
Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Winslow 

10 CHAPTER 9 - WINSLOW 
 

HOUSING 
10.1 Paragraphs 9.2 and 9.3 

Supporters: 
 DD1121 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 DD1948 Taywood Homes 
 DD2373 McCann Homes 
 DD4299 Hawes & Webb 
 DD7958 Hawes & Webb 

Objectors: 
 DD4248 Haddenham 

Protection Society 
 DD5687 Mrs B Midwinter 
 DD5983 B M King 

 DD5984 J Parton 
 DD5985 V M Christensen 
 DD5986 Mrs D R Keep 
 DD7410 I R Holmes 

Principal Issues: 
10.1.1 Whether additional development in Winslow would assist in re-opening the 

railway to passenger traffic. 

10.1.2 Whether more housing was required to sustain the business community, social 
fabric and identity of the town. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.1.3 I have earlier in response to objections to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 

(in Part 1 of my report) recognised – in agreement with the Council - that 
Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow have the greatest amount and 
range of employment and services in the Rural Areas, and that each is reasonably 
well served by public transport.  As such they are the only settlements in the Rural 
Areas that meet the category 2 criteria in the Council’s search sequence.  The 
identification of these settlements accords with advice in PPGs 3 and 13 and 
confirms their status as sustainable locations for new development.  However, for 
other cogent reasons I have also earlier concluded (specifically in response to 
objections to policy HA.1) that sites suitable for development in Buckingham, 
Wendover and Winslow should be afforded priority over comparable or otherwise 
suitable sites in Haddenham.  I thus do not agree the Council’s belated and 
somewhat contradictory suggestion that because of its size, facilities and transport 
links, Winslow ranks low in the hierarchy of the main District settlements, or that 
it is an unsuitable location for additional housing development. 

10.1.4 Buckingham and Wendover provide the widest range of services and facilities.  
And I recognise that Haddenham has a strong employment base and enjoys better 
public transport links than Winslow.  However, in my view Winslow provides a 
far superior focus for new development, both in terms of the ability of the town to 
absorb new development and individual site suitability; I deal with the latter in the 
Rural Areas Counter Proposals chapter of my report.  The character of Winslow is 
clearly that of a small, at times bustling, market town, rather than a dormitory 
settlement.  While the overall range of facilities in Winslow is, in my view, 
superior to that in Haddenham, with reasonable prospects of enhancement where 
necessary.  It appears that the Council’s judgement of Winslow is based upon a 
clinical analysis of existing circumstances (with which I do not necessarily agree) 
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rather than a realisation of what may be achieved. My conclusion that Winslow 
would benefit from additional development thus complements my earlier 
conclusion that Haddenham would benefit by not being required to accommodate 
additional development, at least for the foreseeable future. 

10.1.5 With regards to specific objections, it is doubtful whether additional development 
on the scale proposed would be likely to lead to the re-opening of the railway.  
Other considerations will be paramount.  However, additional development will 
help to support services and businesses in the town. 

Recommendation: 
10.1.6 I recommend that policies and supporting text throughout the Plan be modified as 

necessary to recognise the role of Winslow as a suitable location for additional 
residential development. 

 
 

EMPLOYMENT 
10.2 Policies WI.1 and WI.2 

Supporters: 
 DD0029 S & D Little 
 DD1263 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD1311 Sustrans 
 DD2461 I Hopcraft 
 DD5982 B M King 

 DD5987 Mrs D R Keep 
 DD7014 Buckingham Business 

Club 
 DD7153 Environment Agency 
 DD7786 Rural Development 

Commission 

Objectors:
 DD0003 Mrs G Tonge 
 DD0224 Colonel E Pepper 
 DD0417  Mrs C McGold-rick 
 DD0504 Anglian Water 
 DD0634 Winslow Town 

Council 
 DD0756 MAFF 
 DD1549 J Grainge 
 DD1706 Banner Homes & 

Trustees of H C Stock 
 DD1814 Jane Spooner 
 DD2216 Mrs S W Bray 
 DD2218 Mr/s G Welsh 
 DD2462 I Hopcraft 
 DD2549 Bucks Archaeol-

ogical Society 
 DD5627 Mrs P Lewis 

 DD5631 Mrs A Owens 
 DD5653 A Finbow 
 DD5989 Trustees of H C Stock 
 DD6135  Mr/s R Slevin 
 DD6394 Trustees of J Hoskins 
 DD6905 Post Office Property 

Holdings 
 DD7041 Station Road Trust  
 DD7199 Bedford Group of 

Drainage Boards 
DD7239 County Archaeol-

ogical Service 
DD7377 Mrs R Lambourne 

 DD7383 Sandra Hayes 
 DD7404 C Schmidt 
 DD7590 Mrs L Shiner

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 9.1): 
CO0046 Mrs G Tonge 
CO0170 Old Road Securities plc 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 9.2): 
CO0171 Old Road Securities plc 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 9.4): 
CO0092 English Heritage 
CO0172 Old Road Securities plc 
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Principal Issues: 
10.2.1 Whether the employment allocation was too isolated and would harm the rural 

surroundings, increase traffic and create highway problems. 

10.2.2 Whether drainage provision was satisfactory. 

10.2.3 Whether the employment allocation would affect the new burial ground. 

10.2.4 Whether the allocation would lead to the loss of very good farmland. 

10.2.5 Whether better, under-used sites and brownfield sites were available. 

10.2.6 Whether the allocated site should be enlarged. 

10.2.7 Whether an archaeological investigation should precede any comprehensive plan. 

10.2.8 Whether WI.2 d) should require a cycle link from the site to the town centre and 
the railway station. 

10.2.9 Whether a tree survey should be required. 

10.2.10 Whether the requirement for a public transport contribution should be related to 
the development proposed. 

10.2.11 Whether a planning brief should be prepared as SPG. 

10.2.12 Whether an aural criterion was necessary. 

10.2.13 Whether the reference to job numbers reflected the larger allocation. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.2.14 A variety of changes are suggested by the Council, increasing the original 

employment allocation from 1.5ha to 4.72ha and introducing new policy criteria or 
modifying those in WI.2.  I have taken all of these into account. 

10.2.15 The positive side of WI.1 would be the promotion of jobs for Winslow and the 
provision of employment opportunities to complement my recommended housing 
allocation.  On the other hand the greenfield site selected is outside the built-up 
part of the settlement in a location where employment development would be 
environmentally intrusive and conflict with policy RA.37.  The Council has 
acknowledged that the town has failed to draw employment investment and cannot 
compete with the working opportunities provided in the nearest large towns.  The 
site has significant drainage and transport constraints and its original scale would 
– as the Council also admits – be unlikely to prove viable or attractive to 
developers or investors.  It is high quality farmland with poor pedestrian and cycle 
links to the town and its development would increase traffic levels.  Considerable 
concern has been expressed about the sensitivity of the location in relation to the 
cemetery. 

10.2.16 It seems to me therefore that there are serious drawbacks regarding the 
appropriateness of the initial allocation, and even more so over the enlarged 
proposal.  Given the infrastructure complications and the lack of authentic market 
interest, I find it difficult to imagine that the site would come forward quickly, if at 
all, during the life of the Plan.  And as far as I can tell there is no rural 
employment strategy with which WI.1 would correspond.  In light of these 
shortcomings I consider it unlikely that the site would create the number of job 
opportunities or reverse out-commuting to a degree anticipated by the Council. 
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10.2.17 Hence I am not persuaded that there is a realistic or urgent case for the scale of 
employment allocation proposed to meet the town’s current needs.  Neither am I 
persuaded that this scale of development - especially in this location – is necessary 
to support the amount of residential development I recommend in the Counter 
Proposals chapter in this Part of my Report.  In my judgement the benefits and 
objectives of policy WI.1 (and, by extension, policy WI.2) are not sufficiently 
justified to offset the harm to other planning interests that would be caused by the 
development of this site.  Rather the interests of the town would best be served by 
the deletion of the proposed allocation, and a more realistic assessment made of 
the need for and viability of additional employment development in Winslow at 
the Review stage of the Plan.  And, if the case is proven, the identification of a 
more appropriate site.  

10.2.18 If, however, the Council decide to retain the allocation the criteria for its 
development need to be reviewed.  I have earlier (in Part 1 of my report) 
expressed strong reservations concerning the inclusion of policies seeking to 
safeguard sites for new railway stations.  The same considerations apply here.  In 
the absence of reasonable certainty that the Bicester – Bletchley line will re-open 
for passenger traffic during the life of the Plan there can be no justification for 
policy protection of part of the site for a railway halt.  There is no explanation why 
a roundabout is necessary at the junction of Furze Lane and Buckingham Road, 
although undoubtedly an improved access will be required; weight restrictions and 
road closures are not functions of planning control.  Criterion c) is of uncertain 
propriety and probably unworkable in practice.  Criterion d) is vague; e), f) and g) 
(as proposed) can be achieved by a simple landscaping requirement and the 
criticism of the suggested ‘aural’ control is well made. The effectiveness of the 
original criterion g) is doubtful because there are no sewers readily available and 
no spare capacity at the sewage works or in local watercourses.  An archaeological 
evaluation may be necessary. 

10.2.19 Finally, in light of my recommendation that policies WI.1 and WI.2 should be 
deleted, the Council may wish to re-consider their proposals for the future of the 
former station halt at the eastern end of Station Road. I deal with objections to 
policies WI.7 and WI.8 later in this chapter of my Report. 

Recommendation: 
10.2.20 I recommend that: 

10.2.21 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies WI.1 and WI.2. 

10.2.22 If, however, the employment allocation is retained, I suggest that policy WI.1 be 
modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map allocates a site at the junction of Buckingham Road and 
Furze Lane for employment development based on small-scale industrial 
and commercial uses. 

Proposals for this site should follow the principles of an agreed overall 
layout plan for the area that makes satisfactory provision for vehicular 
access to the A413, and pedestrian and cycle links. 

The layout plan should include landscaping proposals to screen the 
development along the northern and western sides of the site, and to 
separate employment uses and buildings from the adjoining burial ground. 
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Development will not be permitted in advance of satisfactory drainage 
provision or an archaeological evaluation of the site. 

10.2.23 And that, also in these circumstances, the Plan be modified by the deletion of 
policy WI.2, by the modification of paragraph 9.5 in accordance with ORC 
163.01, and by modification of the Proposals Map. 

 
 

SHOPPING 
10.3 Paragraphs 9.6 and 9.7, Policies WI.3, WI.4 and WI.5 

Supporters: 
 DD7787 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7788 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7789 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD1039 Carter Commercial Developments Ltd 
 DD2019 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD2020 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD2021 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD2022 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD2023 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD7577 Co-operative Wholesale Society Ltd 
 DD7792 Mr/s P Menday 
 DD7793 Mr/s P Menday 

Principal Issues: 
10.3.1 Whether WI.3 conflicted with PPG6 and GP.42. 

10.3.2 Whether WI.3 would prejudice existing retail premises and prevent other forms of 
retailing that could strengthen the town centre. 

10.3.3 Whether WI.4 and WI.5 were too restrictive. 

10.3.4 Whether identification of the Central Shopping Area and Primary Shopping 
Frontage is necessary. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.3.5 Changes are proposed to paragraphs 9.6 and 9.7 to designate the town centre as a 

district shopping centre.  I find this mildly surprising, because the Annex to PPG6 
speaks of district centres as groups of shops separate from the town centre.  This is 
not the case in Winslow, where the central shops and businesses are clustered 
reasonably closely together in the middle of the settlement.  It may be that because 
of its scale there is not an easy definition that fits the town centre.  It is larger than 
most local centres but smaller than many conventional town centres.  I guess that 
most people would regard it as a small town or large village centre; I prefer small 
market town. 

10.3.6 However, it matters little what it is called providing the policies are right.  I think 
the chief objective should be the maintenance of the convenience and variety that 
it offers for daily purchases and services.  I consider that minimising the need to 
travel is not a crucial factor in Winslow because in the absence of a local food 
superstore people will (and already) go outside the town for their weekly or 
monthly shop, - most probably to the Tesco store at Buckingham.  
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10.3.7 The main planning question that this limited shopping function raises is whether, 
as the objectors from The Bell Hotel postulate, it is necessary to go to the lengths 
of defining a shopping area and shopping frontages. 

10.3.8 Policy WI.3 is not intended to protect the central shopping area and I do not 
understand why, in such low-key economic circumstances, a policy statement is 
needed that shops will not be permitted elsewhere in the town.  I would have 
thought that such proposals could be determined on their merits against relevant 
GP policies. 

10.3.9 Likewise, given the diversity of uses normally shaped by commercial factors in 
the centre of a small market town, I cannot see that it would cause fundamental 
harm if WI.4 provided greater flexibility for changes of use.  The balance of the 
centre could thus be maintained in line with local needs, with limited ‘planning’ 
interference.  As to policy WI.5, I have previously commented on the weakness of 
similar policies in other chapters.  In these small town conditions I do not consider 
it crucial for shops with sales areas larger than average or with service access 
from the rear to be protected in the rather uncertain manner proposed.  I accept 
that there is value in defining a Central Shopping Area but suggest the policy 
should be recast more positively in combination with WI.4. 

Recommendation: 
10.3.10 I recommend that: 

10.3.11 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies WI.3 and WI.5. 

10.3.12 Policy WI.4 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map defines the Central Shopping Area. 

Permission will not be given in the Central Shopping Area for uses that 
weaken its shopping strength and attractiveness.  New development should 
enhance the trading vitality and interest of the town centre.  Redevelopment 
proposals should normally incorporate ground floor retail accommodation.  
Non-retail or mixed-use schemes should avoid a bunching of, or adjacent, 
non-shop uses. 

10.3.13 No modifications be made in accordance with ORCs 164.05 and 164.06. 

10.3.14 The Proposals Map be modified by the deletion of the Primary Shopping Frontage 
designation. 

 
 

CAR PARKING 
10.4 Policy WI.6 

Supporter: 
 DD7708 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD6906 Post Office Property Holdings 

Principal Issue: 
10.4.1 Whether the policy should include protection of existing service accesses and 

involve consultation with local interests, including the Post Office 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.4.2 I note that the Council has undertaken a public consultation exercise but this does 

not make WI.6 a land-use policy.  An intention to investigate the potential for 
environmental improvement is an encouraging statement.  However, it has no 
relevance to planning applications and it does not explain what the Council will do 
with the conclusions of the investigation, or where. 

Recommendation: 
10.4.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WI.6. 
 
 

TRANSPORT 
10.5 Policy WI.7 

Supporters:
 DD0067 Oxon & Bucks Rural 

Action Committee 
 DD0076 Railway Development 

Society (Thames) 
 DD0633 Winslow Town 

Council 
 DD1312 Sustrans 

 DD1708 Banner Homes & 
Trustees of H C Stock 

 DD2711 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD6216 Railtrack Property 

(Town Planning) 
 DD7154 Environment Agency 
 DD7909 Rural Development 

Commission 

Principal Issue: 
10.5.1 Whether reference should be made to the potential contamination of railway land 

and reaction with other policies. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.5.2 This issue arose from a supporting commentary and does not, in my view, require 

specific comment in the Plan. 

10.5.3 However, it gives me the chance to re-iterate comments made in response to 
objections to WI.1 and WI.2.  Namely that, in light of my recommendation that 
those policies be deleted, the Council may wish to re-consider their intention to re-
locate the proposed railway station site from that shown on the DDLP to the 
proposed employment allocation site off Buckingham Road; ORC 166.01 refers.   

10.5.4 In the absence of associated employment development a station site off 
Buckingham Road cannot be justified, and would attract similar land use 
criticisms to those levelled at the proposed employment allocation.  I thus 
recommend that the site off Station Road should be preferred.   However, WI.7 is 
not adequately explained by paragraph 9.12.  Moreover, as I mentioned in relation 
to policy GP.29 and elsewhere, there has to be serious confidence and reasonable 
certainty in the re-opening of the railway between Bicester and Bletchley for 
policy protection to be afforded to railway interests, and this includes the station at 
Winslow.  There cannot be an open-ended prohibition on the development of any 
site because this would leave the Plan vulnerable to charges of blight and open 
questions of compensation.  The policy qualification of in the event of the line 
being re-opened for passenger traffic creates uncertainty and should be omitted.  I 
suggest a rewording of the policy for clarity and more effective development 
control.  But it rests with the Council to decide whether there is a sufficient degree 
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of certainty that the railway line will be re-activated to justify including the policy 
in the Plan.  

Recommendation: 
10.5.5 I recommend that: 

10.5.6 Policy WI.7 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map identifies a site reserved for a railway station stop. 

Development proposals that prejudice the effective use of the site for its 
designated purpose will not be permitted 

10.5.7 No modification be made in accordance with ORC 166.01 
 
 

10.6 Policy WI.8 
Supporters:

 DD0068 Oxon & Bucks      
Rural Action  
Committee 

 DD0069 Oxon & Bucks      
Rural Action  
Committee 

 DD0077 Railway  
Development  Society 
(Thames) 

 DD0078 Railway  
Development  Society 
(Thames) 

 DD1313  Sustrans 
 DD5931 A Dickens 
 DD7768 Winslow Town 

Council 
 DD7818 Railtrack Property 

(Town Planning) 
 DD7910 Rural Development 

Commission 

Principal Issues: 
10.6.1 Whether the policy should require developer funding. 

10.6.2 Whether secure cycle parking should be provided. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.6.3 Again these comments arose out of expressions of support. 

10.6.4 My reservations concerning the inclusion of station site protection policies and 
earlier comments concerning the choice of sites apply.  

10.6.5 I fail to see how developer funding could be applied to any station project.  Some 
of the criteria in WI.8 (which include cycle facilities) are too vague and need to be 
expressed more objectively.  I do not understand how the promoters of any 
railway station can be held responsible for safe and convenient footpaths and 
cycleways from the station to the town. 

Recommendation: 
10.6.6 I recommend that policy WI.8 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for a railway station on the reserved site at Winslow should have 
regard to: 

a) the protection of nearby residential amenity; 
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b) the provision of related car and cycle parking, and bus waiting 
facilities; and 

c) the conservation and protection of any affected trees or other landscape 
feature. 

 
 
10.7 Policy WI.9 

Supporters:
 DD0120 D & J Olliff 
 DD0323 C R Ashenden 
 DD0632 Winslow Town 

Council 
 DD1040  Carter Commercial 
   Developments Ltd 
 DD2189 Bellway Homes 

 DD2210 Mr/s J Jarvis 
 DD2211 Mrs C Bowen 
 DD2710 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD5694 Cllr J Stewart 
 DD7911 Rural Development 

Commission

Objectors: 
 DD0269 Cllr D Rowlands 
 DD2258 Bruton Knowles 
 DD2281 Bucks County Council 
 DD2300 Ms J Jeffs 
 DD5713 A L Rowlands 
 DD7240 County Archaeological Service 
 DD7403 C Schmidt 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 9.5): 
 CO0188 Bellway Homes 
 CO0070 GOSE 

Principal Issues: 
10.7.1 Whether the policy was redundant and should be deleted. 

10.7.2 Whether the IRR would lead to unsafe conditions, affect wildlife and create 
pollution. 

10.7.3 Whether the route of the IRR would sever the town. 

10.7.4 Whether the route would affect archaeological remains. 

10.7.5 Whether the Proposed Change introduced too much uncertainty. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.7.6 I accept that there is considerable support for the retention of the IRR and that the 

Council sees it as an important requirement for the town’s future. 

10.7.7 However, the decision to construct the IRR has been formally rescinded by the 
Highway Authority.  The DC has no powers or plans to provide a relief road, it is 
not in the TPP and BCC has no plans to build or pay for it. No development is 
proposed in the Plan that would assist its funding, neither do I recommend support 
for any such proposal.  So there is no practical prospect of the IRR being 
developed during the period of the Plan and, perhaps, for many years afterwards.  
In these circumstances it would be misleading and contrary to the guidance of 
PPG12 for a proposed road line to be shown on the Proposals Map. 

10.7.8 The possibility of an inner relief road might be a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications affecting its projected line.  At that stage 
the Council could balance the objectives set out in WI.9 and suggested Changes 
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PC.9.5 and FPC 167.01 against the relevant development.  But an intention to 
support a relief road does not represent a legitimate land use policy.  If the route of 
the IRR was retained and the Council refused permission for development 
believed to affect an illusory road line, it could find itself in a serious financial 
predicament because of the blighting effect of the notation. 

Recommendation: 
10.7.9 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WI.9 and the 

related policy notation on the Proposals Map. 
 
 

TOWNSCAPE & ENVIRONMENT 
10.8 Policies WI.10, WI.11, WI.12, WI.13and WI.14  

Inspector's Note 
10.8.1 Although there are no objections to policies WI.10 – WI.14 I draw the Council’s 

attention to my review of the parallel policies BU.7 – BU.11 and WE.7 – WE.11 
in the Buckingham and Wendover chapters of my Report.  The Winslow policies 
would benefit from the same kind of reconsideration.  

 
 

10.9 Policy WI.15 
Supporter: 

 DD7916 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0522 Southern Arts                            
 DD6907 Post Office Property Holdings 

Principal Issues: 
10.9.1 Whether WI.15 should include provision for public art. 

10.9.2 Whether the policy should include public consultation, including with the Post 
Office. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.9.3 Policy WI.15 is not justified by the preceding text and reflects a corporate 

intention by the Council rather than a land-use objective.  It is unhelpful for 
readers because there is no indication of what kind of enhancements have been 
undertaken, or are contemplated.  In any event, most of the actions arising will 
probably not require planning permission.  Hence the policy cannot be sustained.   

10.9.4 Neither of the objectors’ points would improve WI.15. 

Recommendation: 
10.9.5 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WI.15. 
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LEISURE & COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
10.10 Policy WI.16 

Supporter: 
 DD7710 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD0529 Southern Arts 

Principal Issue: 
10.10.1 Whether WI.16 should make provision for public art. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
10.10.2 My comments in relation to WI.15 apply. 

Recommendation: 
10.10.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WI.16. 
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