested that, as a result, the Plan is seriously flawed, and that the 
LPA’s failure to prepare an UHCS has led to the unwarranted allocation of significant areas 
of greenfield land.  This, they suggest, is the primary reason why the Plan should be held in 
abeyance pending the completion of an UHCS and the integration of its findings into the 
Development Strategy.  However, I am not persuaded that the absence of an UHCS is a 
sufficiently strong reason to so delay the process in this case.   

 
20. Para. 24 of PPG3 states that all LPAs should undertake UHCSs in order to establish how 

much additional housing can be accommodated within urban areas, and therefore how 
much greenfield land may be needed for development.  Each LPA will be responsible for 
evaluating the capacity of its area, and the results co-ordinated by the relevant Regional 
Planning Body (RPB) to ensure a consistency of approach (para. 25).  Para. 26 confirms 
that the purpose of the UHCS is to inform the RPB how, through RPG, development can be 
directed to those areas which can best accommodate it; the RPBs will also use the UHCS to 
set brownfield redevelopment targets.  

 
21. UHCS are to be fed into RPG so that strategic decisions made at both RPG and CSP level 

direct development to areas with high urban development capacity, and thereby avoid areas 
where greenfield development would be on an unacceptably large scale.  The guidance in 
para. 30 of PPG3 requiring LPAs to follow a search sequence, starting with the re-use of 
previously developed land and buildings within urban areas identified by the UHCS is thus, 
in my view, a reference to the UHCS undertaken in the preparation of the approved RPG 
which has, in turn, led to development being directed by means of the CSP to identified 
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areas in each District on the basis of their capacity.  Accordingly it seems to me that it 
would be inappropriate for a local plan to be challenged on the basis that it is releasing 
greenfield land in the absence of a UHCS, unless the RPG and CSP on which the LP is 
based are themselves based on an UHCS which the LP has ignored.  

 
22. Neither the former RPG nor the CSP, under which the DDLP has been prepared, have 

themselves been prepared under the guidance of the revised PPG3.  In Aylesbury Vale 
there is insufficient urban brownfield land that satisfies the criteria in para. 31 of PPG3 to 
provide more than a minority of the dwelling stock required by the CSP.  In these 
circumstances I am satisfied that while it is appropriate for the LPA to seek to identify as 
much urban brownfield land as possible for development, the LPA’s primary concern must 
remain the provision of sufficient allocations to meet the CSP housing requirement during 
the Plan period.  It would thus, in my view, be unacceptable for the adoption of the 
AVDLP to be delayed for the purposes of undertaking a belated UHCS which, in addition 
to being out of sequence in terms of the hierarchy of plan preparation, would be unlikely to 
yield sites for more than a few hundred additional dwellings above those previously 
identified during the Plan preparation process.  To do so would put at risk the ability of the 
Plan to meet its housing requirement by 2011.  Meantime, the LPA should continue to 
monitor the possibility of more brownfield sites coming forward in accordance with the 
principle of ‘plan, monitor and manage’, and feed these into an early review of the Plan to 
be undertaken in the context of the recently revised RPG and the forthcoming review of the 
CSP. 

 
(c) Plan, Monitor and Manage 
 

23. The principle of plan, monitor and manage (PMM), now embodied in the revised PPG3, 
supersedes the former predict and provide method of housing provision.  Under PMM 
authorities are required to monitor the progress of development and the effectiveness of 
policies in their Plan, and to make amendments where necessary.  Usually it will be 
sufficient to make the necessary adjustments to policy or proposals through the five-year 
cycle of local plan preparation and review. 

 
24. One of the implications of PMM is that more detailed information will need to be recorded 

on, for example, housing completions.  Over time this will enable the LPA to estimate 
more accurately likely future completions in specialist housing categories, brownfield and 
greenfield completions, conversions, affordable housing, etc, and to record these according 
to the size of the development, location, type, and so on.  The methodology for collecting 
and analysing future housing land availability statistics will thus be very different to that 
used in the preparation of the DDLP.  I understand that the LPA is currently undertaking a 
review of its housing land availability calculation procedure, and that a new methodology 
will from the basis of the review of the AVDLP.  Meantime, however, I am satisfied that 
the assembly and analysis of housing statistics for the DDLP was sufficiently robust to 
ensure an acceptable level of accuracy and reliability sufficient for users to be confident in 
the validity of the Plan. 

 
(d)  Increasing Residential Densities 

 
25. Revised PPG3 places particular emphasis on making efficient use of land by increasing 

residential densities.  In anticipation of this increased emphasis, specific policies in the 
Plan seek to encourage higher densities, particularly at sustainable locations.  Furthermore, 
following further consideration and debate at the PLI, officers now propose further changes 
to relevant text and policies to help secure this objective.  I deal with objections concerning 

 5



Inspector’s Report Part I : Introduction to Inspector’s Report 

 6

this issue later in my report.  However, I am satisfied that the LPA have addressed this key 
issue, and that the requirements of PPG3 have, in principle, been met. 

 
Conclusion  

 
26. In light of the above, I conclude that the AVDLP is sufficiently consistent with revised 

PPG3 for it to be processed to adoption without the need for comprehensive review.  My 
conclusion is based primarily on the fact that the Development Strategy in the Plan is based 
on a systematic approach consistent, in principle, with the intentions of PPG3.  This has 
included a search sequence starting with the re-use of urban brownfield land followed by 
urban extensions, and finally new development at sustainable locations with good public 
transport connections.  

 
27. I recognise that the Plan has been prepared without the benefit of an UHCS.  However, I do 

not regard this as unduly problematic.  I am satisfied that survey data collection and 
analysis by the LPA was sufficiently robust to adequately serve the Plan, and that the LPA 
are sufficiently aware of circumstances throughout the Plan area to be confident that a 
belated UHCS would not reveal sufficient additional sites to justify holding the Plan in 
abeyance at the present time.  I share the LPA’s confidence in this respect.  Furthermore, 
PPG3 does not require the preparation of a standalone UHCS each time it is proposed to 
allocate greenfield land for development; rather it envisages UHCSs forming an integral 
part of the preparation of RPG, which should be fed in turn through the CSP into the LP 
preparation process.  

 
28. I am also concerned that delay at this stage would have an adverse effect on housing supply 

throughout the District.  In my report I express serious reservations concerning housing 
deliverability during the Plan period, and have no doubt that further delay would make it 
impossible for the District to meet its CSP requirement in an orderly and planned way.  

 
29. Finally, I have not lost sight of the fact that further delay would result in a significant 

amount of abortive costs to the Council and objectors alike, and am not persuaded that at 
this late stage and in light of my above conclusions this loss is in any way warranted or 
could in any way be justified.  

 
30. It is, of course, inevitable that the DDLP is not in strict compliance with revised PPG3, 

given that it was not possible to predict all the details of the forthcoming PPG and the fact 
that the PPG was published some 18 months after the Plan was placed on deposit.  
However, I am satisfied that there is sufficient compliance for the Plan to continue towards 
adoption.  Any lack of compliance that may emerge following approval of the Plan 
between PPG3 and either policies or text should be resolved at First Review stage. 

 
 
Peter Beasley DipTP DipLD MRTPI 
Inspector 
 
 


