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12 COUNTER PROPOSALS : RURAL AREAS 
 

BUCKINGHAM AND AREA 
12.1 CP045 Housing or Employment at Existing Factory Site, 

Tingewick Road, Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD2015 Hamilton Precision Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.1.1 Whether land east of the Tingewick Road Industrial Park should be allocated for 

housing or employment development 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.1.2 The site comprises a 0.56ha relatively narrow strip of land between the Tingewick 

Road Industrial Park and housing in Fishers Field.  The southern part of the site, 
fronting Tingewick Road, is currently occupied by a small car park and a large 
industrial building used by an engineering company, Hamilton Precision Ltd.  To 
the west of this building is a triangular grassed area extending to a secondary 
access road serving the westernmost buildings in the industrial park.  To the rear 
of the existing industrial building is a rectangular area of unused ground, 
overgrown with grass and scrubby vegetation.  This vegetation becomes denser 
towards the northern edge of the site with relatively large trees forming the site’s 
northern boundary.  

12.1.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated preferably for housing, or 
alternatively for employment.  

12.1.4 The Council accepts that the site is well related to the town centre and is partially 
vacant.  However, I am not persuaded that it should be allocated for housing.  My 
earlier recommendation that the proposed Tingewick Road housing sites be 
deleted may precipitate an imbalance between housing and employment provision 
in Buckingham.  However, I do not believe that this will be excessive or, given the 
level of housing and employment provision proposed elsewhere, unduly 
problematic.   

12.1.5 Rather, it seems to me that the close physical relationship between the site and the 
industrial estate to the west, the existing use within the site, and the absence of any 
real relationship with the housing at Fishers Field to the east, indicate that the site 
is more suited to employment development.  My conclusion is reinforced by the 
fact that the site could be readily served by the existing access off Tingewick Road 
that presently serves part of the existing industrial estate, enabling the possible 
long-term closure of the individual access to the existing buildings on the 
objection site.  The site could also be developed to form a firm boundary between 
the larger scale employment development to the west and residential development 
to the east. 

12.1.6 I appreciate that development of the site may result in a modest increase in traffic 
on Tingewick Road.  However, given the scale of existing industrial uses to the 
west and other development nearby, I am satisfied that this would not be 
excessive.  
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12.1.7 It is generally accepted that sites of less than 0.4ha (1 acre) are too small to be 
specifically allocated for new development, - although the Proposals Map 
identifies many smaller sites for policy purposes, eg SSSIs, SAMs etc.  The 
objection site is marginally above the accepted minimum size for allocation, and it 
may therefore be argued that it should be identified in the Plan.  However, I am 
concerned to ensure that access to the whole of the proposed site can be secured 
off the adjoining access road.  And in the absence of confirmation to that effect, I 
am reluctant to recommend that the site be allocated for development.  
Nevertheless, I am satisfied that should development or redevelopment proposals 
come forward they can be considered in the context of General Policies elsewhere 
in the Plan. 

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

 
 

12.2 CP047 Housing at Bourton Road, Buckingham 
Objectors: 

 DD6351 Mr Biswell 
 DD7620 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7644 The National Trust 
 DD7668 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.2.1 Whether land south of Bourton Road, Buckingham, should be allocated for 

housing in preference to the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.2.2 The objection site comprises several relatively large fields in agricultural, 

predominantly grazing, use to the north of the A421 and east of the A413, both of 
which are busy main roads.  The unclassified Bourton Road, which extends 
eastwards from a roundabout on the A413 through to the A421, forms the northern 
boundary of the site, although this road is closed to through traffic at its eastern 
end and appears to have passed into private ownership.  There is some sporadic 
housing development towards the western end of this road that is excluded from 
the objection site.  On the northern side of the Bourton Road are a farm complex 
and other agricultural and storage buildings.  The site is situated in a somewhat 
exposed northerly facing position mid-way up the southern valley slope of the 
River Great Ouse, and is bounded and sub-divided internally by established 
hedgerows and mature trees.  To the west of the A413 is modern housing 
development that forms part of the built-up area of Buckingham, - otherwise the 
site is located in open countryside.    

12.2.3 The site was identified in the Pre-Deposit Issues Paper, published by the Council 
in 1996, as a possible alternative to the preferred Tingewick Road site.  Objectors 
maintain that the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDA allocations will be visually 
intrusive and place undue pressure on traffic and other facilities in Aylesbury.  
The development of alternative sites in Buckingham, Winslow and Haddenham 
would have significantly less impact.   
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12.2.4 In response, the Council considers that the site is not suitable for a housing 
development given its distance from town centre and other services, the possibility 
of a strong MAFF objection, and the detrimental impact development of the site 
would have on the open countryside.  Furthermore, the Council maintain that there 
is no necessity to find additional or alternative housing allocations in Buckingham, 
while proposed allocations at Wendover and Haddenham obviate the need to 
identify additional allocations in the Rural Areas.  

12.2.5 I have earlier, in Part 1 of my report, considered submissions concerning the 
General Location of Development strategy, and recommended that 65% of 
housing and employment development proposed during the Plan period be located 
in Aylesbury, with provision for the remaining 35% in the Rural Areas (policy 
ST.1 as recommended to be modified).  Furthermore, my consideration of detailed 
submissions concerning the three mixed-use MDAs has led me to conclude that 
the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs are acceptable, but that the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA should be deleted.  Hence I am not persuaded that there is any 
justification in principle for the allocation of the objection site, either to effect an 
increase in the amount of development in the Rural Areas or as an alternative to 
the Berryfields and/or Weedon Hill MDA.  

12.2.6 In locational terms I consider the site to be wholly unsuitable for development.  In 
my view the A413 west of the site forms a firm and strongly defensible boundary 
to the built-up eastern parts of Buckingham; this boundary should not be breached. 
Development on the objection site would thus constitute an unacceptable intrusion 
into open countryside, contrary to both local plan and Government policy 
concerning the protection of the countryside for its own sake. This unacceptable 
degree of intrusion would be exacerbated by the site’s exposed position on rising 
and relatively high ground that is clearly visible over extensive distances from the 
north and east.   Furthermore the site is in an unsustainable location, being nearly 
2km from the town centre, inaccessible by public transport, and difficult to 
successfully integrate by means of pedestrian and cylceways with the existing 
built-up area.  Finally, evidence submitted by the Council in support of their 
proposed Tingewick Road allocations indicates that some 76% of the objection 
site comprises b&mv agricultural land.  Having regard to the advice in PPG7 
concerning the need to give considerable weight to protecting b&v land, the scale 
of loss envisaged on the suggested site is a major constraint to development and 
thus cannot be condoned.  

12.2.7 In conclusion, therefore, I can find no reason to justify the allocation of this site.  

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

12.3 CP048 Extension to BU.1/BU.2 allocation, Tingewick Road, 
Buckingham 
Objectors: 

 DD0222 Mr Walker 
 DD6565 Mr Robertson 
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Principal Issue: 
12.3.1 Whether properties at the eastern end of the proposed Tingewick Road (North) 

allocation should be included within the proposed development site. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.3.2 The objectors suggest that the proposed Tingewick Road (North) allocation BU.2 

should be extended eastwards to include properties on the northern side of 
Tingewick Road.  This, they maintain, would create a more developable area, 
assist the integration of land north of Tingewick Road with the proposed 
development, and thereby minimise potential impact on the existing properties. 

12.3.3 In response the Council propose a change to the Proposals Map Inset Map 15 
Buckingham West whereby the housing allocation on the northern side of 
Tingewick Road would be enlarged to include these two additional properties (PC 
6.2). 

12.3.4 I am satisfied that it would be logical to include these properties should the 
allocation be retained.  However, I have earlier recommended that the proposed 
Tingewick Road allocations BU.1 and BU.2 be deleted, and thus can offer no 
support for this proposal.  

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

12.4 CP050 Housing at College Farm, Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD1288 All Souls College 

Principal Issue: 
12.4.1 Whether land at College Farm, north-east of Buckingham, should be allocated for 

residential development 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.4.2 The site comprises several large fields of improved grassland north of the A422, 

Stratford Road, used predominantly for grazing.  To the west, beyond a bridleway 
and hedge, is an area of modern housing development that lies within the north-
eastern sector of the built-up area of Buckingham.  Agricultural land extends 
northwards beyond the site to Maids Morton.  To the east, beyond Maids Moreton 
Lane, which links the A422 with Maids Morton, and to the south, beyond the 
A422, are extensive areas of open agricultural land.  The site is situated on the 
northern side of the River Great Ouse valley, and rises from some 95-100m 
AMSL to 108m AMSL between its southern and northern boundaries.  The site is 
subdivided internally by mature hedgerows and trees.  I note that the corner field 
north-east of the A422 / A413 junction, contained by the objection site the A422 
and existing development to the west, is not included within the suggested 
development area.  

12.4.3 The objector suggests that there is insufficient housing provision for Buckingham 
and that the split between rural and urban (Aylesbury) housing is inappropriate.  In 
contrast, the proposed site is not constrained in any way, and is close to services 
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being within walking and cycling distance of the town centre.  Bus stops are 
located close to the site and further sustainable transport links could be provided, 
thereby maintaining the close correlation between jobs and housing in 
Buckingham.  The development of the site would accord with Government 
guidance concerning the need to focus development on existing towns.  
Furthermore, development in this location would not lead to coalescence of 
settlements, and thus there is no justification for allocating the site as a Strategic 
Gap.  It is also suggested that the site performs better in landscape terms than the 
proposed Tingewick Road allocation, and the wildlife value of the nearby 
woodland at Holloway Spinney could be enhanced as part of the development 
proposal. 

12.4.4 In response the Council maintain that the site is not suitable for allocation for 
development.  Whilst they accept that there are no physical constraints to 
development, the site is allocated as a Strategic (re-named Local Green) Gap, and 
thus significant development should be resisted for that reason alone.  The Council 
recognises that the site is close to Buckingham town centre, and that it would 
support local services.  However, this benefit applies to other, more suitable, sites.  
Furthermore, the site is good quality agricultural land and should be protected 
under policy RA.12 of the Plan. 

12.4.5 I have earlier, in Part 1 of my report, considered objections concerning the General 
Location of Development strategy, and recommended that 65% of housing and 
employment development proposed during the Plan period be located in 
Aylesbury, with provision for the remaining 35% in the Rural Areas (policy ST.1 
as recommended to be modified).  Thus, while I accept in principle the objector’s 
supposition that the split between rural and urban (Aylesbury) housing in the 
DDLP is inappropriate, I do not agree that this is in any way provides justification 
for development on the objection site.  Neither do I agree that there is insufficient 
housing provision for Buckingham.  Although I have earlier recommended the 
deletion of the Tingewick Road allocation BU.2, and my recommended alternative 
provision will result in a reduced housing provision for Buckingham overall (see 
CP053 below), I do not regard this as problematic, especially in view of the 
substantial amount of recent and on-going development throughout the town. 

12.4.6 In locational terms I consider the site to be wholly unsuitable for development, 
particularly having regard to its potential impact on the countryside and local 
landscape.  I have earlier considered objections to the principle of Strategic (Local 
Green) Gaps, policy RA.3, and recommended that they be deleted.  Nevertheless, I 
concur with the Council’s view that allocation of the objection site would result in 
a significant intrusion of built development into open countryside that would 
conflict with both local plan and Government policy concerning the protection of 
the countryside for its own sake.  

12.4.7 I recognise that the footpath and hedge that form the western edge of the site do 
not form as substantial a boundary as, say, a main road.  Nonetheless, I am 
satisfied that in this location they are sufficiently robust to delineate the eastern 
boundary of development for this part of Buckingham, and that breaching this 
boundary in the scale and manner suggested should, for the reasons stated above, 
be strongly resisted.  Furthermore, given the site’s somewhat exposed position on 
rising ground, development would be visible from a significant distance to the 
south, thereby exacerbating its intrusiveness in the local landscape.  In my view 
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this degree of intrusion would strongly outweigh any sustainability advantages the 
site may enjoy in terms of its proximity to the town centre, or potential footpath 
and cycleway linkages. 

12.4.8 I am also concerned that the exclusion of the corner field immediately north-east 
of the A422 / A413 roundabout would result in a somewhat contrived and wholly 
unsatisfactory pattern of development that could only be resolved by the inclusion 
of this field within the allocation.  The resultant increase in the area of 
development would, in turn, exacerbate the aforementioned loss of countryside 
and visual intrusion.  

12.4.9 Finally, evidence submitted by the Council in support of their proposed Tingewick 
Road allocations indicates that over 93% of surveyed land within the suggested 
site comprises b&mv agricultural land.  However, approximately half of the site 
has not been surveyed, and there can be no guarantee that this percentage level of 
b&mv land will be maintained throughout the remainder of the site.  Nevertheless, 
this exceptionally high percentage gives genuine cause for concern.  Having 
regard to the advice in PPG7 concerning the need to give considerable weight to 
protecting b&v land, the potential scale of loss that may reasonably be anticipated 
on the suggested site is a major constraint to development and cannot be 
condoned.  

12.4.10 In conclusion, therefore, whilst acknowledging that the objection site may enjoy 
some locational advantages that enhance its sustainability, these are totally 
outweighed by the degree of visual intrusion, loss of countryside and potential loss 
of b&mv agricultural land that would be occasioned by the proposed development.  
Hence I can find no reason to justify the allocation of this site.  

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

12.5 CP051 Housing at Cricket Club, Bourton Road, Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD1819 Buckingham Cricket Club 

Principal Issue: 
12.5.1 Whether the Buckingham Cricket Club ground on Bourton Road should be 

allocated for housing.   

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.5.2 The objection site comprises an established cricket ground situated within the 

built-up area of the town, approximately 0.75km south-east of the town centre. A 
small brick pavilion and associated car park occupy the south-western corner of 
the site which is otherwise open and well maintained.  The site is bounded by a 
mix of fences, hedgerows and trees.  To the south and west are areas of 
predominantly residential development, while to the north and east are tracts of 
water meadow and recreational land extending alongside the River Great Ouse, 
inter-laced with public footpaths. 

12.5.3 Buckingham Cricket Club suggest that the ground should be allocated for 
residential development.  This would enable the Club to move to an out-of-town 
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location where improved facilities could be developed.  Land to the south and 
west of the site has been developed for housing, while land to the east appears to 
be unused.  The River Great Ouse would thus form a natural boundary to 
development to the north and east.  Furthermore, the site enjoys a long frontage to 
Bourton Road with good visibility. 

12.5.4 In contrast the Council considers that development of the site would represent a 
significant loss of open space and recreational land within the built up area of 
Buckingham.  This would be contrary to government advice in PPG17, Sport and 
Recreation (1971), as well as approved RALP policies and emerging policies in 
the AVDLP. 

12.5.5 The PPG to which the Council refer has been superseded by revised PPG17, 
Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation, published in July 2002.  
Nevertheless, I concur with the Council’s view that development of the site would 
be contrary to Government advice.  Revised PPG17 requires local authorities to 
undertake robust assessments of the existing and future needs of their communities 
for open space, sports and recreational facilities, which will then form the starting 
point for establishing an effective strategy for open space, sport and recreation at 
the local level  … and for effective planning through the development of 
appropriate policies in plans.  The revised PPG continues by asserting that 
existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land should not be built 
on unless an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 
space or the buildings and land to be surplus to requirements.  And that in 
advance of an assessment of need, local authorities should give very careful 
consideration to any planning application involving development on playing 
fields.  Where a robust assessment of need… has not been undertaken, planning 
permission should not be allowed unless …  (iii) the playing fields that would be 
lost as a result of the proposed development would be replaced by a playing field 
or fields of equivalent or better quantity and quality and in a suitable location.  
The revised PPG confirms that reference to outdoor sports facilities includes those 
that are privately owned.  And likewise draws attention to the fact that most areas 
of open space can perform multiple functions, including helping to improve the 
quality of life for communities by providing visually attractive green spaces close 
to where people live, and as a visual amenity which, even without public access, 
provides an enjoyable outlook and variety in the urban scene. 

12.5.6 I recognise that the DDLP, together with the Council’s response to this objection, 
have been prepared in advance of the updated advise in revised PPG17.  
Nonetheless, I am satisfied that in the absence of an assessment of Buckingham’s 
existing and future needs for open space, sports and recreational facilities, and the 
assessment – or indeed identification - of any alternative provision it would be 
entirely inappropriate to suggest that the existing cricket ground could be released 
for development.  Any assessment would also, of course, need to have regard to 
the amenity and social value of the ground. 

12.5.7 Likewise, policy GP.119 as recommended to be modified confirms the need to 
have regard to, inter-alia, the recreational and amenity value of existing public and 
private open space, and the desirability of protecting these aspects of its 
enjoyment.  In the absence of any firm proposals for replacement or alternative 
provision these policy requirements are, in my view, of paramount importance.   
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12.5.8 Furthermore, given the physical form and urban character of Buckingham, it is 
unlikely that a suitable replacement site of similar size could be found in an 
acceptable location within the immediate built-up area of the town.  Although it 
may be possible to develop alternative facilities at an out of town location, it 
would be unlikely that these could be readily accessed by means other then the 
private car.  This would conflict with local and national planning guidance 
concerning the need to reduce travel by private car, and would deprive 
Buckingham and its citizens of an attractive, accessible recreational facility that 
makes a positive contribution to the life and character of the town.  The amenity 
and social value of this facility should not be underestimated.  

12.5.9 Finally, I note that part of the site lies within the River Great Ouse floodplain 
where, in accordance with policy GP.90 as recommended to be modified,  
proposals for development are likely to be resisted.  

12.5.10 I recognise that my recommendation that the Tingewick Road allocation BU.2 be 
deleted, together with my recommended alternative provision (see CP053 below) 
will result in a reduced housing provision for Buckingham overall.  However, I do 
not regard this as problematic, nor in any way sufficient justification to set aside 
the strong national and local policy objections to the allocation of the objection 
site. 

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

12.6 CP052 Housing  at  Lockmeadow Farm / Home Farm,  East of 
Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD1570 M Edmonds 

Principal Issue: 
12.6.1 Whether land at Lockmeadow Farm/ Home Farm, east of Buckingham, should be 

allocated for residential development.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.6.2 The objection site consists of a large linear area of agricultural land in mixed 

arable and grazing use situated immediately east of the A413.  The northern 
boundary of the site extends along the rear boundaries of properties fronting onto 
the A422, while for most of its length the southern boundary runs along the 
unclassified Bourton Road.  The eastern boundary is formed in part by the River 
Great Ouse.  The site is predominantly flat, rising gently at its northern and 
southern ends. 

12.6.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated for housing on grounds that 
it would form a natural extension to the town and has good road frontage.  The 
River Great Ouse would act as a natural boundary preventing further development 
to the east, while the River’s water meadows would provide amenity space.  

12.6.4 In response the Council are concerned that the site, being relatively isolated from 
the centre of Buckingham, is inaccessible by means other than the private car.  
That development beyond the A413 would intrude into open countryside.  And 
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that the site lies within a proposed LLA within which they would resist further 
development.  Furthermore, parts impinge on the River Great Ouse floodplain. 

12.6.5 I concur with the Council’s view that in locational terms the objection site is 
wholly unsuitable for development.  In my view the A413 forms a firm and 
strongly defensible boundary to the built-up eastern parts of Buckingham that 
should not be breached.  Development on the objection site would thus constitute 
a significant and unacceptable intrusion into open countryside, contrary to both 
local plan and Government policy concerning the protection of the countryside for 
its own sake.  I note that the site is shown on the DDLP as being within a proposed 
LLA.  Notwithstanding my earlier recommendation that policies RA.10 and 
RA.11 concerning LLAs and AALs be deleted, it is evident that the site lies within 
an area of attractive countryside, enhanced by its riverside setting.  The 
unacceptable degree of intrusion that would be occasioned by development within 
this attractive landscape would be exacerbated by the site’s exposed position, 
particularly at its northern and southern ends that are clearly visible over extensive 
distances from the north, east and south.  

12.6.6 The site is also in a somewhat unsustainable location, being 1-1.25km from the 
town centre, inaccessible by public transport, and difficult to successfully integrate 
by means of pedestrian and cylceways with the existing built-up area to the west.  
As a result, I fear that development within the site would be somewhat isolated 
and overly reliant on the private car.  

12.6.7 A significant part of the site lies within the River Great Ouse floodplain where, in 
accordance with policy GP.90 as recommended to be modified, proposals for 
development are likely to be resisted.  Furthermore, evidence submitted by the 
Council in support of their proposed Tingewick Road allocations indicates that 
some 65% of the objection site outside of the floodplain comprises b&mv 
agricultural land.  Having regard to the advice in PPG7 concerning the need to 
give considerable weight to protecting b&v land, the scale of loss envisaged on the 
suggested site is a major constraint to development and cannot be condoned.  

12.6.8 In conclusion, therefore, I can find no reason to justify the allocation of this site. 

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

12.7 CP053 Housing at Moreton Road, Buckingham 
Objectors: 

 DD6350 Mr Biswell 
 DD6955 Bryant Homes Technical Services Ltd 
 DD7621 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7645 The National Trust 
 DD7669 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.7.1 Whether land at Moreton Road, Buckingham, should be allocated for residential 

development. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.7.2 Objection has been made to the non-allocation of some 19.5ha of land west of 

Moreton Road, Buckingham for residential development.  

12.7.3 The primary objector concerning this site is Bryant Homes Technical Services 
Ltd.  In their original objection to the DDLP (DD6955) dated 23 November 1998 
they requested that the Deposit Draft Local Plan and Proposals Map should be 
amended to include land at Manor Farm, Moreton Road for residential 
development for approximately 200 dwellings.  However, when presenting their 
case at inquiry they sought to amend their objection and requested that the Plan be 
modified to provide for  

….. residential development at two sites to be phased as follows: 

a) 2001 –2006 

Land to the west of Moreton Road – 200 dwellings 

b) 2006 – 2011 

Tingewick Road South – 250 dwellings. 

12.7.4 Little, if any, evidence was submitted to support the suggested phasing of the sites. 
No additional evidence was submitted by other objectors beyond that contained in 
their original objections to the DDLP.  And of particular importance, I have earlier 
recommended that the Tingewick Road sites (North and South) be deleted from 
the Plan.  In light of these circumstances I have considered the Bryant Homes 
Technical Services Ltd objection as a stand-alone objection seeking the allocation 
of land off Moreton Road for 200 dwellings, and reference throughout my 
Considerations and Conclusions below to ‘the objector’ should be construed as 
reference to Bryant Homes Technical Services Ltd. 

12.7.5  The site, which is roughly rectangular in shape and comprises four fields of 
improved grassland, is situated on the northern edge of Buckingham, 
approximately 1km north of the town centre and west of the A413, Moreton Road.  
The southern and eastern boundaries of the site adjoin the built-up area of 
Buckingham; that to the south extends along the northern limit of the Bradfield 
Avenue housing estate, that to the east extends along Moreton Road.  The western 
boundary is formed by a hedgerow, immediately beyond which the land is laid to 
pasture.  The northern boundary is defined by a track that extends to Chackmore 
Farm; beyond the track are the Buckingham Rugby Football Club sports ground 
with access off Moreton Road and arable land to the west.  The dairy sheds and 
Manor Farm House which are located centrally within the objection site, together 
with their access track off Moreton Road, are excluded. 

12.7.6 I understand that the site was initially identified by BCC in conjunction with the 
former Buckingham BC and the Land Commission in 1969 as a potential housing 
site.  More recently the site was identified in the Pre-Deposit Issues Paper as a 
development option.  The P-DI Paper suggested that, allowing for structural 
landscaping to act as a buffer between the development and countryside there will 
be approximately 14ha available for development.  This represents a capacity for 
approximately 350 dwellings.  As preparation of the Plan evolved the suggested 
capacity of the site was reduced to 200 dwellings in order to ensure an acceptable 
relationship between Buckingham and Maids Moreton, to reduced impact on the 
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wider countryside, and to reduce the impact from increased traffic.  Ultimately, 
however, the Council chose to allocate the Tingewick Road sites for some 450 
dwellings, setting aside both the Moreton Road and Bourton Road sites, or a 
permutation of these with reduced provision at Tingewick Road. The objectors 
now propose that the Moreton Road site be developed for some 200 dwellings, 
contained within the southern part of the site, south of the access track to Manor 
Farm House.  And that the northern part of the site be laid out in part as sports 
fields with the balance (to the west) remaining in agricultural use. 

Buckingham as a Sustainable Location 

12.7.7 In Part 1 of my report I considered objections to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy (paras 3.18-3.21 and Table 4 of the Plan) and expressed support for the 
principle of locating most development in the Rural Areas in rural service centres 
(category 2 settlements in the Council’s search sequence), which act as focal 
points for housing, transport, and other services.  I recognise and agree that 
Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow have the greatest amount and 
range of employment and services in the Rural Areas, and that each are reasonably 
well served by public transport.  As such they are the only settlements in the Rural 
Areas that fully meet the criteria in category 2.  The identification of these 
settlements as potential locations for new development fully accords with advice 
in PPGs 3 and 13 and confirms their status as sustainable locations for new 
development. 

12.7.8 I have earlier recommended that the Tingewick Roads sites be deleted.  However, 
while Buckingham is the largest settlement in the Rural Areas with the most 
extensive range of services, I am not persuaded that it is necessary for replacement 
provision statistically equating to that envisaged at Tingewick Road to be made on 
sites elsewhere at Buckingham.  While there may be scope in terms of local 
employment provision and social and community facilities for an additional 450 
dwellings in Buckingham (and possibly even more), environmental considerations 
must, in my view, play an equally important part in determining the suitability of 
alternative sites.  I thus have not sought to identify a site (or sites) of sufficient 
size to totally compensate (or largely compensate) for the loss of the Tingewick 
Road sites, but rather to consider each site on its merits against the background 
that Buckingham is a sustainable location for new development.  

Landscape and Visual Impact 

12.7.9 None of the land within or immediately adjoining the objection site is subject to 
any national, regional or local landscape designation.  Neither are there any known 
areas of ecological importance within or adjoining the site. 

12.7.10 The site lies within an area of gently undulating land, rising generally to the north 
and falling southwards towards the River Great Ouse; the site itself slopes evenly 
upwards from some 104m AOD near its south-eastern corner to just over 115m 
AOD in its north-western corner.  Land to the north and west comprises large and 
medium sized fields of mixed arable and pasture, generally defined by mature 
hedgerows with hedgerow trees.  Occasionally there are scattered isolated trees 
and small woodlands.  There is, as noted above, residential development 
immediately south and east of the site.  Internal and external boundaries of the site 
are defined by mature native hedgerows with occasional hedgerow trees.   
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12.7.11 While not unattractive, neither the site nor adjoining landscape are of outstanding 
landscape value; the character of the site in particular being strongly influenced by 
the adjoining built development.  Furthermore, while development of the site will 
result in the loss of an area of farmland, there would be no loss of important or 
protected flora or fauna; landscape planting within and around the site could 
readily compensate for the loss of any hedgerows or other habitats of ecological 
significance. 

12.7.12 In terms of public visibility, the pattern of roads and public footpaths north and 
west of the site, together with the gently undulating nature of the topography and 
overlapping hedgerows and trees, restrict views to a few points on footpaths some 
distance from the site.  Development on the objection site would not appear 
intrusive in these medium to long distance views, being glimpsed for the most part 
in the context of existing development.  Restricting built development to the 
southern part of the site together with peripheral landscaping would further 
mitigate any intrusion. 

12.7.13 Views of and into the site from the south and east would, of course, be mainly 
restricted to those properties on Bradfield Avenue or Moreton Road which abut or 
face onto the site, with occasional glimpsed views from the roads themselves.  
Medium and long range views from the south and east are restricted by 
development, topography and vegetation. 

12.7.14 It is evident that despite its position on rising ground on the edge of the built-up 
area, public views of the objection site are very limited, being restricted for the 
most part to glimpsed medium to long range views from public footpaths to the 
north and west.  In none of these views would development appear significant or 
intrusive.  Development would, of course, appear intrusive in close views from the 
south and east.  However, other than views from Moreton Road, these would be 
taken for the most part from private properties, and cannot therefore be regarded 
as unduly significant. 

12.7.15 In summary, the low sensitivity of the existing landscape and the urban fringe 
location of the site, together with local topography, vegetation and the restricted 
range of public viewpoints ensure that development on the objection site would 
appear neither significant nor intrusive.  Any intrusion that did arise could be 
mitigated by on-site landscaping.  Furthermore, unlike the Tingewick Road site, 
no important views across the site would be affected by the proposed 
development.  

Coalescence of Settlements 

12.7.16 Concern has been expressed, I understand principally by local residents, that 
development on the objection site would tend towards the coalescence of 
Buckingham and Maids Moreton.  I do not agree.  It is clear that Maids Moreton is 
no longer a small settlement close to Buckingham, but rather a medium sized 
village that is contiguous with the larger areas of residential development in 
Buckingham to the south.  East of Moreton Road there is no separation between 
the two settlements.  Undeveloped land immediately west of Moreton Lane, 
including the objection site, does create an impression of separation, but this is an 
illusion, shattered by the reality of development on the eastern side of the road.  
There can thus be no reason to resist development on the objection site on grounds 
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that it would tend towards the coalescence of settlements, given that coalescence 
has already taken place.   

Strategic (Local Green) Gap 
12.7.17 The objection site is shown on the Proposals Map within a proposed Strategic 

Gap.  The Council propose that these be re-named Local Green Gaps.  However, I 
have earlier recommended that policy RA.3 concerning Strategic (Local Green) 
Gaps be deleted.  I can thus offer no support in principle for the retention of this 
Gap allocation.  Furthermore, I can offer no support in detail for this specific 
allocation, given that the land comprises a tract of open farmland that abuts 
existing development, and in no way forms a gap - neither strategic nor green - 
between Buckingham and Maids Moreton.  

Accessibility and Sustainability 

12.7.18 I have examined the sustainability credentials of the objection site in detail, with 
particular regard to potential pedestrian, cycle and public transport links to the 
town centre and beyond. 

12.7.19 Moreton Road forms the primary link between the objection site and the town 
centre.  The road itself is narrow in places, particularly towards the town centre, 
has on-street parking, and rises almost continuously, and in parts steeply, from the 
town centre to the Western Avenue junction, and continues at a gentler gradient to 
the objection site and beyond.  There is a continuous footway on the eastern side 
of Moreton Road, albeit narrow in places, but none for several hundred metres on 
the western side beyond Western Avenue.  There are no viable alternatives to this 
route – other than for pedestrians via the somewhat inconvenient, unlit and 
unmade Maids Moreton Avenue, and Highland Road – as the link via Addington 
Road is steep for its entire length, and Western Avenue involves a substantial 
diversion and rises steeply at its western end. 

12.7.20 I estimate that Moreton Road rises some 24m between its junction with High 
Street (close to the town centre shops) and the proposed point of entry into the site 
over a distance of approximately 1km.  In comparison, the route between the town 
centre and the eastern and western most points of the Tingewick Road site rises 
some 9m to 25m respectively over a distances of some 0.9km - 1.5km, with 
undulations along the way.  I agree the Council’s view that these physical 
constraints and topography present actual barriers to movement along Moreton 
Road, particularly for pedestrians and cyclist.  However, while the topography in 
particular may dissuade some from walking or cycling to and from the site, the 
gradient is not so severe as to realistically preclude altogether access by these 
means.  On the positive side, the objection site is approximately 1km from the 
town centre and thus, in terms of distance, within easy walking and cycling range 
of shops and other town centre facilities for persons making return journeys.  It is 
also in close proximity to the Page Hill First and Middle Schools (approx. 0.5km) 
and Maids Moreton First School (aprox. 0.5km), and the local Maids Moreton post 
office and shop (approx. 0.75km) along predominantly level routes.  On the other 
hand, I recognise that, although within the generally accepted 5km / 25 minute 
threshold for cycle journeys, the site is poorly located in comparative terms for 
pedestrian or cycle access to the main areas of employment and the Tesco 
superstore south of the Buckingham by-pass. 
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12.7.21 Several bus routes pass the objection site.  However, the majority of these provide 
an infrequent service, typically one bus per day or two per week, and thus do not 
provide a sustainable transport link between the site and the town centre, major 
shopping destinations or areas of employment.  The most regular bus service 
routed along Moreton Road is the number 40.  This is a ‘round town’ loop service, 
linking all the outlying estates and Maids Moreton with the town centre.  While by 
no means frequent (hourly between 0900 and 1400), it nevertheless provides 
access to the town centre, with the potential for interchange with other services, 
and if necessary could be extended into the site.  I understand that the objectors 
are prepared to make a make a financial contribution towards improvements to 
this service which could assist in improving its frequency or extending its hours of 
operation. 

12.7.22 Overall, I recognise that there are physical and topographical constraints to 
pedestrian and cycle movements along Moreton Road and that the site is poorly 
served by public transport.  The latter is, regrettably, common to many small 
towns and villages.  Nevertheless the site is presently better served than, for 
example, that at Tingewick Road in terms of proximity to the most accessible and 
frequent bus service (no.40), although potential improvements to that service 
would remove these differences.  It clearly is not possible to remove the physical 
and topographical constraints to movements.  However, these should not be over-
emphasised – people do still regularly walk and cycle up hills, including Moreton 
Road – and must be viewed in the context of the proximity of the site to the town 
centre and other social and community facilities.  Albeit the site is distant from 
major employment areas and the Tesco foodstore, although I doubt that in any 
event many customers walk or cycle to the latter.  On balance, therefore, I am 
satisfied that the site’s sustainability credentials have some merit, and are 
sufficient to persuade me that the site should not be rejected on these grounds. 

Agricultural Land Quality 

12.7.23 Conflicting evidence has been submitted by the parties concerning agricultural 
land quality.  Furthermore, difficulties in making comparative analyses between 
this data is compounded by the fact that the surveys deal with different areas of 
land; that submitted by the Council covers an area of 21.4ha while that submitted 
by the objector covers an area of 15.8ha.  This difference has arisen as a result of 
the objector omitting an area of some 5.5ha north-west of Manor Farm (essentially 
the north-western field of the objection site) on grounds that this is not proposed 
for residential development or open space on the Illustrative Development 
Framework prepared by the objectors, and thus lies beyond the site boundary  
(CPM proof para.3.3 and Chapman Warren Appendices, Appendix 4).  I can find 
no justification for this approach.  The extent of the objection site has been clear 
from the outset, and has always included land north-west of Manor Farm.  While 
illustrative development schemes may indicate that this (or possibly other) land is 
excluded from those areas proposed for built development or formal open space, 
the fact remains that at this stage such schemes are speculative and this land is, 
and always has, formed part of the objection site.  It must therefore be included for 
analytical purposes.  Thus, while not disputing the accuracy of the objector’s 
evidence, I prefer that submitted by the Council.  However, no explanation is 
given for the difference in site areas between that suggested by the Council 
(21.4ha) and the 19.5ha stated by the objectors (Bryant Homes Planning Evidence 
para.2.1 and elsewhere).  While this may be due in part to the inclusion of Manor 
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Farm and its access in the Council’s survey area, this would be insufficient to 
account for the entire 1.9ha difference. 

12.7.24 PPG7 requires local planning authorities (and others) to take account of the quality 
of any agricultural land that may be lost through development proposals, and to 
give considerable weight to protecting the best and most versatile (b&mv) 
agricultural land.  This is defined as land in Grades 1, 2 and 3a.  Survey 
information indicates that some 5.8ha (27.1%) of the objection site is Grade 2, and 
that 6.7ha (31.3%) is Grade 3a; a total of 12.5ha (58.4%) is thus b&mv 
agricultural land.   

12.7.25 Between 1993 and 1999 MAFF surveyed almost the entire periphery of 
Buckingham, including the objection site.  These surveys revealed that the 
complexity of distribution of b&mv agricultural land around Buckingham is such 
that it would be difficult, and possibly impossible, to identify a site for a 
significant amount of development without some loss of b&mv land.  
Nevertheless, it must be recognised that over half of the objection site is b&mv 
land, and that this is a significant percentage loss.  Furthermore, I am not 
persuaded by the fact that a large part of the site is shown on illustrative layout 
plans for formal and informal open space necessarily mitigates against this loss.  
PPG7 recognises that once agricultural land is developed, even for soft uses … its 
return to best quality agricultural land is seldom practicable.  On the other hand, 
comparisons between this and other proposed and suggested sites indicates that the 
objection site is well placed in terms of percentage loss; only those sites suggested 
south of the by-pass / east of theA413 (CP055) and at Lockmeadow Farm / Home 
Farm east of the A413 (CP052) comprise less b&mv land in percentage terms (the 
latter having significantly more than the objection site if undevelopable floodplain 
is excluded).  And I have elsewhere in this section of my report rejected these sites 
for other cogent reasons.   Thus, while in no way seeking to minimise the 
significance of the loss envisaged, it seems to me that, on balance, development of 
the objection site should not be unduly prejudiced by the percentage loss of b&mv 
land.  Indeed it is significantly less in both percentage and actual terms than that 
condoned by the Council at Tingewick Road. 

Highways and Traffic 

12.7.26 It is envisaged that vehicular access to the site will be taken by means of a simple 
priority T junction on Moreton Road, with a secondary, emergency only, access 
off Bradfield Avenue.  I am satisfied that, given the current level of traffic flow on 
Moreton Road and that generated by the proposed 200 dwellings, together with the 
availability of land on-site for sightlines, the proposed T junction is unlikely to 
give rise to any flow, capacity or highway safety problems.  While it is inevitable 
that creation of the junction will necessitate the loss of part of the mature hedge 
along this boundary, I am satisfied that replacement planting within the site would 
compensate for this loss.  

12.7.27 Concern has been expressed that, given its location in relation to the major areas 
of employment, Tesco’s foodstore and other facilities, development of the site will 
result in a significant increase in traffic movements and resultant congestion in the 
town centre.  I acknowledge these concerns, although I am not persuaded that they 
would be so severe as to preclude development of the site.  I have no doubt that 
the majority of drivers travelling from the objection site to development south of 
the by-pass will choose to travel via the by-pass rather than through the town 
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centre, thereby obviating additional congestion in the centre itself.  However, it is 
clear that the Moreton Road /  High Street junction will be the most susceptible to 
any increase in traffic generated by the objection proposals.  But again I do not 
consider the amount of additional traffic generated by some 200 dwellings to be 
sufficient to cause undue concern at this junction.  I understand that it may be 
necessary to consider prohibiting right-turns from Moreton Road into High Street.  
This is clearly a matter for BCC as LHA to consider.  And no-doubt they will 
review all potential consequences, including the use of alternative ‘rat-runs’ by 
drivers seeking to circumvent the restriction. 

12.7.28 On balance, therefore, I am satisfied that a satisfactory means of vehicular access 
can be provided to the site, and that the development of some 200 dwellings in this 
location would not have an unduly adverse effect on congestion or the free flow of 
traffic in the town centre or elsewhere.   

Social and Community Facilities  

12.7.29 There is no evidence before me to suggest that there will be a deficiency in social 
or community facilities to serve the proposed development.  Additional facilities, 
including affordable and low cost market housing as per the Council’s proposed 
changes to the Plan, should be provided in accordance with the requirements of 
C.1/97, Planning Obligations. 

Density  

12.7.30 In their Pre-Deposit Issues Paper the Council suggested that some 14ha of the 
objection site would be available for development, representing a capacity for 
approximately 350 dwellings; a density of 25 d/ha.  Subsequently the site capacity 
was reduced to 200 dwellings for environmental reasons.  The objectors likewise 
propose this reduced level of provision. It is suggested (Table CPM 3) that some 
11.7ha of the site is proposed for built development.  This produces a density of 17 
d/ha, which is significantly below that recommended in PPG3.  It is possible, 
therefore, that there may be scope to increase the number of dwellings on the site.  
But in the absence of details concerning the consequences of any such increase, 
particularly with regards to traffic and other environmental considerations, it 
would be irresponsible of me to speculate further.  I thus propose to recommend 
that the site be developed for a minimum number of dwellings, the precise number 
to be determined by means of a planning brief. 

Conclusions 

12.7.31 I acknowledge the locational disadvantages of the Moreton Road site in terms of 
accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists, and its relative distance from major areas 
of employment and the Tesco foodstore.  Nevertheless, in my view these 
disadvantages do not outweigh other locational and environmental advantages of 
the site, either when considered in isolation or in comparison with other proposed 
or suggested sites.   

Recommendation: 
12.7.32 I recommend that: 

12.7.33 The Plan be modified by the allocation of land west of Moreton Road for a 
minimum of 200 dwellings, the total number to be determined by means of a 
planning brief to be prepared by the Local Planning Authority.  
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12.7.34 The allocation be subject to criteria requiring; 

(a) built development to be contained primarily within the southern part of 
the site;  

(b) comprehensive landscaping; 

(c) an equitable contribution towards improvements in public transport;  

(d) an equitable contribution towards improvements in education facilities; 

(e) the provision of improved pedestrian and cycle linkages and facilities, 
where reasonable and practicable, within the site, between the site and 
the town centre, and elsewhere; 

(f) the provision of appropriate amenity open space and sports fields;  

(g) the provision of low cost market and affordable housing in accordance 
with the requirements outlined in replacement policies GP.2 and GP.2A 
as recommended to be modified and supporting text; 

(h) the provision of a satisfactory means of access, adequate sewerage and 
land drainage, and other physical infrastructure necessary to serve the 
site; 

(i) any other social or community facility that may reasonably be required 
in accordance with the terms of C.1/97, Planning Obligations. 

12.7.35 The Proposals Map and supporting text be modified as necessary throughout the 
Plan. 

 
 
12.8 CP054 Housing on land south of the By-pass, Buckingham 

Objector: 
 DD2260 Wilcon Homes 

Principal Issue: 
12.8.1 Whether land south of the by-pass at Buckingham should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.8.2 The suggested site was not identified on plan by the objector, but was described as 

land to the south of the Buckingham by-pass adjacent to the proposed employment 
area in policy BU.4.   I have thus considered this objection in the context of the 
area of land identified as site CP054 in the Report of Council’s Responses 
(including Proposed Changes) to Representations made to the Deposit Draft, 
Volume III Appendices, September 1999. 

12.8.3 The site comprises several large fields in agricultural use south of the Buckingham 
by-pass.  Immediately west of the site is a short row of mainly semi-detached 
houses, Gawcott Fields, that front onto the relatively narrow Gawcott Road.  To 
the south and east are large open flat fields.  The objector considers that 
development of this site would be preferable to the proposed development at 
Tingewick Road, as it would not prejudice the historic setting of the town.  In 
response the Council maintain that the site is unsuitable for housing development.  
They acknowledge that the site was considered in the Pre-Deposit Issues Paper as 
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a potential employment site, but was discounted on grounds that it is especially 
prominent in the landscape, does not relate well to the town and has no clear 
boundary definition.  These constraints apply equally to the suggested allocation 
for housing. 

12.8.4 I share the objector’s opinion that development at Tingewick Road would 
prejudice the historic setting of the town, and have earlier recommended that the 
Tingewick Road sites be deleted from the Plan.  However, I am firmly of the view 
that it would be inappropriate to allocate the objection site for housing to 
compensate for the deletion of those sites.  

12.8.5 The objection site is in an elevated and exposed position in an area of open 
countryside physically separated from other residential areas in the town. 
Development in this location would have a significant visual impact on the open 
countryside south of Buckingham, particularly when approached from the south or 
west, and would thereby be contrary to both PPG advice and local plan policy 
concerning the protection of open countryside for its own sake.  Furthermore, the 
absence of any strongly defensible natural boundaries to the south and east would 
exacerbate problems of visual intrusion and, in the longer-term, may precipitate 
pressure for further sprawl.   

12.8.6 Notwithstanding the proximity to the east of existing and proposed employment 
areas and the Tesco foodstore, I am particularly concerned that the by-pass would 
form a barrier between development within the site and residential development 
and other facilities to the north in the heart of the town.  The by-pass would act as 
a positive deterrent to movement and social integration between the site and town, 
negating the possibility of any form of sustainable linkages, and would both 
physically  and psychologically result in real separation between the two.   

12.8.7 Finally, I understand that the site lies on an exposed aquifer that would be at risk 
from potential pollution.   

12.8.8 Hence I can find no justification for the allocation of this site for residential 
development. 
Recommendation: 

12.8.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.9 CP055 Mixed Use Development, incl. Housing, on land east of 

A413 / south of the By-pass, Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD4292 Hawes & Webb 

Principal Issue: 
12.9.1 Whether land south of the by-pass and east of the A413 London Road, at 

Buckingham, should be allocated for mixed-use development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.9.2 The broadly triangular objection site extends to a total of some 26ha and abuts the 

southern edge of the built-up area of Buckingham, south of the A412 Buckingham 
by-pass and east of the A413 London Road (variously referred to in submissions 
as Aylesbury Road or Winslow Road).  Objection has been made to the non-
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allocation of some 18ha of the total site for mixed-use development, comprising 
some 450 dwellings with 2.85ha of employment land.  It is proposed that built 
development be confined to the north-western parts of the site, with some 8ha 
remaining in agricultural use.  

12.9.3 The site is bounded to the north by the A421, Buckingham by-pass, beyond which 
is the Badgers residential estate, and to the west by the A413, London Road, 
beyond which are the Tesco foodstore and Buckingham Industrial Park.  The 
south-eastern boundary of that part of the site suggested for development is 
defined by a strong ridgeline and hedgerow that extends north-eastwards from the 
Benthill Farm complex on London Road.  The south-eastern boundary of the 
larger objection site is defined by a bridleway that runs broadly parallel to the 
aforementioned ridge, extending from the A413 to the by-pass.  It is proposed that 
land between these boundaries remain in agricultural use.  To the east, south-east 
and south is open agricultural land extending beyond the ridge and continuing 
down the south-eastern facing slopes of the valley formed by Padbuy Brook.  A 
petrol filling station and restaurant at the A412/A413 junction, together with the 
Benthill Farm complex and nearby dwellings, are excluded from the objection site.   
The site is predominantly in arable use, with internal boundaries defined by 
mature hedgerows and trees.  

12.9.4 The north-western corner of the objection site was identified in the Pre-Deposit 
Issues Paper as a potential employment site, it being noted that it benefits from 
easy access onto main roads, is immediately adjacent to existing employment 
areas, and is contained within substantial field hedgerow boundaries.  It was 
recognised that the site would provide employment development in close 
proximity to residential development on the eastern side of the town, which is 
presently under-represented.  And that of the possible locations for employment 
development at Buckingham, the London Road site and land west of the allocated 
extension to the Industrial Park were most favoured.  However, the objection site 
was subsequently discounted in favour of an extension to the existing Industrial 
Park, policies BU.4 and BU.5 in the Plan.  The objector now proposes that some 
2.85ha of the objection site be developed for employment purposes.   

Buckingham as a Sustainable Location 

12.9.5 In Part 1 of my report, arising from my consideration of submissions concerning 
the General Location of Development, I recommended that 65% of housing and 
employment development proposed during the Plan period be located in 
Aylesbury, with provision for the remaining 35% in the Rural Areas (policy ST.1 
as recommended to be modified).  My consideration of submissions concerning 
the AVDLP Housing Requirement enabled me to identify the need for some 4500 
dwellings during the period 2001-2011, of which some 3550 need to be provided 
in the Aylesbury urban area, with the remaining 950 in the Rural Areas (Table 2 as 
recommended to be modified).  I thus agree with the objectors that there is a need 
to identify additional land in the Rural Areas for development to meet an increase 
in demand above that suggested in the Plan.  

12.9.6 I also, in Part 1, considered objections to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
(paras 3.18-3.21 and Table 4 of the Plan) and expressed support for the principle 
of locating most development in the Rural Areas in rural service centres (category 
2 settlements in the Council’s search sequence), which act as focal points for 
housing, transport, and other services.  I recognise and agree that Buckingham, 
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Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow have the greatest amount and range of 
employment and services in the Rural Areas, and that each are reasonably well 
served by public transport.  As such they are the only settlements in the Rural 
Areas that fully meet the criteria in category 2.  The identification of these 
settlements as potential locations for new development fully accords with advice 
in PPGs 3 and 13 and confirms their status as sustainable locations for new 
development.   

12.9.7 I have earlier recommended that the Tingewick Roads sites be deleted.  However, 
while Buckingham is the largest settlement in the Rural Areas with the most 
extensive range of services, I am not persuaded that it is necessary for replacement 
provision statistically equating to that envisaged at Tingewick Road to be made on 
sites elsewhere at Buckingham.  Neither do I agree the suggested principle that 
priority should be given to Buckingham as the location for this additional 
development.  While there may be scope in terms of local employment provision 
and social and community facilities for an additional 450 dwellings (and possibly 
more) in Buckingham, environmental considerations must, in my view, play an 
equally important part in determining the suitability of alternative sites.  I thus 
have not sought to identify a site (or sites) of sufficient size to compensate (or 
largely compensate) for the loss of the Tingewick Road sites, or to provide the 
additional development required in the Rural Areas, but rather to consider each 
site on its merits against the background that Buckingham is a sustainable location 
for new development.  

Landscape and Visual Impact 

12.9.8 None of the land within or immediately adjoining the objection site is subject to 
any national, regional or local landscape designation.  Neither are there any known 
areas of ecological importance within or adjoining the site. 

12.9.9 That part of the objection site proposed for development lies on the north-facing 
slope of the River Great Ouse valley, orientated towards Buckingham.  The site 
rises gradually some 10m from its lowest point on the by-pass to the Benthill Farm 
ridgeline, continues over the ridge, and beyond descends initially gently then more 
steeply towards Padbury Brook.  Land south and east of the site comprises large 
and medium sized fields, predominantly in arable use, generally defined by mature 
hedgerows with hedgerow trees.  There are, as noted above, substantial areas of 
built development to the north and west of the site. 

12.9.10 While not unattractive, neither the site nor adjoining landscape are of outstanding 
amenity value; the character of that part of the site proposed for development in 
particular being influenced by the adjoining by-pass and built development.  
Development of the site will result in the loss of an area of farmland.  However, 
there would be no loss of important or protected flora or fauna, while planting 
within and around the site, especially along the ridgeline, could readily 
compensate for the loss of any hedgerows or other habitats. 

12.9.11 The pattern of roads and public footpaths combined with local topography will 
restrict views of proposed development from the east to a few points on footpaths 
some distance from the site.  Development would not appear intrusive in these 
medium to distant views, being glimpsed for the most part in the context of 
existing development to the north and west.  Peripheral landscaping and 
containing development below the ridgeline would further mitigate any intrusion. 
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Immediate views of the site may, of course, be obtained from the public 
bridleway; more distant views from the south and south-east would be screened by 
the ridgeline.  Medium and distant views of the site from the north and west would 
be curtailed by existing development, with immediate views restricted to 
properties in close proximity to the site. 

12.9.12 It is evident that despite its position on rising ground on the edge of the built-up 
area, distant views of the objection site are limited, being restricted for the most 
part to glimpsed medium to long range views from public footpaths to the east.  In 
none of these would development appear significant or intrusive, and could be 
further mitigated by peripheral landscaping and containment.  Development 
would, of course, appear intrusive in close views from the north and west but, for 
the most part, would be seen in the context of existing, and at times large scale, 
development.  

12.9.13 In summary, while development on the objection site would clearly constitute an 
extension of built development into open countryside - and as such would conflict 
in principle with national and local plan guidance - the low sensitivity of the 
existing landscape and the urban fringe location of the site, together with local 
topography and orientation, vegetation and the restricted range of public 
viewpoints, ensure that such development would not be unduly intrusive in the 
local landscape.  

Accessibility, Sustainability and Integration 

12.9.14 As noted above, the objection site lies south of the A412 Buckingham by-pass and 
east of the A413 London Road, some 1.5km south of the town centre.  

12.9.15 The A413 would sever pedestrian and cycleway links westwards towards the 
existing employment area and Tesco foodstore.  However, although quite heavily 
trafficked, it seems to me that the A413 would not unduly hinder pedestrian or 
cycle movements or otherwise prevent linkages, including traffic light controlled 
crossings, being established between the site and development to the west.  In 
stark contrast, it seems to me that the A412 by-pass presents a real and very 
substantial barrier to pedestrian and cycle movements towards the town centre, 
effectively severing the site from established residential areas, town centre shops 
and other social facilities.   

12.9.16 The by-pass, a single carriageway road, is busy throughout much of the day, 
carries a considerable volume of HGV traffic, and is subject to the national 60mph 
speed limit.  Pedestrian and cycle crossing places would need to be combined and 
traffic-light controlled.  And in order to minimise disruption to the flow of traffic 
restricted to a single point, most likely opposite the entrance to the Badgers Way 
estate.  The psychological severance of the objection site from the heart of the 
town occasioned by this restricted linkage would be physically exacerbated by the 
width of the landscaped corridor through which the by-pass runs, and the distance 
between the site and town centre.  The latter is at the limit for most journeys made 
on foot, and significantly beyond that for most pedestrians contemplating a return 
journey.  

12.9.17 The by-pass would thus act as a very positive deterrent to non-motorised 
movement.  In addition to negating the possibility of creating a range of attractive 
sustainable linkages, it would physically and psychologically introduce real 
separation between the objection site and the majority of the town.  This would, in 
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turn, result in the creation of a socially isolated community, contrary to advice in 
PPG3 that seeks to ensure that new residential development, including urban 
extensions, are fully integrated with the established settlement.  For these reasons, 
if for no other, I am of the view that residential development on the objection site 
should be resisted. 

12.9.18 The Aylesbury – Buckingham (no.66) and Bicester – Buckingham (no.18) bus 
services pass the objection site on the A413 where there are two bus stops in close 
proximity to the site; the no.66 operates hourly, the no.18 4 times/day.  An hourly 
express Oxford – Cambridge service, X5, operates along the by-pass with a short 
diversion to serve the Tesco store.  In my view the X5 does little, other than 
provide an opportunity for inter-change, to improve accessibility to the site.  
However, both nos. 18 and 66 provide a regular, if not exactly frequent, service, 
linking the site with both Aylesbury and the town centre.  It may also be possible 
to extend the hourly (0900-1400) no.40 ‘loop’ service into the site. 

12.9.19 Overall it evident that the site’s sustainability credentials are enhanced by its 
proximity to a regular bus service, providing links with the town centre and 
beyond.  But the distance of the site from the town centre and, in particular, the 
severance occasioned by the by-pass, would prevent the creation of sustainable 
linkages between the site and development, including shops and requisite social 
facilities, to the north.  And would likewise preclude integration, producing an 
area of socially isolated development divorced from the heart of the town.  

Agricultural Land Quality 

12.9.20 Conflicting survey evidence was submitted by the parties concerning agricultural 
land quality.  I understand that both surveys were  undertaken using similar 
sampling methods, and identified broadly similar soil types.  The difference 
between the two appears to have arisen as a result of fine differences in the 
observation of the parameters which determine soil wetness status, and hence the 
final Grade applied.  Nevertheless, the overall pattern of Grades is similar, with 
the better land towards the west of the proposed site.  

12.9.21 While not wishing to dispute the accuracy of the objector’s evidence, I prefer that 
submitted by the Council.  My reasons being that between 1993 and 1999 MAFF – 
on who’s survey information the Council’s evidence is based – surveyed almost 
the entire periphery of Buckingham, including the objection site.  And I am thus 
able to compare the quality of agricultural land within the objection site with other 
proposed and suggested sites around Buckingham – as I have done several times 
earlier in my report.  However I note that MAFF survey information is restricted 
to that part of the site (some 18ha) proposed for development.  But given that it is 
proposed that the remaining 8ha remains in agricultural use, I do not regard this as 
problematic.  

12.9.22 PPG7 requires local planning authorities (and others) to take account of the quality 
of any agricultural land that may be lost through development proposals, and to 
give considerable weight to protecting the best and most versatile (b&mv) 
agricultural land.  This is defined as land in Grades 1, 2 and 3a.  MAFF survey 
information indicates that some 7ha (39.9%) of the development site is Grade 3a, 
b&mv agricultural land.  Of the remainder, 10.4ha is Grade 3b and 0.3ha is 
unclassified.  
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12.9.23 The 1993 - 1999 MAFF surveys revealed that the complexity of distribution of 
b&mv agricultural land around Buckingham is such that it would be difficult, and 
possibly impossible, to identify a site for a significant amount of development 
without some loss of b&mv land.  Thus, while some 40% - a not insignificant 
amount - of the site comprises b&mv land, the objection site has the least 
percentage and actual loss in comparison with other proposed and suggested sites.  
Thus, while in not seeking to minimise the potential loss of b&mv land, it seems 
to me that, on balance, development of the objection site could not reasonably be 
resisted on these grounds alone.  Indeed the potential loss is significantly less in 
both percentage and actual terms than that condoned by the Council at Tingewick 
Road. 

Highways and Traffic 

12.9.24 BCC as HA would not permit access to the site to be taken off the by-pass.  
However, the objectors suggest, and BCC have agreed in principle, that a 
satisfactory means of access can be achieved off the A413.  Likewise, the parties 
are agreed that the impact of additional traffic generated by the proposal on the 
highway network as a whole would not be problematic.  I do not dispute these 
conclusions. 

12.9.25 Conflicting views have been expressed concerning the effect of the proposed 
development on the A412/A413 roundabout.  Much of this evidence was 
predicated on the assumption that development of the objection site would be 
additional to that proposed at Tingewick Road.  However, I have earlier 
recommended that the Tingewick Road sites be deleted.  But either way it is clear 
that traffic from the proposed developments at Tingewick Road (if it were to 
proceed) and/or London Road would impact on the roundabout, sufficient for it to 
require improvement.  

12.9.26 Evidence submitted in respect of the worst case scenario - namely both Tingewick 
Road and London Road developments taking place - suggests that it would be 
necessary to signalise the roundabout to accommodate the anticipated increase in 
traffic, especially at peak periods.  While undesirable in principle, given that 
signalisation would hinder the flow of traffic on the by-pass, I understand that 
sufficient land is available at and around the junction for the provision of requisite 
traffic lanes, sight-lines and pedestrian refuges to enable signalisation to take 
place.  Partial signalisation may, in any event, be precipitated at some time in the 
future by the anticipated national increase in traffic volumes and the need to 
maintain safe pedestrian access to the Tesco store.  However, while a specific 
solution for the roundabout has not been agreed, the objectors and BCC accept 
that there is a good prospect that a solution giving adequate capacity could be 
found.  This applies to both the Tingewick Road and London Road sites. Non-
implementation of the Tingewick Road sites would, of course, increase the amount 
of highway capacity available to accommodate additional traffic movements 
generated by the objection site.  

12.9.27 Hence, in light of the potential consequences of my earlier recommendation and 
the concurrence of the parties on this issue, I am persuaded it would be possible to 
secure a satisfactory means of access to the site, and that the increase in traffic 
generated by the proposed development on the A412/A413 roundabout and wider 
highway network can be satisfactorily accommodated. 
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Conclusions 
12.9.28 It is evident that the objection site enjoys a number of locational advantages.  The 

most significant are its low visual sensitivity which, together with topography and 
orientation, ensure that development on the site would not be unduly intrusive in 
the local landscape.  And the relatively low percentage and actual loss to potential 
development of b&mv agricultural land.   

12.9.29 On-the-other-hand, the site is poorly located in terms of distance from the town 
centre, which would militate against non-motorised journeys and thereby 
undermine attempts to establish sustainable linkages between the site, town centre 
shops and other facilities.  And in terms of its location south of the Buckingham 
by-pass, which would result in the creation of a physically and psychologically 
isolated community effectively divorced from other residential areas and the heart 
of the town.  Government advice is that urban extensions should be capable of 
integration with the establish community, and in particular with adjacent or nearby 
residential areas.  That clearly would not be possible in this case.  Neither am I 
persuaded that the proposed development itself is sufficiently large or mixed to 
create a meaningful community in its own right 

12.9.30 I fully appreciate that the principle of development south of the by-pass has been 
established by the Tesco foodstore, Buckingham Industrial Park and other 
developments.  However, these developments are markedly different in character 
to the development proposed and thus, in my view, do not establish any form of 
precedent for residential development in this location.  

Recommendation: 
12.9.31 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.10 CP057 Housing at Verney Park, Buckingham 

Objector: 
 DD2165 The University of Buckingham* 

*  objection withdrawn 
 
 
 

WENDOVER AND AREA 
 
12.11 CP102 Grenville Avenue, Wendover 

Objector: 
 DD1678 The Trustees of Mrs W Hibberd and Mr and Mrs Sear 

Principal Issue: 
12.11.1 Whether some 2.7ha of land at the rear of Grenville Avenue, Wendover, should be 

allocated for residential development and public open space.   

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.11.2 The objection site comprises a narrow strip of open grassland and woodland to the 

rear of properties on Grenville Avenue.  The northern half of the site contains a 
number of tall trees with dense foliage beneath, while the southern half comprises 
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open grassland with some peripheral trees.  A small watercourse runs along the 
eastern boundary of the site, beyond which is open grazing land that lies within the 
Metropolitan GB. The majority of the southern, western and northern boundaries 
abut the built-up area. 

12.11.3 The site extends to some 2.7ha.  However, due to ecological and flooding 
constraints only 1.4ha is proposed for housing.  The objectors propose that the 
remaining 1.3ha, comprising a broad strip of land alongside the watercourse, be 
retained as public open space / wildlife area. 

12.11.4 In locational terms the site appears to be well related to the existing built-up area, 
with the eastern boundary maintaining the eastern limit of development 
established by existing development to the south.  However, in reality the site 
comprises in the main somewhat inaccessible backland, a large part of which is 
susceptible to flooding.  As a result, development would be confined to the 
western part of the site by means of a contrived layout that would be wholly 
unrelated to the existing settlement and potentially harmful to the setting of the 
adjacent GB. 

12.11.5 The objectors suggest that the site could accommodate up do 40 dwellings.  I do 
not agree.  The aforementioned constrains, the need to provide a satisfactory 
means of access, and the need to respect the amenities of nearby residents, the GB 
and those provided by the site itself would, if development were to be allowed, 
restrict numbers to significantly below that suggested by the objector.   This 
number would, I suspect, be insufficient to justify a specific allocation in the Plan. 

12.11.6 In conclusion, therefore, should the objectors wish to continue to explore the 
development potential of this site they should do so by means of a planning 
application.  This could then be determined by the LPA in the context of relevant 
policies in the Plan.  However, I offer no guarantee of success.  

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

12.12 CP103 Allotments, Wendover 
Objector: 

 DD2703 Banner Homes Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.12.1 Whether allotments at Cold Comfort Farm, off Aylesbury Road, Wendover, 

should be allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.12.2 The allotment site the subject of this objection is situated on the north-western 

edge of Wendover, approximately 1km from the centre of the village, and lies at 
the rear of residential properties fronting Aylesbury Road and Lionel Avenue.  
Immediately south-west of the site is an arable field, beyond which is Cold 
Comfort, formerly Cold Comfort Farm, a substantial residential property set in 
well wooded grounds.  West of Cold Comfort is an area of more open countryside, 
sub-divided by hedgerows and trimmed hedges.  Immediately north-west of the 
site are the deep rear gardens of residential properties fronting Aylesbury Road, 
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beyond which is a small area of commercial development.  The majority of the site 
is in active use as allotments, and extends to a total of some 2.24ha. (not 2.27ha as 
stated in submitted proofs).  Vehicular access is provided via an unnamed cul-de-
sac off Aylesbury Road. 

12.12.3 The submitted objection proposed that the site be developed for some 40 
dwellings.  However, the capacity of the site has subsequently been re-assessed in 
the light of revised PPG3 advice, and it is now proposed that it be developed for 
some 50-60 dwellings.  It is further proposed that the allotments be relocated to 
the 3.6ha arable field immediately south-west of the site. 

12.12.4 Of particular relevance is the fact that the objection site lies within the long 
established Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  This AONB was 
designated by the National Parks (now Countryside) Commission in 1964 under 
the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949.  The designation was 
confirmed by the then Minister of Housing and Local Government on the 16th 
December 1965.  

12.12.5 In 1988 the Countryside Commission, supported by BCC and AVDC, submitted 
the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (Designation) Variation Order 
to the Secretary of State for confirmation.  The Order sought the deletion of some 
2056ha from the AONB, and the inclusion of an additional 4310ha.  Land north-
west of the built-up area of Wendover, bounded by the Aylesbury – London 
railway line, Aylesbury Road and Nash Lee Road, which includes the objection 
site, was identified in the Order as an area to be deleted from the AONB.  The 
Secretary of State approved the Order in late 1989 with modifications, these 
included the retention of the aforementioned land at Wendover within the AONB. 
When confirming the Order the Secretary of State commented: the (Countryside) 
Commission consider that an area of land to the north-west of the town 
(Wendover) which is predominantly flatter arable and pasture land is not of 
sufficiently high quality to justify its retention in the AONB.  The Secretary of State 
finds the area to be of high landscape value, made up of areas of mature broad-
leaved woodland, hedgerows and pasture land which provide a setting for views 
into the AONB, and is very similar in appearance to land remaining in the AONB.  
He therefore proposes that this area should be retained within the AONB.  

12.12.6 On 13 June 2000 the then Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and 
Regions issued a statement in response to a question in the House of Commons 
concerning the Government’s policy for the protection of AONBs.  In his reply the 
SoS confirmed that the landscape qualities of National Parks and AONBs are 
equivalent; that conserving and enhancing the beauty of the landscape are 
objectives for both types of designation; and that the Government therefore 
believe that the protection given to both types of area by the land use planning 
system should also be equivalent. 

12.12.7 The Government’s policy for National Parks is set out in PPG7, para. 4.2 of which 
states that the Government regards National Park designation as conferring the 
highest status of protection as far as landscape and scenic beauty are concerned.  
AONBs thus share the highest status of protection in relation to their landscape 
and scenic beauty.  With regards to major projects, the Government’s view is that 
the assessment required in para. 4.5 of PPG7 in National Parks should also apply 
to proposals for major development in AONBs.  Such proposals should be 
demonstrated to be in the public interest before being allowed to proceed.  
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Specifically with regards to AONBs, para. 4.8 of PPG7 states that decisions 
affecting AONBs should favour conservation of the natural beauty of the 
landscape, and that in all cases the environmental effects of new proposals will be 
a major consideration, though it will also be appropriate to have regard to the 
economic and social well-being of the Area.  

12.12.8 It is clear from the above that the objection site enjoys the highest level of 
protection in terms of landscape quality.  I appreciate that opinion has been 
expressed that the site and surrounding area is not equivalent in terms of landscape 
quality to the Chilterns’ heart-land.  But it is an irrefutable fact that the site is, and 
as a consequence of the SoS’s 1989 decision firmly remains, within the AONB.  
And as such is subject to the same protective policies applicable throughout the 
AONB as a whole 

12.12.9 In their AONB Policy Statement, 1991, the Countryside Commission argued that 
it would be inconsistent with the aims of designation to permit the siting of major 
development in AONBs, whether this be industrial, commercial or housing 
development.  On-the-other-hand, small-scale development to meet the social and 
economic needs of local communities would normally be acceptable, such 
developments might include farm diversification schemes, housing and local 
industry and should be located within or immediately adjacent to existing 
settlements.  In contrast, paras. 4.7 – 4.10 of PPG7 (published in 1997) make no 
mention of housing development, choosing instead to focus on major industrial or 
commercial development.  Notwithstanding this omission, I am satisfied that, 
having regard to their overall policy context, it would be similarly inconsistent 
with the aims of designation to permit major residential development in an AONB.  
My conclusion on this matter is reinforced by the fact that advice in para. 4.5 of 
PPG7 concerning development in National Parks (which, as noted above, are 
comparable to AONBs in terms of landscape protection) relates to major 
development proposals without being type specific and, in particular, by the fact 
that by virtue of the SoS’s statement in June 2000, advice in para. 4.8 (which 
include mention of major industrial and commercial development) has been 
replaced by that in para. 4.5.  

12.12.10 PPG7 is silent as to what constitutes major development.  And neither the objector 
nor Council considers the objector’s proposal to be major.  However, I do not 
wholly agree.  I recognise that the proposed scheme could not be regarded as 
being of national importance.  But likewise some 50-60 dwellings are, in my view, 
of more than local significance – given that ‘local’ may be construed as 
Wendover, and that potential occupants would, in all probability, move to the site 
from outside of Wendover and work elsewhere, including possibly London.  
Whilst acknowledging that, in the light of PPG advice, this opinion may not be 
conclusive, it nevertheless follows that, in my view, there is a powerful objection 
in principle to both the location and scale of development proposed. 

12.12.11 Notwithstanding my conclusion that the objection scheme comprises development 
of more than local significance, it is still necessary for me to consider whether the 
proposed development would accord with the objective of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of the landscape.  I have no doubt that it would not.  
The proposed development would result in the urbanisation of an area of open 
landscape which, while arguably neither of high landscape value nor visually 
prominent, nevertheless forms an integral part of a more attractive wider area, and 

 162



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

helps to provide an important setting for the more characteristic areas of the 
Chilterns AONB.  If development were to take place, suggested planting could not 
disguise the fact that what was once an area of undeveloped land had been lost.  
Neither would the erection of 50-60 dwellings enhance the local landscape; clearly 
it would detract from it by extending the built-up area.  And finally, 
notwithstanding the possible provision of an element of affordable and low cost 
market housing, it cannot be argued that the scheme is required to meet the social 
and economic needs of the local (ie Wendover) community.  Hence there are 
overwhelming objections in principle to the development of the site in terms of its 
impact on both the wider and local landscape.  And it thus follows that the 
objection proposal cannot be supported.  

12.12.12 Notwithstanding the above, I have reviewed other evidence submitted in support 
of the objection proposal.  I recognise that the site is situated in a sustainable 
location on the edge of a recognised sustainable settlement, in reasonable 
proximity to shops and services and is reasonably well served by public transport.  
I also recognise that a satisfactory means of access can be provided to the site, and 
that the proposed density approaches the minimum advocated in PPG3.  But I do 
regard the quality of the allotments to be a significant issue in this case.  While 
recognising the Allotment Association’s desire to secure improved facilities, it 
seems to me that these could be provided with modest expenditure, and that if the 
allotments are exhausted, as suggested, a simple land swap or period of fallow 
would suffice.  However, none of these issues are in any way sufficient to cause 
me to set aside my conclusions surrounding the relationship between the proposed 
development and policy constraints applicable within the AONB. 

Recommendation: 
12.12.13 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.13 CP104 RAF Halton 

Objector: 
 DD1851 Mr & Ms Constant 

Principal Issue: 
12.13.1 Whether RAF Halton should be identified as a brownfield site for redevelopment 

as an alternative to the proposed Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.13.2 The objector, who erroneously assumed that RAF Halton was to be disposed of, 

suggested identifying the whole of the RAF station as a brownfield site suitable 
for redevelopment instead of building on greenfield sites on the periphery of 
Aylesbury. The station extends to some 360ha and contains a large number and 
variety of buildings, ranging from residential dwellings to large military 
installations.  

12.13.3 Para. 3 of PPG3 states that one of the roles of the planning system is to ensure that 
new homes are provided in the right place at the right time and to provide a 
choice of sites which are both suitable and available for housing.  PPG12 
reiterates this advice.  RAF Halton is currently in use as a RAF training 
establishment, and there are no indications that operational activities will cease 
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during the Plan period.  Thus, notwithstanding site specific, strategic or 
sustainability issues, it would be entirely inappropriate to identify the site for 
redevelopment, either on a stand-alone basis or in substitution for the Berryfields 
and Weedon Hills MDAs. 

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

HADDENHAM AND AREA 
 
12.14 CP070 Haddenham Airfield, Haddenham 

Objectors:
 DD0058 Mrs Robertson 
 DD0344 Mr  Robertson 
 DD0482 Cllr Griffin 
 DD0669 Mr Clarke 
 DD0800 Mr Miller 
 DD0936 Mr Miller 
 DD0972 Mrs Miller 
 DD0999 Mrs Miller 
 DD1085 Vale of Aylesbury 

CPRE 
 DD1344 Mr & Mrs Robson 
 DD1358 Bierton with 

Broughton Parish 
Council 

 DD1424 Bierton with 
Broughton Parish 
Council 

 DD1553 Mrs Hyre 

 DD1629 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2230 Mr Lindsey 
 DD2274 Mr Farr 
 DD4376 Mrs Tubb 
 DD5608 Mrs Eldon 
 DD5994 Mr Tyrrell 
 DD6051 Skillion Ltd 

(Landmatch Ltd) 
 DD6347 Mr Biswell 
 DD6407 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6473 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6551 Mr Bell 
 DD6815 Mrs Stevens 
 DD6822 Mr Stevens 
 DD6833 Miss Haynes 
 DD7007 Mr & Mrs Chantler 

Principal Issues: 
12.14.1 Whether parts of the former Haddenham Airfield should be developed to provide 

8.1ha of residential development (some 300 dwellings), with 5.5ha of employment 
land, a road link to the A418, and a range of community facilities.  The amount of 
employment land being the same as that proposed in policies HA.2/HA.3, but in a 
different layout. 

12.14.2 Whether the former Haddenham Airfield should be developed as an alternative to 
the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA and/or the proposed Aston Road site. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.14.3 My conclusions concerning this Counter Proposal should be read in conjunction 

with my conclusions regarding policies HA.2 and HA.3. 

12.14.4 In their initial submission agents acting on behalf of the owners of the former 
airfield and Business Park suggested the provision of 5.5ha of land for 
employment purposes (the same amount as that proposed in the DDLP but in a 
different layout), some 300 dwellings on 8.1ha of land, and a range of ancillary 
facilities.  I understand that ownership of the objection site has subsequently 
changed, different agents have been appointed, and the Counter Proposal revised.  
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The objector now seeks; firstly, the allocation of some 3ha of land north of Thame 
Road for residential development, comprising some 100 dwellings; secondly, the 
relocation of 2.5ha of the total 5.5ha of land proposed for employment to vacant 
and derelict land north-east of the Haddenham Business Park; thirdly, an 
amendment to the northern boundary of the employment allocation proposed 
under policies HA.2/HA.3; and fourthly, the retention of 0.5ha of land adjacent to 
the Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station for employment use.  Several 
alternative scenarios have been suggested, but they do not alter my consideration 
of the principles relating to this proposal.  I thus deal with each element of these 
counter proposals in turn. 

Residential Development 

12.14.5 I have earlier, in my consideration of objections to policy HA.1 and in Part 1 of 
my report, confirmed my recognition of Haddenham as a category 2 settlement 
suitable, in principle, as a location for new development.  However, for other 
cogent reasons I have further 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.  There is no need for me to re-iterate my considerations leading to 
these conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have identified sufficient sites in 
Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow to meet the Rural Areas housing 
requirement identified in Part 1 of my report.  And hence there is no need for me 
to recommend (or, in theory, to consider in detail) additional sites in Haddenham 
or elsewhere.  It thus follows that I shall not recommend the allocation of the 3ha 
of land north of Thame Road suggested as part of this Counter Proposal for 
allocation for 100 dwellings. 

12.14.6 Notwithstanding my rejection on principle of the aforementioned 3ha site, I 
recognise that the site has sustainable advantages in terms of its location near to an 
extensive area of employment and to the Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway 
station.  Furthermore, the site is immediately adjacent to three bus routes that 
provide regular services to Aylesbury, Oxford and Thame, and within reasonable 
walking distance of shops and facilities on Banks Road.  However, I also note that 
0.6ha of the site has been identified as Grade 2 agricultural land and 1.7ha is 
Grade 3a.  As a result over 75% of the site is b&mv agricultural land, and is thus 
subject in principle to the protection afforded by PPG7 to Grades 3a and above.  
Nonetheless, any sustainable or other advantages enjoyed by the site are 
insufficient to cause me to set aside my conclusions concerning the priority to be 
given to sites in category 2 settlements elsewhere. 

12.14.7 Finally, with regards to this issue, I note that following some vacillation as to 
whether it was to be included or not, 0.8ha of land east of the access road has been 
excluded from the Counter Proposal site.  However, the Council has confirmed, 
and I agree, that this site could be developed for housing under policy RA.18 (as 
recommended to be modified), given that it is recognised that the site lies within 
the built-up area of the settlement. As a site that would be approved for 
development under local plan policy, it would be inappropriate for it to be 
included as an allocation in the Plan.  In any event, the site falls below the 
minimum 1ha threshold for allocation. 
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Relocation of 2.5ha of Employment Land 
12.14.8 The primary objectors propose that some 2.5ha of the 5.5ha DDLP employment 

allocation HA.2/HA.3 be relocated to an area at the north-eastern edge of the 
Business Park, principally on grounds that this part of the site is previously 
developed land, having once formed a built part of the airfield complex.  The 
Council accept this proposal in principle (ORC 159.02), but do not consider the 
area to be ‘previously developed’ in its entirety in accordance with the definition 
given in PPG3 Annex C, on account of it having largely blended into the 
landscape and showing few signs of any former structures.  Furthermore, it is not 
within an urban area, but rather adjacent to one and extending into the open 
countryside. 

12.14.9 Notwithstanding the Council’s view that, for the most part, the site is ‘derelict’ 
rather than ‘previously developed’ land, I agree that this site should be preferred to 
the development of greenfield land identified for development under HA.2/HA.3 
in the DDLP.   However, having studied the available evidence in detail, I agree 
the Council’s view that the area of dereliction / previously developed land does 
not extend beyond the access track to include the northern spur of the identified 
site.  This area should thus be excluded from the replacement site, reducing the 
total area to some 1.85ha.  

Northern Boundary Realignment 

12.14.10 The primary objector suggests, and again the Council agrees in principle (ORC 
0.06), that the northern boundary of the residual area following part relocation of 
the HA.2/HA.3 employment allocation should be rationalised to provide a 70m 
plot depth of developable land.   

12.14.11 I agree the objector’s view that the boundary shown on the Proposals Map pays 
scant regard to the realities of development, creating a series of ‘pinch-points’ that 
would be difficult, and possibly impossible, to develop for employment purposes, 
with the potential wasteful use of land.  Notwithstanding the fact that this re-
alignment would encroach a little deeper onto agricultural land, I recognise and 
agree the practicalities of this proposal that will enable full advantage to be taken 
of existing infrastructure and the access road.  I note that this will result in the 
allocation of some 3ha of land north of the existing access road, extending to a 
western boundary established, in principle, by the alignment of the existing and 
proposed access roads (which I deal with in more detail in response to objections 
to HA.3b)) and the need to maintain the aforementioned 70m plot depth. 

Land adjacent to the Parkway Railway Station 

12.14.12 The primary objectors suggest that 0.4ha of land adjacent to the Haddenham and 
Thame Parkway station should be identified as employment land and developed 
primarily for office use.  It is suggested that the site would be advantageously 
located in close proximity to the station and, given that it is presently occupied by 
an existing building and associated road infrastructure, comprises currently and 
previously developed land. 

12.14.13 I recognise that this parcel of land is allocated in the DDLP for employment 
purposes.  However, it patently forms part of the larger HA.2/HA.3 allocation that 
the DDLP envisages should be developed as a whole.  I thus do not regard its 
current DDLP status as justification for retaining the allocation in isolation.   
Neither does its location adjacent to the railway station or current use outweigh the 
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need for me to consider the Business Park employment allocations as a whole.  
However, notwithstanding my recommendation that the Aston Road allocation be 
deleted, I recognise the on-going need for some 5.5ha of additional employment 
land at the Business Park, and thus further recognise that this 0.4ha part of the 
total allocation should not be lost.  Hence, in light of my above conclusion 
regarding the relocation of part of the current allocation, I agree the Council’s 
suggestion that this part of the allocation should be relocated immediately west of 
the existing access road, and increased in depth to provide the requisite 70m plot 
depth.  This would produce an area of some 1ha. 

Conclusions 

12.14.14 I recognise the needs identified in para. 8.9 of the Plan for the allocation of some 
5.5ha of land for employment purposes at the Haddenham Business Park.  And 
likewise agree that the opportunity should be taken to rationalise the layout of the 
Business Park, taking advantage of derelict / previously used land and the 
development opportunities afforded by the existing access road.  Accordingly I 
agree the relocation of part of the allocation to land immediately north-east of the 
existing Park, and the re-alignment of the northern boundary of the residual 
allocation north of the access road.  I also propose the relocation of the residual 
allocation east of the parkway railway station to an area immediately west of the 
existing access off Thame Road.  As a result of these changes, I estimate that some 
5.85ha will be allocated for employment use.  Given that these proposals will 
result in a reduction in the amount of greenfield development and a more 
developable layout overall, I do not regard the 0.35ha increase in allocated land as 
in any way significant.  

12.14.15 Finally, with regards to those objections suggesting that Haddenham Airfield 
should be developed as an alternative to the proposed Broughton Stocklake MDA 
and/or the proposed Aston Road site, I presume that my recommendations that 
both of these proposed allocations be deleted resolves these objections. 

Recommendation: 
12.14.16 I recommend that: 

12.14.17 Policy HA.2 be modified in accordance with ORC 159.02 by rewording as 
follows; 

The Council proposes that a 5.85ha site west and east of Haddenham Business 
Park north of Thame Road (as defined on the Proposals Map) be developed for 
employment use. 

12.14.18 The Proposals Map be modified in accordance with ORC 0.06 to show the 
amended northern boundary of the residual employment allocation north of the 
existing access road.  And to show the relocation of the residual employment 
allocation east of the Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station to a 
location immediately west of the existing access road. 

Inspector's Note 

12.14.19 See also my recommendations concerning policies HA.2 and HA.3. 
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12.15 CP071  Dollicott, Haddenham  
Objector: 

 DD1941 Taywood Homes 

Principal Issue: 
12.15.1 Whether land at Dollicott, Haddenham, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.15.2 Objectors seek the allocation of some 2.14ha of land at Dollicott for 55 dwellings.   

12.15.3 The objection site is situated on the north-western edge of Haddenham, west of 
Townsend Green.  It has an 85m frontage to Dollicott, the north-eastern half of 
which is defined by a mature hedge and tree belt, the remainder comprising an 
overgrown hedge.  The north-eastern boundary is defined by a substantial 
hedgerow that separates the site from garden land and the curtilage of a now 
disused motor repair workshop.  The south-western boundary abuts a residential 
curtilage, to the rear of which is further open land comprising former allotments; 
beyond these, to the south-west, is the Haddenham Business Park.  The north-
western boundary is defined by a close-boarded wooden fence and a line of 
conifers, beyond which is derelict land and open countryside.  The site itself is 
presently used for a mix of arable and grazing.  

12.15.4 The objectors comment that the site forms part of a larger area of undeveloped 
land which includes garden land and the former allotments.  They suggest that 
these areas might ‘fall in’ if development were to take place.  These additional 
areas amount to 0.46ha on the north-eastern flank of the site and 1.2ha to the 
south-west, producing a site with a total area of 3.8ha, with an anticipated yield of 
97 dwellings based on a minimum density of 30d/ha net of open space.  Although 
not forming part of the duly made objection site, and thus not before me for 
recommendation, I recognise that there is some merit in this suggestion. 

12.15.5 The objectors maintain that Haddenham is an appropriate settlement for additional 
development, that the site is well placed in terms of its proximity to the Business 
Park and other facilities, and that potential access and visual impact problems 
either will not arise or can be overcome. 

12.15.6 I have earlier in Part 1 of my report and elsewhere confirmed my recognition of 
Haddenham as a category 2 settlement suitable, in principle, as a location for new 
development.  However, for other cogent reasons I have further concluded 
(specifically in my 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.  There is no need for 
me to re-iterate my considerations leading to these conclusions.  Suffice to say that 
I have identified sufficient sites in Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow to meet 
the Rural Areas housing requirement identified in Part 1 of my report.  And hence 
there is no need for me to recommend (or, in theory, to consider in detail) 
additional sites in Haddenham or elsewhere.  It thus follows that I shall not 
recommend the allocation of land at Dollicott for development. 

12.15.7 Notwithstanding my rejection on principle of the Dollicott site, I recognise that it 
has sustainable advantages in terms of its location near to the Haddenham 
Business Park, and is within reasonable walking distance and easy cycling 
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distance of the Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station, shops and other 
village facilities.  Three bus routes pass nearby, providing services to Aylesbury, 
Oxford, Thame and elsewhere.  However, the Dollicott site is predominantly 
Grade 3a and partly Grade 2 agricultural land, and is thus subject to the protection 
afforded in principle by PPG7 concerning b&mv agricultural land.  I am aware, 
that in March 2001 the Government amended PPG7 and that revised advice states 
that where development of agricultural land is unavoidable, local planning 
authorities should adopt the principle of ‘worst first’ and seek to use areas of 
poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality, except where 
sustainability considerations suggest otherwise.  However, I am far from 
persuaded that any sustainability advantages enjoyed by the Dollicott site 
outweigh my conclusion that as a matter of priority additional development should 
be directed to other category 2 settlements, or that the Dollicott site should be 
preferred over other sites comprising less valuable agricultural land.  The quality 
of agricultural land thus remains a major constraint to development in this 
location. 

12.15.8 Concern has also been expressed that development on the Dollicott site would 
have an adverse effect on the nearby CA, both by reason of visual impact and 
traffic generation.  I do not wholly agree.  The north-eastern corner of the site 
abuts the CA in the vicinity of Townsend Green.  However, it seems to me that, 
unlike the Aston Road site, it would be possible to develop the site with little, if 
any, adverse visual impact on the CA or its immediate surrounds.  With regards to 
traffic, vehicles leaving the site would need to pass through parts of the CA, 
irrespective of whether they turned north or south.  Those travelling south and 
then westward along Thame Road would pass through a small part of the CA at a 
pinch-point on Dollicott; vehicles travelling northwards would travel through a 
more extensive part of the CA, most likely along Rudd Lane.  Journeys into the 
heart of the village would clearly be even more intrusive within the CA.  It is self 
evident that any increase in traffic will have a potentially adverse effect on the CA 
and/or the amenities of nearby properties.  However, in my view, the number of 
additional vehicle movements generated by the proposed 55 dwellings, together 
with the dispersed pattern of movements to and from the site, would not be so 
intense as to be unduly detrimental to the character of the CA or highway safety 
sufficient to justify resisting the proposal for these reasons alone.  However, these 
concerns are not without foundation, and it seems to me that while the suggested 
increase in the number of dwellings on the site need not result in any unduly 
adverse visual impact, the additional traffic so generated would be significantly 
more intrusive, and tend towards real problems of disturbance and highway 
dangers.  

12.15.9 In conclusion, therefore, while I am satisfied that the Dollicott site enjoys a 
number of locational advantages, these are insufficient to cause me to set aside my 
conclusion in principle that other category 2 settlements should be afforded 
priority for new development ahead of Haddenham.  Or that these advantages in 
any way overcome the objection that development would result in the unjustifiable 
loss of b&mv agricultural land. 

Recommendation: 
12.15.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.16 CP072 Enlarged site at Aston Road, Haddenham 
Objectors: 

 DD6348 Mr Biswell 
 DD6401 Molyneux Planning 
 DD7098 Messrs. Armstrong, Collier, Evett, French & Lowe 
 DD7430 Mr & Ms Blackmore & Lynn 
 DD7622 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7646 The National Trust 
 DD7670 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.16.1 Whether the proposed Aston Road allocation should be enlarged as an alternative 

to development at Aylsebury, or specifically as an alternative to the Berryfields 
and/or Broughton Stocklake MDAs.  Or to otherwise enhance community benefit 
provision. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.16.2 Several objectors have suggested that the proposed Aston Road allocation should 

be enlarged, either as an alternative in principle to development at Aylesbury, or 
as an alternative to either the Berryfields or Broughton Stocklake MDAs.  Other 
objectors suggest that enlargement would recognise Haddenham’s suitability as a 
sustainable location for development, and would help to enhance the provision of 
community benefits throughout the village. 

12.16.3 In Part 1 of my report I endorsed the principle of development at Aylesbury as the 
primary location for development in  the District, including the Berryfields MDA.  
The enlargement of the Aston Road allocation thus cannot be justified in principle 
as an alternative to development at either of those locations.  I have also 
recommended that the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, and presume that 
those objectors who sought the enlargement of the Aston Road site as an 
alternative to that MDA are otherwise satisfied. 

12.16.4 I have likewise in Part 1 and elsewhere confirmed my recognition of Haddenham 
as a category 2 settlement suitable, in principle, as a location for new 
development.  However, for other cogent reasons I have further concluded 
(specifically in my 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.  There is no need for 
me to re-iterate my considerations leading to these conclusions.  Suffice to say that 
I have identified sufficient sites in Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow to meet 
the Rural Areas housing requirement identified in Part 1 of my report.  And hence 
there is no need for me to recommend (or, in theory, to consider in detail) 
additional sites in Haddenham or elsewhere.  It thus follows that I shall not 
recommend the allocation of the suggested enlarged site at Aston Road for 
development. 

12.16.5 The Pre-Deposit Issues Paper, published by the Council in June 1996, identified 
the objection site, comprising 22ha of undeveloped land north of Aston Road and 
west of Stanbridge Road as a potential site for development.  The Paper suggested 
that the total site could accommodate some 300-400 dwellings.  However, I have 
earlier recommended that the Aston Road site proposed in the Plan, policy HA.1, 
be deleted.  Again there is no reason for me to re-iterate my considerations and 
conclusions.  Clearly, however, enlargement of the HA.1 site would exacerbate 
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site specific problems concerning impact on the sensitive Church End part of the 
Haddenham CA and, in common with the proposed allocation, be difficult – 
indeed nigh on impossible – to successfully integrate with the existing village.  
Furthermore, the enlarged site would extend into areas of Grade 3a farm land, and 
thereby conflict with PPG7 advice concerning the need to protect b&mv 
agricultural land.  

12.16.6 I appreciate that an enlarged site would help to enhance community facilities.  
However, any enhancement must, by reason of C.1/97, be directly related to the 
scale of development proposed, and would thus only produce a pro-rata 
enhancement rather than the dramatic improvement perhaps envisaged by an 
objector. 

12.16.7 In conclusion, in light of my earlier conclusions concerning the priority to be 
given to other category 2 settlements and my recommendation that policy HA.1 be 
deleted, I can find nothing to support the suggested allocation of an enlarged 
Aston Road site. 

Recommendation: 
12.16.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.17 CP073  Land West of Haddenham  

Objector: 
 DD2736 Mr Macpherson 

Principal Issue: 
12.17.1 Whether land south-west of the Haddenham and Thame Parkway railway station 

should be allocated for residential development as an alternative to the Aston 
Road site, policy HA.1. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.17.2 The (undefined) objection site lies within an area of flat open fields immediately 

south-west of the Parkway railway station.  It is presumed that the railway line 
forms the eastern boundary of the site, beyond which are allocations and 
development associated with the Haddenham Business Park north of Thame Road, 
with existing housing to the south.  Predominantly open arable land continues to 
the north, south and west of the assumed site.   

12.17.3 I have earlier in Part 1 of my report and elsewhere confirmed my recognition of 
Haddenham as a category 2 settlement suitable, in principle, as a location for new 
development.  However, for other cogent reasons I have further concluded 
(specifically in my 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.  There is no need for 
me to re-iterate my considerations leading to these conclusions.  Suffice to say that 
I have identified sufficient sites in Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow to meet 
the Rural Areas housing requirement identified in Part 1.  And hence there is no 
need for me to recommend (or, in theory, to consider in detail) additional sites in 
Haddenham or elsewhere.  It thus follows that on principle I shall not recommend 
the allocation of the objection site for development. 
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12.17.4 Notwithstanding my rejection of the site on principle, I recognise that it has 
several advantages in sustainability terms.  It is located near to the Haddenham 
Business Park and railway station, has ready access to several bus routes, and is 
well linked to the existing road network. However, the site also has a number of 
serious drawbacks.   

12.17.5 I understand that the majority, and possibly all, of the site is Grade 2 farmland, 
and is thus subject to the protection afforded by PPG7 to b&mv agricultural land.  
Neither is the site well related to the development pattern of the existing built-up 
area, extending the settlement limits beyond the natural defensible limit of the 
railway line into open countryside.  Not only would this appear as a highly 
intrusive extension of built development, but would also, I fear, establish an 
undesirable precedence for further development west of the railway line.  
Furthermore, the proposed development would be socially isolated and poorly 
related to existing shops and services.   I have no hesitation in concluding that 
these disadvantages outweigh any advantages in terms of sustainability that the 
site may enjoy. 

12.17.6 In summary, therefore, in light of my earlier conclusions concerning the priority to 
be given to other category 2 settlements and the balance of disadvantages over 
advantages, I can find little to support the suggested allocation of the objection 
site. 

Recommendation: 
12.17.7 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.18 CP136  North-east of Haddenham Airfield  

Objector: 
 DD6942 Cala Homes (South) Ltd & Westbury Homes (Holdings) 

Principal Issue: 
12.18.1 Whether land north-east of the former Haddenham airfield should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.18.2 The objectors maintain that there is evidence that the DDLP proposals for 

development at Aylesbury, including the development of a number of brownfield 
sites and the establishment of three MDAs, will not ensure that sufficient housing 
is built within the District during the period to 2011.  It is argued that there is an 
over concentration of development at Aylesbury, and as a result there is likely to 
be an underachievement of some 1000 dwellings in the town.  The objectors 
further contend that these dwellings should be reallocated throughout the rest of 
the District (additional to the Plan’s proposed allocations), and that a significant 
number could be provided on the objection site at Haddenham. 

12.18.3 I have in Part 1 of my report dealt with a range of objections concerning the 
Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development Strategies.  I have expressed my concern 
regarding the Plan’s over-provision of housing in Aylesbury and, for various 
reasons, have recommended that the percentage division of new residential 
development be divided 65% : 35% between Aylesbury and the Rural Areas.  As a 
consequence, and taking into account other factors, I have calculated a reduction 
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in the total number of dwellings for which the Plan needs to make provision, 
producing a total requirement for some 3550 dwellings in Aylesbury and some 
950 in the Rural Areas.  Thus, while I agree the objector’s concern that the Plan 
proposes an over-allocation at Aylesbury, I do not agree the amount of over-
provision or that it is necessary for any to be ‘reallocated’ elsewhere. 

12.18.4 The objection site comprises some 52ha of flat, generally open land on the 
northern edge of Haddenham.  However, only the southern part of the site is 
proposed for development; I estimate some 18-20ha.  The remainder is to remain 
in agricultural use.  The objection site is bounded by Churchway to the east, which 
is one of the principal routes from the A418 into Haddenham, and to the south by 
existing housing development off Dollicott.  To the south-west is the Haddenham 
Business Park and to the north and east open agricultural land.   

12.18.5 The objectors suggest that development of the objection site should be carried out 
in conjunction with the Dollicott counter proposal site (see CP071 above) on 
grounds that the latter could be more easily accessed via the objection site.  It is 
estimated that the comprehensive development of this area would yield some 400 
dwellings, comprising some 300 on the objection site and 100 on the (enlarged) 
Dollicott site.  It is further proposed that the northern limit of development be 
defined by a link road, providing access off Churchway through to the Business 
Park. 

12.18.6 I have earlier, in Part 1 and elsewhere, confirmed my recognition of Haddenham 
as a category 2 settlement suitable, in principle, as a location for new 
development.  However, for other cogent reasons I have further concluded 
(specifically in response to objections to policy HA.1) that sites suitable for 
development in other category 2 settlements, namely Buckingham, Wendover and 
Winslow, should be afforded priority over comparable or otherwise suitable sites 
in Haddenham.  There is no need for me to re-iterate my considerations leading to 
these conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have identified sufficient sites in 
Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow to meet the Rural Areas housing 
requirement mentioned above and identified in Part 1 of my report.  And hence 
there is no need for me to recommend (or, in theory, to consider in detail) 
additional sites in Haddenham or elsewhere.  It thus follows that I shall not 
recommend the allocation of land north-east of the former Haddenham Airfield for 
development. 

12.18.7 Notwithstanding my rejection of the objection site on principle, I recognise that it 
has sustainable advantages in terms of its proximity to the Haddenham Business 
Park, and to three bus routes along Churchway that provide a reasonably regular 
service to Aylesbury, Oxford, Thame and beyond.  And that the proposed northern 
link road would provide access to the objection site development and Business 
Park without encroaching on the narrow and attractive streets of the village.  
However, the site is not particularly well placed for access to the Parkway railway 
station, or to shops and other facilities.  Neither do I agree that the proposed form 
of development represents the continuation of the historic linear core of the 
village; rather in my view it comprises a somewhat unsympathetic extension of 
built development projecting into the open countryside, unrelated to the historic 
pattern of village development.  Substantial peripheral landscaping would be 
required to mitigate visual intrusion when viewed from the north and east.  
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12.18.8 I note that both MAFF and agents acting on behalf of the objectors have carried 
out ALC surveys of the total site, but cannot agree the conclusions of their 
findings.  I have elsewhere in my report relied upon MAFF ALC surveys (where 
available) in order to maintain a commonality of approach to the issue of 
agricultural land quality and to enable me to make comparisons (if necessary) 
between competing sites.  I have thus had particular regard to the MAFF survey of 
the objection site carried out (I understand) in 1996.   

12.18.9 The MAFF survey indicates that some 44% of the site is Grade 2, 48% is Grade 
3a, and 8% Grade 3b; some 92% of the site is thus b&mv agricultural land and 
hence subject to the protection afforded in principle by PPG7.  In contrast, survey 
information produced by the objector suggests that some 72% of the site is Grade 
3a and 28% Grade 3b; there being no Grade 2.  Both parties recognise that there 
are two main limitations affecting the soils on the site, namely droughtiness and 
wetness, however they disagree about the degree and location of these limitations.  
It is this disagreement that leads to the differences in the grading of the site.  Both 
surveys extend over the total objection site, and thus do not necessarily represent 
the percentage division between Grades within that part of the site now proposed 
for development.  However, given that the grading appears to ‘shade’ west to east 
from higher to lower Grades, and that the area of proposed development extends 
across the full width of the southern part of the site, I am satisfied that the surveys 
provide a reasonable indication of the percentage division of the development site 
in term of agricultural land quality.  

12.18.10 It is evident that the majority of the site by far is b&mv agricultural land, and that 
a significant part of this (according to the MAFF survey) is amongst the highest 
quality agricultural land in the country.  I am aware that in March 2001 the 
Government amended PPG7 and that revised advice states that where 
development of agricultural land is unavoidable, local planning authorities should 
adopt the principle of ‘worst first’ and seek to use areas of poorer quality land in 
preference to that of a higher quality, except where sustainability considerations 
suggest otherwise.  However, I am far from persuaded that any sustainability 
advantages enjoyed by the objection site outweigh my conclusion that as a matter 
of priority additional development should be directed to other category 2 
settlements, or that the objection site should be preferred over other sites 
comprising less valuable agricultural land.  The quality of agricultural land thus 
remains a major constraint to development in this location. 

12.18.11 I am also concerned that allocation would lead to pressure for development on the 
remaining part of the objection site.  Although it is suggested that the proposed 
link road would form a defensible boundary against an extension northwards, it 
could also, of course, provide a ready means of access to a larger area of 
development.  That amount of development would be wholly out of scale with the 
village. 

12.18.12 In summary, while I recognise that the objection site enjoys locational advantages 
in terms of its proximity to the Business Park and bus routes, these are insufficient 
to over-ride my conclusion in principle that other category 2 settlements should be 
afforded priority for new development ahead of Haddenham.  Or that these 
advantages in any way overcome my reservations concerning the relationship 
between the site and the existing settlement and facilities, or cause me to set aside 
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the potential loss of a significant amount of b&mv agricultural land and the 
potential consequences of long-term pressure for further development to the north. 

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

WINSLOW AND AREA 
 

12.19 CP118 Housing on land east of Winslow 
Objectors: 

 DD1038 Carter Commercial Developments Ltd 
 DD1041 Carter Commercial Developments Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.19.1 Whether land east of Little Horewood Road (north), Winslow, should be allocated 

for residential development. 
 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.19.2 The objection site comprises two large open fields to the east of Little Horwood 

Road, adjacent to the north-eastern built-up part of Winslow.  Thick hedgerows 
bound the site on all sides, and adjacent to the middle of the eastern boundary is a 
small wooded area that abuts open fields.  Beyond the site to the north, east and 
south is predominantly agricultural land with some small pockets of isolated 
development and woodland. 

12.19.3 I have earlier in response to objections to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
(in Part 1 of my Report) recognised that Winslow, together with Buckingham, 
Wendover and Haddenham, are the only settlements in the Rural Areas that meet 
the category 2 criteria in the Council’s search sequence.  I am satisfied that the 
identification of these settlements accords with PPG advice and hence confirms 
their status as sustainable locations for new development.  For other cogent 
reasons (specifically in response to objections to policy HA.1) I have further 
concluded that sites suitable for development in Buckingham, Wendover and 
Winslow should be afforded priority over comparable or other suitable sites in 
Haddenham.  It thus follows that I agree the objectors’ submission that, in 
principle, Winslow is a suitable location for new development.  I do not, however, 
agree that this site is itself suitable for development.  

12.19.4 I note that the objector claims that the objection site would be well related to the 
existing settlement pattern.  In my view this raises two pertinent issues; firstly the 
physical relationship of the site to the existing built-up area, and secondly the 
relationship of the site to services and facilities available throughout Winslow.   

12.19.5 With regards the first issue, I am firmly of the opinion that Little Horewood Road 
forms a strong defensible boundary that clearly defines the eastern edge of 
Winslow.  Its function in this respect is reinforced by mature roadside hedgerows 
and trees.  It is significant to note that this boundary is not breached at any point 
along its entire length, and that without exception recent development to the west 
does not face onto the road, but is inward looking towards the heart of the town.  
Development on the objection site would thus constitute a major incursion of built 
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development into open countryside beyond a clearly defined and established 
settlement boundary in a manner unrelated to the existing pattern of development 
and to the settlement as a whole.  For these reasons, if for no other, development 
on the objection site should be resisted.   

12.19.6 Turning to the second issue, in my view the objection site is, with the exception of 
the Winslow C of E Combined School and some minor employment opportunities, 
poorly located in terms of accessibility to services and facilities. It is inevitable 
that peripheral sites will be some distance from central facilities.  However, the 
social and retail centre of Winslow is in the southern/central sector of the town, 
and thus removed from the north-eastern edge of the built-up area; indeed the 
northern parts of the objection site would be the furthest from the town centre of 
any of the suggested Winslow development sites.  

12.19.7 The objector also contends that development on the site would have little impact 
on the visual amenity of the area.  I appreciate that visual impact would be 
mitigated by the strong field boundaries surrounding the site, existing 
development to the west, field boundaries and small woodlands to the east and 
south, and a larger area of woodland and the railway embankment to the north.  
Nonetheless, the fact remains that the objection site forms part of the attractive 
landscape to the east of Winslow.  And that although there are few panoramic or 
distant views of the objection site - except of the northern part from the east - 
development in this location would clearly have a negative impact on the 
landscape quality and open character of the area.  

12.19.8 In addition to the above, there are other issues pertaining to the site for which 
there is little or no evidence before me.  These unresolved concerns include traffic 
impact and the agricultural quality of the land.  I am concerned that these - in 
particular the quality of agricultural land - may further militate against 
development on this site. 

12.19.9 I have identified sufficient land elsewhere, including a site at Winslow, to meet the 
Rural Areas housing requirement identified in Part 1 of my Report.  And in light 
of the above have no reason to conclude that this site represents a preferable 
alternative to those that I have recommended for allocation.  

Recommendation: 
12.19.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.20 CP119 Housing at Verney Road / Furze Lane, Winslow 

Objectors: 
 DD1704 Banner Homes & Trustees of H C Stock Dec'd 
 DD2707 Banner Homes Lt 
 DD5990 Mr/Ms Tearle 
 DD6352 Mr Biswell 
 DD7051 For the Estate of HC Stock 
 DD7632 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7656 The National Trust 
 DD7680 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
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Principal Issue: 
12.20.1 Whether land north of Verney Road and east of Furze Lane, Winslow, should be 

allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.20.2 Objectors have suggested that land north of Verney Road, east of Furze Lane, 

should be allocated for residential development.  Several draw attention to the fact 
that the site was identified in the Council’s Pre-Deposit Issues Paper, published in 
June 1996, as a potential site for development, and suggest that its allocation be 
carried forward as an alternative (in part) to the Berryfields MDA.  Other primary 
objectors (specifically Banner Homes Ltd) have made more detailed submissions 
concerning the development of the site.  I have in Part 1 of my Report expressed 
my support for the Berryfields MDA.  It follows that I cannot consider this 
objection site as a possible partial alternative to that MDA.  I have thus considered 
detailed submissions concerning this site in the context of my earlier conclusions 
regarding the Rural Areas Development Strategy and calculations concerning the 
Rural Areas’ housing need. 

12.20.3 I have earlier in response to objections to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
(in Part 1 of my Report) recognised that Buckingham, Wendover, Winslow and 
Haddenham are the only settlements in the Rural Areas that meet the category 2 
criteria in the Council’s search sequence.  I am satisfied that the identification of 
these settlements accords with PPG advice and hence confirms their status as 
sustainable locations for new development.  For other cogent reasons (specifically 
recorded in response to objections to policy HA.1) I have further concluded that 
sites suitable for development in Buckingham, Wendover and Winslow should be 
afforded priority over comparable or other suitable sites in Haddenham.  It thus 
follows that I agree the objectors’ submissions that, in principle, Winslow is a 
suitable location for new development. 

12.20.4 The primary objectors propose that the whole of the objection site, extending to 
some 14.2ha, be allocated for up to 400 dwellings.  Alternatively, if that were 
considered to be too large, it is suggested that the southern part of the site, either 
as far as the stream (some 5.1ha) or to a line drawn between the north-eastern 
corner of the Furze Down School and the north-western corner of the Huntingate 
development ((some 6.6ha) be considered as an alternative.  

Site Suitability : Landscape and Visual Impact 

12.20.5 The objection site lies immediately to the west of the built-up area of Winslow, 
and forms part of a shallow valley formed by the stream that crosses the site east 
to west between the Huntingate estate and Furze Lane.  The site is bounded to the 
north by the disused Bicester - Bletchley railway line, which is in cutting at this 
point, to the south by development fronting Verney Road, and to the west by 
Furze Lane and the Furze Down School.   

12.20.6 Although extensive and undeveloped, the site does not, in my view, form an 
integral part of the countryside surrounding Winslow.  Rather it seems to me that 
it is largely contained by existing development, and at this point Furze Lane forms 
the western boundary of the town.  As a result the site as a whole, and in particular 
the southern part, relates visually more to the built-up area than to the countryside 
to the west.  Development of the site would thus not constitute intrusion into open 
countryside.  I appreciate that this conclusion conflicts with that reached by a 
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colleague Inspector in 1985, supported by the then Secretary of State.  However, I 
have had regard to the visual influence the adjacent school complex and 
residential development have on the site, and the relationship between the site and 
nearby countryside when viewed from the east, west and from within the site.  
While acknowledging the undeveloped character of the site, earlier opinions do 
not cause me to alter my assessment of the current relationship between the site, 
town and surrounding countryside.  And although development on the northern 
part of the site would be potentially visible from the west, I am satisfied that 
development overall, and again particularly on the southern part of the site, would 
not be unduly intrusive in the local landscape. 

Site Sustainability 

12.20.7 The site is well located in terms of its proximity to local services, particularly the 
BCC Winslow Centre, town centre shops and the market square, all of which are 
within easy walking distance.  The allocation of the site could be used as a means 
to provide improved pedestrian and cycleway linkages with these facilities.  
Likewise, the Winslow C of E Combined School, local employment areas and 
recreation facilities are readily accessible on foot or by cycle, although I recognise 
that access to the Combined School will necessitate pupils crossing the busy 
A413, Buckingham Road; if necessary, additional controlled crossings could be 
provided.  

12.20.8 The Council maintain that Winslow is poorly served by public transport, and that 
the hourly (at best) service available and relatively long journey times to 
Aylesbury, Buckingham and Milton Keynes are unlikely to effect a significant 
modal shift from private to public transport.  I appreciate that public transport 
services and time-tabling is by no means ideal, and that the absence of convenient 
services may result in an increase in car-borne commuting, including cross 
country journeys to Milton Keynes.  However, it must be recognised that by the 
standards of other rural settlements in north Buckinghamshire, Winslow is 
relatively well served by public transport, and although neither easy nor 
particularly convenient, it is nevertheless possible to commute to Aylesbury, 
Buckingham and Milton Keynes by bus.  I thus do not regard this current 
shortcoming as sufficient justification in itself to resist development in Winslow in 
general or specifically on the objection site.  Indeed the most frequent bus services 
serving the town pass through the Vicarage Road / Burleys Road junction, and are 
thus particularly convenient for the site.  Again allocation could be used as a 
means to promote a modest improvement in public transport services. 

12.20.9 I appreciate that the Council’s acceptance of my recommendation that the 
proposed employment allocation (polices WI.1 and WI.2) be deleted would reduce 
the possibility in the short term of residents on the objection site being able to find 
local employment.  However, my suggestion that a more realistic assessment be 
made of the need for and viability of additional employment development in 
Winslow, with the possible identification of a more appropriate site, would 
alleviate this situation in the medium to long term.  The demand for additional 
employment generated by development on the objection site would be a factor to 
be taken into account in any future assessment of employment need and viability.  
And any imbalance between homes and jobs that may arise as a result of my 
recommendations can, and if necessary should, be rectified at the Review stage of 
the Plan. 
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12.20.10 Comment has been made that the re-opening of the Bicester to Bletchley railway 
line, with a station at Winslow, will enhance the sustainability credentials of both 
the town and objection site.  Clearly that would be the case.  However, until such 
time as there is reasonable certainty that the proposed re-opening will materialise 
it would be wrong for me to place undue reliance on this possibility in support of 
development on the objection site.  Likewise, given its inherent recreational 
function, I do not regard the proximity of the National Cycle Network Route 51 as 
a significant consideration in terms of the sustainability of the site, or its suitability 
for development.  

Agricultural Land Quality 

12.20.11 I understand that MAFF have surveyed all of the peripheral agricultural land 
around Winslow, and that the whole of the objection site has been identified as 
Grade 3a.  The objectors do not dispute this categorisation in principle.  
Development of the objection site would thus conflict with advice in PPG7 that 
b&mv agricultural land should be protected from development, and that where 
development of agricultural land is unavoidable, local planning authorities should 
adopt the principle of ‘worst first’ and seek to use areas of poorer quality land in 
preference to that of a higher quality, except where sustainability considerations 
suggest otherwise.  

12.20.12 The agricultural quality of the site is clearly a constraint to development.  
However, I understand that most of the agricultural land around Winslow is 
b&mv.  And my recognition of Winslow as a category 2 settlement means that it is 
almost inevitable that development of any peripheral site will result in the loss of 
some quality agricultural land.  I have weighed this fact and the scale of loss of 
b&mv land against the advantages the site has to offer in terms of sustainability 
and landscape and visual impact.  And have concluded that, on balance, these 
advantages outweigh the constraint.  Hence, while not seeking to minimise the 
value of agricultural land or to undermine policies that seek its protection, in my 
view the b&mv quality of the objection site is insufficient in itself to cause me to 
set aside the allocation of the site for development. 

Highways and Traffic 

12.20.13 It is proposed to access the site by means of two simple priority T-junctions off 
Verney Road and a priority access off Furze Lane.  The most easterly access on 
Verney Road would form the main access to the site, comprising a 5.5m 
carriageway with two 1.8m footways.  BCC as HA have raised no objection to 
these proposals.  

12.20.14 Due to the anticipated additional pedestrian movements generated by the proposed 
development, it is also proposed to provide a new footpath along the northern side 
of Verney Road, thereby completing the footpath network link between the town 
centre and the objection site.  The existing footpath along the northern side of 
Verney Road is at present incomplete.  However it is possible to readily provide a 
continuous footpath within the existing public highway, except for a short stretch 
immediately in front of nos. 52 and 54 Vicarage Road (the extension of Verney 
Road).  Here a projection of private land creates a ‘pinch point’, leaving 
insufficient space for the provision of a footpath between property boundaries and 
the carriageway.  A technically feasible solution is possible, involving a slight re-
alignment of Vicarage Road / Verney Road and the kerb line being moved slightly 
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southwards to maintain a 1.8m footpath without the need to involve third party 
land.  However, I understand that negotiations between the primary objector and 
the owners of nos 52 and 54 have secured an agreement whereby the footpath link 
can be completed without the need to realign the highway.  Which-ever-way, the 
provision of an unbroken footpath link will be an essential pre-requisite of 
development on the site. 

12.20.15 With regards to vehicular trip generation, a figure of 0.5 vehicles per dwelling 
two-way in the peak hour has been assumed, with an 80/20 directional 
distribution.  This would be out/in during the morning peak hour, and reversed 
during the evening peak hour period.  A survey of an existing housing 
development within Winslow has confirmed these assumptions.  Traffic generated 
within the site would dissipate in various directions onto the highway network, 
with the majority (74%) exiting onto Verney Road and 65% travelling towards 
High Street.  23% (of the total) would turn into Burleys Road, with the remaining 
42% continuing to High Street.  Traffic flow along both Furze Lane and Verney 
Road is presently very low, and there is sufficient capacity on both these roads to 
accommodate the additional flow.  Observations have confirmed that the Verney 
Road / Burleys Road junction is operating well within its theoretical design 
capacity, and no problems would be caused by the proposed development at this 
junction.  Concern has, however, been expressed by the HA in connection with the 
Vicarage Road junction with High Street.  An analysis of projected movement at 
this junction indicates that there would be no capacity problems during the 
morning and evening peak hour periods.  And that while there will, inevitably, be 
an increase in waiting time for traffic queuing on Vicarage Road to enter High 
Street, the current low level of traffic flow on Verney Road / Vicarage Road is 
such that this would not be so significant as to cause undue concern.   

12.20.16 Overall, it seems to me that while the impact on traffic flows and the local 
highway network would not be as insignificant as suggested by the objectors, the 
proposed development would not be so prejudicial to the free flow of traffic or 
highway safety, or so significantly reduce the ambient environmental quality of 
the area by reason of traffic noise or pollution, as to be unacceptable.   

Services and Facilities 

12.20.17 The existence of a range of social and community facilities was instrumental in the 
identification of Winslow as a category 2 settlement.  There is no evidence before 
me to suggest that educational or other community facilities would be unable to 
cope with the increased demand occasioned by the number of dwellings proposed.  
And if necessary, additional facilities could be sought by means of policy 
criterion.  Furthermore, I am confident that development of the site will help to 
sustain the range of retail and social facilities presently available within the town. 

12.20.18 Likewise, there is a recognised need for additional low cost market and affordable 
housing throughout the Rural Areas, including Winslow.  Development of the 
objection site would help to secure this objective.  

Infrastructure 

12.20.19 The Pre-Deposit Issues Paper drew attention to the need for substantial investment 
to upgrade infrastructure, in particular water supply and the improvement of the 
Furze Lane / A413 junction, as a pre-requisite to development on the objection 
site.  I recognised similar concerns in connection with the proposed allocation of 
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land north of the objection site for employment purposes (policies WI.1 and 
WI.2).  However, it seems to me that the Council’s suggested allocation of some 
4.7ha (as finally proposed) of land off the A413 for employment purpose (which I 
have recommended be deleted from the Plan), and the agreement by the objectors 
to fund requisite highway improvements, suggests that these infrastructure 
constraints can be overcome.  Necessary improvements should be sought by 
means of policy criterion. 

Scale of Development Proposed 

12.20.20 As noted above, the primary objectors propose that the whole of the 14.2ha 
objection site be developed for some 400 dwellings, or alternatively, if that were 
considered to be too large, the southern 5.1ha or 6.6ha of the site should be 
developed. 

12.20.21 Notwithstanding the potential suitability of the whole site for development, 
development during the Plan period should be restricted to the southern part of the 
site.  I have earlier identified sites at Buckingham and Wendover for a minimum 
of 200 and 300 dwellings respectively, and likewise confirmed the provision of an 
additional 25 dwellings at Stone (former Nurses Home) and an additional 175 
dwellings at Pitstone.  The provision of some 250 dwellings on the southern 6.6ha 
of the objection site would thus secure my calculated Plan requirement for some 
950 dwellings on allocated sites in the Rural Areas, and at a gross density of some 
38d/ha would accord with PPG3 advice.  Furthermore, restricting development in 
the manner suggested would reduce visual intrusion, highway/traffic impact and 
infrastructure problems.  The amount of requisite provision for related 
infrastructure and facilities would, of course, need to be determined by the LPA as 
part of the preparation of a planning brief for the site..  

Conclusions 
12.20.22 I fully recognise Winslow’s shortcomings in terms of public transport links with 

Aylesbury, Buckingham and Milton Keynes, although in relative terms these do 
not seem to me to be as severe as the Council suggest.  I have, in any event, taken 
these shortcomings into account in concluding for other cogent reasons that 
priority should be given to the development of sites in Buckingham, Wendover 
and Winslow over comparable sites in Haddenham.  Likewise I do not regard 
possible short-term deficiencies in local employment prospects or infrastructure as 
so severe as to justify resisting development on the objection site.  On the 
contrary, it seems to me that the site’s locational suitability and local sustainability 
credentials outweigh any temporary or resolvable shortcomings.  And that 
development here will help to sustain Winslow throughout the Plan period, 
providing an impetus for additional facilities that is far preferable to the period of 
stagnation that would otherwise, I fear, have been perpetrated by the Plan.  

Recommendation: 
12.20.23 I recommend that: 

12.20.24 The Plan be modified by the allocation of 6.6ha of land north of Verney Road and 
east of Furze Lane, Winslow, for some 250 dwellings, the total number of 
dwellings to be determined by means of a planning brief to be prepared by the 
Local Planning Authority.  
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12.20.25 The allocation be subject to criteria requiring; 

(a) comprehensive landscaping; 

(b) an equitable contribution towards improvements in public transport;  

(c) an equitable contribution towards improvements in education facilities; 

(d) the provision of improved pedestrian and cycle linkages and facilities, 
where reasonable and practicable, within the site, between the site and 
the town centre, and elsewhere; 

(e) the provision of appropriate amenity open space and sports fields;  

(f) the provision of low cost market and affordable housing in accordance 
with the requirements outlined in replacement policies GP.2 and GP.2A 
as recommended to be modified and supporting text; 

(g) the provision of a satisfactory means of access, adequate sewerage and 
land drainage, and other physical infrastructure necessary to serve the 
site; 

(h) any other social or community facility that may reasonably be required 
in accordance with the terms of C1/97, Planning Obligations. 

12.20.26 The Proposals Map and supporting text be modified as necessary throughout the 
Plan. 

 
 
12.21 CP120 Housing at Little Horwood Road, Winslow 

Objectors: 
 DD2187 Bellway Homes 
 DD6353 Mr Biswell 
 DD6400 Molyneux Planning 

Principal Issue: 
12.21.1 Whether land east of Little Horwood Road (south), Winslow, should be allocated 

for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.21.2 The approx. 10ha objection site comprises a complex of fields east of Little 

Horwood Road, adjacent to the south-eastern built-up edge of Winslow and 
immediately north of the A413, Aylesbury - Buckingham Road.  The site rises 
gently from south to north, and is bounded on all sides and sub-divided internally 
by mature hedgerows with trees.  Beyond the site to the north, east and west is 
predominantly open agricultural land; the hamlet of Shipton lies less than 200m to 
the south-east of the site. 

12.21.3  I have earlier in response to objections to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
(in Part 1 of my Report) recognised that Winslow, together with Buckingham, 
Wendover and Haddenham, are the only settlements in the Rural Areas that meet 
the category 2 criteria in the Council’s search sequence.  I am satisfied that the 
identification of these settlements accords with PPG advice and hence confirms 
their status as sustainable locations for new development.  For other cogent 
reasons (specifically recorded in response to objections to policy HA.1) I have 
further concluded that sites suitable for development in Buckingham, Wendover 
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and Winslow should be afforded priority over comparable or other suitable sites in 
Haddenham.  It thus follows that I agree the objectors’ submission that, in 
principle, Winslow is a suitable location for new development.  I do not, however, 
agree that this site is itself suitable for development.  

12.21.4 The primary objector (Banner Homes) notes that Winslow is situated on a plateau, 
and affirms that this is a fundamental historic and physical characteristic of the 
town.  It is suggested that development on the objection site would reflect and 
maintain this characteristic, and that as a consequence such development would 
relate well to the adjacent built-up area.  However, in my view, notwithstanding 
the geophysical location of the site, Little Horewood Road forms a strong 
defensible boundary that clearly defines the eastern edge of Winslow.  Its function 
in this respect is reinforced by mature roadside hedgerows and trees.  It is 
significant to note that this boundary is not breached at any point along its entire 
length, and that without exception recent development to the west does not face 
onto the road, but is inward looking towards the heart of the town.  Development 
on the objection site would thus constitute a major incursion of built development 
into open countryside beyond a clearly defined and established settlement 
boundary in a manner unrelated to the existing pattern of development or to the 
settlement as a whole.  Furthermore, development on the objection site would be 
visually intrusive in the local landscape when viewed from the south and east, 
particularly from the A413, and would, in my opinion, adversely affect the setting 
of the nearby Shipton Conservation Area.  I note that the objectors maintain that 
these adverse effects could be mitigated by the introduction of intervening public 
open space and boundary planting.  Again I do not agree.  For it seems to me that 
the elevated location of the objection site on the aforementioned Winslow plateau 
would itself exacerbate both intrusion and landscape impact to a degree that could 
not be easily overcome.  Likewise the scale of proposed development and its 
proximity to Shipton in an elevated position would produce an overbearing effect 
on the much smaller hamlet conservation area in its rural setting.  

12.21.5 The primary objector also maintains that the site is well located in terms of its 
proximity to services and facilities.  And in broad terms I tend to agree.  The site is 
conveniently located for the market square and the majority of shops, albeit 
accessed along the heavily trafficked Sheep Street (A413), and for existing 
schools and employment sites, most of which are within reasonable walking 
distance.  The site is less well located for the BCC Winslow Centre.  My 
recommended deletion of the proposed employment allocation off Buckingham 
Road (policies WI.1 and WI.2) obviates any locational disadvantages the site may 
have faced in this respect.  The site is conveniently located for bus stops and 
services on the A413, but significantly over the 400m convenient walking distance 
threshold to the more regular bus service routes serving the town.  

12.21.6 It has also been suggested that development on the objection site would 
complement the proposed employment allocation off Buckingham Road (policies 
WI.1 and WI.2).  This, it is maintained, would create a more equitable balance 
between homes and jobs and thereby accord with PPG advice, given that the 
DDLP does not include a residential allocation at Winslow. There is some merit in 
this suggestion.  However, I have for various reasons earlier recommended that 
policies WI.1 and WI.2 be deleted, and that a more realistic assessment be made of 
the need for and viability of additional employment development in Winslow, 
with the possible identification of a more appropriate site.  My recommendation 
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clearly undermines the primary objector’s submission on this issue.  But it does 
not, in my opinion, preclude a residential allocation in Winslow during the present 
Plan period, given the category 2 status of the town and limited demand for and 
questionable viability of employment development.  Any imbalance between 
homes and jobs that may arise as a result of my recommendations can, and if 
necessary should, be rectified at the Review stage of the Plan. 

12.21.7 The parties have submitted conflicting evidence concerning the agricultural land 
quality of the site.  That submitted on behalf of the objectors identifies the site as 
predominantly Grade 3a with smaller areas of Grade 2; the most recent survey by 
MAFF (under the ALC system) identifies the site as entirely Grade 2.  The main 
difference between these two surveys appears to come in the level of detail of the 
auger borings, and clearly it is not possible for me to resolve this dispute.  In no 
way do I wish to question the accuracy of the survey data submitted on behalf of 
the primary objector, or to undermine the related analysis or its conclusions.  
However, I have for reasons of consistency throughout my consideration of all 
objections preferred survey information submitted by MAFF.  Nonetheless, it is 
evident from both surveys that the whole of the site is b&mv agricultural land, and 
thus subject to the protection afforded by PPG7.   

12.21.8 The agricultural quality of the site is clearly a significant constraint to 
development, although I understand that most of the peripheral agricultural land 
around Winslow is b&mv.  My recognition of Winslow as a category 2 settlement 
thus means that it is almost inevitable that development on any peripheral site will 
result in the loss of some quality agricultural land.  I have earlier (concerning the 
Verney Road / Furze Lane site; CP119) set aside the b&mv land constraint in 
favour of development.  However, in this instance the 100% extent of high quality 
Grade 2 agricultural land within the site (or even the still significant 35% extent 
identified by the objector), reinforces my view that development on this site 
should be resisted. 

12.21.9 The primary objectors suggest a form of development that would provide for the 
construction of the southern part of the Winslow Inner Relief Road, extending 
from the A413 along the eastern and northern edges of the site.  The remainder of 
the route, extending to the Buckingham Road / Station Road junction, passes over 
land in public ownership.  And thus it is suggested that allocation of the objection 
site would facilitate the early completion of this long delayed scheme. 

12.21.10 Policy WI.9 of the DDLP offers support for the construction of the IRR and seeks 
to protect the route.  However, while BCC previously envisaged that traffic relief 
for Winslow would be afforded by the construction of the IRR, the scheme never 
featured in BCC’c five-year TPP and the reserved line for the road has now been 
rescinded.  As a consequence I have recommended that policy WI.9 be deleted 
from the Plan.  

12.21.11 While the provision of part of the IRR is an attractive proposition, I am not 
persuaded that it provides sufficient justification for the development of the 
objection site; other factors and constraints weigh more heavily against the 
proposal.  Furthermore, while details of the layout of the site are not before me 
(other than in illustrative form), I question the desirability of routing the IRR 
through or in close proximity to an area of new housing. 
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12.21.12 In conclusion, I have identified sufficient suitable sites elsewhere, including a site 
at Winslow, to meet the Rural Areas housing requirement identified in Part 1 of 
my Report.  In light of the above, and in particular the visual and landscape impact 
that would be occasioned by the proposed development, I am not persuaded that 
this site represents a preferable alternative to those that I have recommended for 
allocation.  Neither does the possible benefit of providing part of the IRR cause 
me to set aside this conclusion. 

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

 
12.22 CP121 Employment Development at Fledglings Walk / Magpie 

Way, Winslow 
Objector: 

 DD5654 Mr Finbow 

Principal Issue: 
12.22.1 Whether land at Fledglings Walk / Magpie Way, Winslow, should be allocated for 

employment use as an alternative to the nearby greenfield allocation. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.22.2 The site consists of a low-rise factory building and yard, close to the former 

station, surrounded by a mix of residential and industrial development.  The 
objector suggests that the allocation of this site and another nearby (see CP122 
below) would be more appropriate than the allocation of greenfield land for 
employment use. 

12.22.3 I have earlier recommended that the proposed allocation of land for employment 
development south of the A413, Buckingham Road (policies WI.1 and WI.2) be 
deleted from the Plan.  And that a more realistic assessment be made of the need 
for and viability of additional employment development in Winslow, with the 
possible identification of a more appropriate site.  The objector’s primary concern 
regarding the allocation of greenfield land has thus been met.   

12.22.4 Nonetheless, it would, in my view, be inappropriate to allocate the objection site 
for employment development.  Part appears to be in active use.  Allocation would 
not necessarily encourage re-development or intensification of this established 
employment use, and I have no doubt that any proposals that did come forward 
could be dealt with by normal development control procedures in accordance with 
General Policies in the Plan.  Furthermore, given the limited size of the site, 
allocation would introduce a level of detail that would be both unnecessary and 
inappropriate in the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
12.22.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.23 CP122 Employment Development r/o Station Road & Lowndes 
Way, Winslow 
Objector: 

 DD5655 Mr Finbow 

Principal Issue: 
12.23.1 Whether land at the rear of Station Road and Lowndes Way, Winslow, should be 

allocated for employment use as an alternative to the nearby greenfield allocation. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.23.2 The site consists of a low-rise industrial/office building and yard situated to the 

rear or flank of properties fronting Station Road and Lowndes Way.  The premises 
are well maintained but presently appear to be unused.  The objector suggests that 
the allocation of this site and another nearby (see CP121 above) would be more 
appropriate than the allocation of greenfield land for employment use. 

12.23.3 As noted above in my response concerning CP121, I have earlier recommended 
that the proposed allocation of land for employment development south of the 
A413, Buckingham Road (policies WI.1 and WI.2) be deleted from the Plan.  And 
that a more realistic assessment be made of the need for and viability of additional 
employment development in Winslow, with the possible identification of a more 
appropriate site.  The objector’s primary concern regarding the allocation of 
greenfield land has thus been met.   

12.23.4 Nonetheless, it would, in my view, be inappropriate to allocate the objection site 
for employment development.  Although seemingly presently unused, allocation 
would not necessarily encourage re-use or development on this established 
employment site, and I have no doubt that any proposals that did come forward 
could be dealt with by normal development control procedures in accordance with 
General Policies in the Plan.  Furthermore, given the limited size of the site, 
allocation would introduce a level of detail that would be both unnecessary and 
inappropriate in the Plan. 

Recommendation: 
12.23.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.24 CP123 Enlarged Employment Allocation, Buckingham Road, 

Winslow: Policies WI.1 & WI.2  
Objectors: 

 DD2415 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD6393 Trustees of J E Hoskins (Dec'd) 
 DD7791 Banner Homes & Trustees of H C Stock (Dec'd) 
 DD7816 Mr/Ms Tearle 

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 
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Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 9.4): 
 CO0092* English Heritage 
 CO0172* Old Road Securities plc 
 
 * objection also recorded in connection with objections to policies WI.1 and WI.2. 

Principal Issue: 
12.24.1 Whether the proposed employment allocation (policies WI.1 and WI.2) on land 

south of Buckingham Road, Winslow, should be increased in size.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.24.2 Several objectors suggested that a larger site be allocated for employment than 

that indicated in the DDLP, policies WI.1 and WI.2.  The site shown in the DDLP 
extends to some 1.5ha; subsequent Proposed and Officer Recommended Changes 
made in response to these objections propose that the allocation be increased to 
3.1ha and ultimately 4.72ha. 

12.24.3 I have earlier considered objections to policies WI.1 and WI.2 and recommended 
that they be deleted.  In my judgement the benefits and objectives of these policies 
are not sufficiently justified to offset the harm to other planning interests that 
would be caused by the development of this site.   It thus follows that I cannot 
recommend in support of these objections.   

12.24.4 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, or that this 
amount of development - particularly in this location - is necessary to support the 
additional residential development I recommend on the Verney Road / Furze Lane 
site (see CP119 above).  In my view the interests of the town would best be served 
by a more realistic assessment being 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. 

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

OTHER VILLAGES AND RURAL AREAS 

Introductory Note 
12.24.6 In Part 1 of my Report I calculated that the Rural Areas Rounded Outstanding 

(housing) Requirement 2001-2011 was for total of 950 dwellings to be provided 
on allocated sites.  I also expressed my support for the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy whereby priority is given, firstly, to the development of brownfield sites 
within settlements which satisfy sustainability criteria in terms of their location, 
having a reasonable amount and range of employment services and public 
transport links (category 1).  Secondly, to the largest rural settlements which have 
the greatest amount and range of employment and services and that are best served 
by public transport, namely Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow 
(category 2).  Thirdly, to other settlements that reasonably meet the sustainability 
criteria in term of local jobs, services and public transport (category 3).  And 
finally the development of new settlement(s) (category 4). 
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12.24.7 In Part 1 also I recognised the contribution made to rural housing provision by the 
redeveloped nurses’ home at Stone (25 additional dwellings) and the additional 
175 dwellings proposed at Pitstone, both former brownfield sites.  In Part 2 of my 
report, I have recommended that the amount of development at the former 
Princess Mary’s Hospital, Wendover, be increased to a minimum of 300 
dwellings, and have recommended the allocation of sites at Buckingham (200 
dwellings) and Winslow (250 dwellings).  The Rural Areas requirement for 950 
dwellings on allocated sites has thus been met. 

12.24.8 It follows that there is no need for me to recommend the allocation of any 
additional or alternative land for housing development in the Rural Areas.  And 
that, no matter how suitable any of the following Counter Proposal sites may 
appear to be for development, that level of suitability would not be sufficient to 
override the fact that I have already identified sufficient land on suitable sites and 
in accordance with the Development Strategy to meet the Rural Areas housing 
requirement.  My comments concerning the following Counter Proposal sites are 
thus less detailed than would perhaps otherwise have been the case.  Nonetheless, 
I have considered each Counter Proposal on its merits and in the context of my 
conclusions and recommendations concerning the amount and location of 
development proposed.  I have also sought to ensure that my comments can be 
read without the need for frequent cross-referencing to earlier text.  As a result it is 
inevitable that I repeat my summary of conclusions concerning these issues when 
dealing with many of the following objections. 

 
 

12.25 CP002 Major Development Area within the proposed A41 Aston 
Clinton By-pass  

12.26 Objector: 
 DD1853 Mr & Mrs Cole 

Principal Issue: 
12.26.1 Whether land within the proposed Aston Clinton bypass should be developed as 

an alternative to the Berryfields MDA. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.26.2 Although not identified on plan, it is clear that the objection site comprises the 

whole of the area contained by the Aston Clinton By-pass, between Aston Clinton 
itself and the new road. 

12.26.3 In Part 1 of my Report I expressed support for the Berryfields MDA and 
recommended accordingly.  I thus cannot condone this Counter Proposal as an 
alternative to that MDA.  Furthermore, development in this location would be less 
well placed than that at Berryfields (or other identified sites in Aylesbury) to take 
advantage of public transport, services and facilities.  And would thereby conflict 
with the principles of the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development Strategies, 
both of which seek to direct development to more sustainable locations.   

12.26.4 In Part 1 I also considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In this Part of my 
report I have earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four 
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category 2 rural service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my 
considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for 
the Development Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have 
recommended be allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering 
sufficient dwellings during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing 
requirement.  And hence there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to 
assist deliverability or to meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.26.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Aston 
Clinton would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.26.6 Aston Clinton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.26.7 Finally, when complete, the Aston Clinton By-pass, will provide relief for the 
village from heavy traffic flows on the A41(T).  The development of land between 
the village and new road would return traffic within the village to existing levels, 
negating the benefit of and a prime reason for the by-pass in the first place. 

Recommendation: 
12.26.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.27 CP003 Housing on land between Buckland Road and London 

Road, Aston Clinton 
Objectors: 

 DD2858 E W Tomblin & Sons/Brempton Homes 
 DD7623 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7647 The National Trust 
 DD7671 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.27.1 Whether land between Buckland Road and London Road, Aston Clinton, should 

be allocated for residential development. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.27.2 The objection site has been developed for housing – Blackmore Gate.  There is 

thus no reason to allocate this land for residential development in the Plan.  

Recommendation: 
12.27.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.28 CP004 Housing on land at Stablebridge Road, Aston Clinton  

Objector: 
 DD6922 * Wimpey Homes Holdings Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 
 
 

12.29 CP005 Housing on land at Moat Farm, Buckland 
Objector: 

 DD1703 Banner Homes Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.29.1 Whether part of Moat Farm, Buckland, should be allocated for recreational open 

space and residential development.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.29.2 It is suggested that land at Moat Farm, Buckland, should be developed for 

recreational open space (4ha) and housing (1ha), with a small car park and turning 
area. 

12.29.3 The majority of the objection site is currently in agricultural use.  Immediately 
beyond the north-western edge of the site are two dwellings, separated from the 
site by a thin, patchy hedge.  This hedge continues along the north-eastern 
boundary, with open agricultural land and mature trees beyond.  The south-eastern 
boundary is defined by a much thicker mature hedgerow and wooden fence, to the 
south of which are a range of buildings and rough pasture land.  The western 
boundary is defined by Buckland Road, which is separated from the site by a 
mature hedgerow. 

12.29.4 In Part 1 of my report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.29.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Buckland 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
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change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  Buckland is a small settlement with a 
population of under 700.  There are limited services available in the village itself, 
and although services at Aston Clinton are nearby I am not persuaded these are 
close enough to be suitably located for potential residents on the objection site.  
The proposed development would thus result in a significant increase in the use of 
private cars, - a situation compounded by the fact that the site is poorly served by 
public transport.  

12.29.6 Buckland has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.29.7 In addition, the openness of the objection site makes a significant contribution to 
the character and appearance of the Buckland Conservation Area.  Development in 
this location would detract from the visual amenities of the Conservation Area, 
constitute a major intrusion into open countryside east of the village, and conflict 
with the existing village pattern of predominantly linear development. 

12.29.8 Finally, while the provision of a village green, parking and turning facilities would 
undoubtedly benefit local residents, these facilities are by no means of such 
significance as to cause me to set aside the aforementioned fundamental policy 
objection to the proposal. 

Recommendation: 
12.29.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.30 CP013 Housing on land r/o Moat End, Bierton 

Objector: 
 DD2168 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.30.1 Whether land to the rear of Moat End, Bierton, should be allocated for residential 

development.  
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.30.2 The objection site comprises 3.73ha of agricultural land south of the A418, 

Aylesbury Road, Bierton.  The site is sub-divided into two fields.  The western 
field (2.67ha) is roughly triangular in shape, has a limited frontage to Aylesbury 
Road, and extends southwards to a point adjacent to the rear of Broughton Close.  
It is bounded to the north and west by the rear garden boundaries of properties 
fronting Aylesbury Road, Cowley Close, Burcott Close and Broughton Close.  
There is a strong line of trees along the western boundary.  The eastern field 
(1.06ha) is roughly rectangular in shape, and is bounded to the north and east by 
the rear boundaries of properties fronting Aylesbury Road, Moat End, Old Forge 
Gardens, and Kings Meadow.  The southern boundary is defined by a wire fence; 
the western boundary is defined by a strong line of trees that forms the division 
between the two fields and continues southwards as the eastern boundary of the 
western field.  Overall the site has a slight fall to the south, and has no internal 
features of note other than a pond fringed by trees.  

12.30.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.30.4 In Part 1 also concluded that, although separated from Aylesbury by only a narrow 
strip of land, Bierton retains its own distinctive character as a settlement and thus 
should not be included in the Aylesbury policy area.  Hence, it is necessary to 
apply Rural Area policies to the objection site.  

12.30.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Bierton 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  I appreciate that Bierton is near to Aylesbury, 
and that many residents are to a greater or lesser extent dependent on the town for 
employment and services.  Nevertheless, development in this location would be 
less well placed than that at the proposed MDAs or on other identified sites in 
Aylesbury to take advantage of public transport, services and facilities available in 
the town.  And would thereby conflict with the principles of the Aylesbury and 
Rural Areas Development Strategies, both of which seek to direct development to 
more sustainable locations.   

12.30.6 Bierton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
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development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas. 

12.30.7 Notwithstanding the above policy objections, I understand that over 93% of the 
site (3.45ha) is b&mv agricultural land, and thus subject to the protection afforded 
by PPG7.  I note that the objectors suggest that, as a result of its urban fringe 
location, the land is in practice of little agricultural importance.  However, I 
cannot support that point of view.  It could, of course, be repeated in respect of 
other areas of b&mv land in comparable locations, and thereby result in the 
unjustifiable loss of land the quality of which is recognised as a national asset.  

12.30.8 It is proposed that the site be developed for between some 60 to 100 dwellings, 
with access being formed off Aylesbury Road and William Hill Drive.  The 
objectors suggest that approximately one-third of the dwellings would be served 
by the access off Aylesbury Road, with the remaining two-thirds being served off 
William Hill Drive.  However, BCC as HA have expressed serious concern 
regarding the impact of the suggested development on the A418 (which forms part 
of the Strategic Highway Network) and the local highway network, and have 
concluded that having explored all the options for accessing this site, none … 
appear to be acceptable.  While I note that the objectors dispute the severity of 
this judgement, it is evident that accessibility problems are unresolved.  On the 
evidence before me, and in light of my recommendations that the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA (AY.17), the proposed Eastern and Bierton Link Roads (AY.34b) 
and c)), and the safeguarded line for the Northern Link Road (AY.35) be deleted, I 
am not persuaded that it will in any event be possible to achieve an acceptable 
solution.  

12.30.9 Furthermore, the pond at the heart of the western field has been identified as a 
habitat for great crested newt, a protected species under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act, 1981.  Surveys indicate that the pond fits the ‘above average’ 
category of importance as a habitat for the species.   The presence of great crested 
newts does not in itself constrain the principle of housing development on the site, 
as English Nature may be prepared to agree mitigation measures, including long-
term management, to protect the habitat and species.  However, while I do not 
dispute the fact that such measures have been successful elsewhere, I am 
concerned that the intensity of development proposed in such close proximity to 
the pond, with inevitable human disturbance and possible pollution, would not be 
conducive to the long-term survival of great crested newts in this location.  

12.30.10 Finally, the Council have expressed concern that the proposed development would 
result in the closure of the Strategic (Local Green) Gap between Aylesbury and 
Bierton, contrary to policy RA.3 of the DDLP.  I share the Council’s concern that 
it is necessary for the gap to be maintained in order to retain the characteristics of 
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Aylesbury and Bierton as separate settlements, although I am not persuaded that 
this site effectively contributes towards that separation.  However, in Chapter 11 
of my Report, dealing with Rural Area policies, I recommended that policy RA.3 
be deleted.  But, as I emphasised in my response to objections to policies RA.1, 
RA.2 and RA.3, I am confident that policies RA.1 and RA.2 as recommended to 
be modified will provide adequate protection against unjustifiable development in 
the open countryside, including that which has coalescent tendencies.  
Development of the objection site would clearly conflict with recommended 
policy RA.1 and arguably RA.2, and should therefore be resisted. 

Recommendation: 
12.30.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.31 CP014 Housing on land at Church Farm, Bierton 

Objector: 
 DD2705 * Banner Homes Lt 
 * objection withdrawn 
 
 
12.32 CP015 Housing on land r/o The Bell PH, Bierton 

Objector: 
 DD1855 Mr/Ms Baker 

Principal Issue: 
12.32.1 Whether land to the rear of The Bell PH, Aylesbury Road, Bierton, should be 

allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.32.2 It is suggested that land to the rear of The Bell public house, Bierton, should be 

removed from the proposed Strategic Gap and allocated for residential 
development.   

12.32.3 I note that the plan of the objection site provided by the objector differs from that 
include in the LPA’s Report of Council’s Responses to Representations made to 
Deposit Draft, Volume III, Appendices (CD.13).  The latter is larger than that 
suggested by the objector in that it includes parts of the rear gardens of several 
properties fronting Aylesbury Road, together with areas of open grassland to the 
south and west.  For completeness, I have treated the site identified by the LPA as 
the objection site.  I estimate that this has an area of some 2ha, and thus a capacity 
for 60+ dwellings. 

12.32.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
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there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.32.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Bierton 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.32.6 Bierton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.32.7 The objector contends that the boundary of the Strategy Gap has been too tightly 
drawn around Bierton, and as a consequence is unduly restrictive.  Realignment of 
this boundary would allow the objection site to form a reasonable development 
opportunity. 

12.32.8 The Council propose a Change whereby Strategic Gaps are to be renamed Local 
Green Gaps.  However, in Chapter 11 of my Report, dealing with Rural Area 
policies, I recommended that policy RA.3 (Strategic / Local Green Gaps) be 
deleted.  But, as I emphasised in my response to objections to policies RA.1, RA.2 
and RA.3, I am confident that the wording of RA.1 as recommended to be 
modified will provide adequate policy protection against development in the 
countryside, including those instances, such as here, where the supposed Gap does 
not form a gap at all, but is open countryside abutting a settlement.  Development 
of the objection site would clearly conflict with recommended policy RA.1, and 
should therefore be resisted. 

12.32.9 Finally, no detailed evidence has been submitted in support of the proposal.  
Hence I am not persuaded that a safe and proper means of access can be provided 
to the site, that development of the site will not result in the loss of b&mv 
agricultural land, or that other planning interests will not be prejudiced. 

Recommendation: 
12.32.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.33 CP016 Housing on land at Burcott Lane, Bierton 
Objectors: 

 DD6673 Crest Strategic Projects Ltd 
 DD7614 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7638 The National Trust 
 DD7662 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.33.1 Whether land north of Broughton Lane, Bierton, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.33.2 The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Historic House Hotels Ltd suggest that 

the objection site should be developed as an extension to the Broughton Stocklake 
MDA (policy AY.17).  However, in Part 1 of my Report I recommended that the 
Plan be modified by the deletion of the Broughton Stocklake MDA.  These 
objections thus fall.  Crest Strategic Projects Ltd argue that the site forms a logical 
addition to existing residential development fronting the southern end of Burcott 
Lane and the north-eastern end of Broughton Lane, and would appear as a logical 
extension of existing housing in Parsons Lane.  I have thus considered the merits 
of the site on that basis. 

12.33.3 The objection site comprises some 6ha of agricultural land immediately north of 
Broughton Lane, Bierton.  It is bounded to the east by the rear gardens of 
properties fronting Burcott Lane, and to the west by the public footpath 
continuation of Parsons Lane.  Agricultural land lies to the north (part of which 
forms Counter Proposal site CP013 dealt with above) and to the south of Burcott 
Lane.   

12.33.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.33.5 In Part 1 I also concluded that, although separated from Aylesbury by only a 
narrow strip of land, Bierton retains its own distinctive character as a settlement 
and thus should not be included in the Aylesbury policy area.  Hence, it is 
necessary to apply Rural Area policies to the objection site.  

12.33.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Bierton 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  I appreciate that Bierton is near to Aylesbury, 
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and that many residents are to a greater or lesser extent dependent on the town for 
employment and services.  Nevertheless, development in this location would be 
less well placed than that at the proposed MDAs or on other identified sites in 
Aylesbury to take advantage of public transport, services and facilities available in 
the town. And would thereby conflict with the principles of the Aylesbury and 
Rural Areas Development Strategies, both of which seek to direct development to 
more sustainable locations.   

12.33.7 Bierton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas. 

12.33.8 Notwithstanding the objector’s contention to the contrary, I do not regard the site 
as forming part of the built-up area of Bierton, or a logical extension to the village.  
Rather it would comprise a large area of development, with a potential capacity 
for some 150+ dwellings, somewhat detached and distant from the heart of the 
village, intruding into an area of countryside beyond the physical and perceived 
limits of the village. 

12.33.9 Furthermore, I am concerned that the site may comprise a high percentage of 
b&mv agricultural land, may in part be liable to flood, and may be subject to 
ecological constraints.  And that the scale of development envisaged may result in 
an unacceptable increase in highway dangers at the Parsons Lane and Burcott 
Lane junctions with the A418, Aylesbury Road.  However, I acknowledge that 
there is no evidence before me regarding these issues, my concern being based 
upon the possible continuation of circumstances appertaining nearby onto the 
objection site and imported knowledge concerning traffic conditions on the A418. 

12.33.10 Finally, I note that the objection site lies within an area identified under policy 
RA.3 as a Strategic (Local Green) Gap between Bierton and the proposed 
Broughton Stocklake MDA.  However, I have earlier recommended that both the 
MDA (policy AY.17) and RA.3 be deleted.  Nonetheless, the intrusion of 
proposed development into open countryside would conflict with the objectives of 
policy RA.1 as recommended to be modified, and should therefore be resisted. 

Recommendation: 
12.33.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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12.34 CP017 Housing on land adjacent Marshall's Lea / recreation 
ground, Bierton 
Objector: 

 DD7546 John Hart & Gerald Montgomery 

Principal Issue: 
12.34.1 Whether land adjacent to Marshall's Lea and the recreation ground, Bierton, 

should be allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.34.2 The objector raises a number of issues relating to overall housing figures in the 

Plan.  I have dealt with this topic in detail in Part 1 of my Report, and thus here 
deal solely with the merits of the objection site. 

12.34.3 I note that there is some confusion as to whether the site is in Bierton or Burcott.  
In reality it is difficult to distinguish between the two, given that the remnant of 
Burcott is joined by ribbon development to Bierton along Burcott Lane.  In my 
view the village and hamlet now form a single settlement, and should be 
recognised as such.  I thus suggest - I cannot recommend as no objection has been 
made - that to facilitate in particular the application of Rural Areas policies, 
reference to Bierton in Appendix 5 of the Plan be amended to Bierton/Burcott.  
However, for clarity (and for consistency with comparable objections concerning 
nearby sites) I have referred to the site as being within Bierton.  

12.34.4 The 2.8ha objection site consists of two open fields east of Burcott Lane defined, 
in the main, by mature hedgerows with a number of trees, and in part by the rear 
boundaries of properties fronting Marshall’s Lea.  Beyond the site to the north is a 
well-maintained recreation ground including sports field, pavilion and tennis 
courts, while to the north-east, east and south-east is open countryside.  To the 
south-west is the Marshall’s Lea housing development. 

12.34.5 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.34.6 In Part 1 I also concluded that, although separated from Aylesbury by only a 
narrow strip of land, Bierton retains its own distinctive character as a settlement 
and thus should not be included in the Aylesbury policy area.  Hence, it is 
necessary to apply Rural Area policies to the objection site.  

12.34.7 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Bierton 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
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locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  I appreciate that Bierton is near to Aylesbury, 
and that many residents are to a greater or lesser extent dependent on the town for 
employment and services.  Nevertheless, development in this location would be 
less well placed than that at the proposed MDAs or on other identified sites in 
Aylesbury to take advantage of public transport, services and facilities available in 
the town. And would thereby conflict with the principles of the Aylesbury and 
Rural Areas Development Strategies, both of which seek to direct development to 
more sustainable locations.   

12.34.8 Bierton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas. 

12.34.9 It is significant to note that if Bierton and Burcott were treated as separate 
settlements, and the site recognised as being in Burcott, there would be even 
stronger strategic policy objections to the scale of development envisaged, given 
that Burcott has not been identified as an Appendix 5 settlement in the Plan.  

12.34.10 The objector suggests that the objection site is well related to the existing built up 
area and would likewise be well related to the proposed Broughton Stocklake 
MDA.  I do not agree.  I have earlier recommended that the Broughton Stocklake 
MDA be deleted, and thus the objector’s suggestion that development and access 
to the site could be undertaken in conjunction with the MDA falls.  Likewise, the 
Council maintain that the only significant built development east of Burcott Lane, 
namely Marshall’s Lea, was permitted exceptionally to secure the removal of an 
un-neighbourly use.  There are no such exceptional circumstances relating to the 
objection site that could in any way justify the development of part, let alone the 
whole, of the site.  Rather, it would constitute an intrusive and unjustified 
extension of built development into open countryside, contrary to the objective of 
policy RA.1 as recommended to be modified. 

12.34.11 I am also concerned that development of the objection site would seriously 
compromise highway safety at the junction of Burcott Lane and Aylesbury Road, 
A418.  Access to the site would, of necessity, have to be taken off Burcott Lane.  I 
note my colleague Inspector’s conclusions concerning highway safety issues in 
connection with an earlier development proposal on land immediately north of 
Marshall’s Lea - with which, incidentally, I do not agree.  However, development 
of the objection site would result in a far greater increase in the number of 
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vehicular movements at the aforementioned junction than previously envisaged, 
with a wholly unacceptable increase in highway dangers. 

12.34.12 I note that the objection site lies within an area identified under policy RA.3 as a 
Strategic (Local Green) Gap between Bierton and the proposed Broughton 
Stocklake MDA.  However, I have earlier recommended that both the MDA 
(policy AY.17) and RA.3 be deleted.  Nonetheless, the intrusion of proposed 
development into open countryside would conflict with the objectives of policy 
RA.1 as recommended to be modified, and should therefore be resisted. 

12.34.13 Finally I note the objector’s comments concerning the potential provision of 
affordable housing, and the suggestion that the eastern field could be dedicated to 
recreational use.  However these small benefits do not outweigh the overwhelming 
policy and other objections to the development of the site. 

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

12.34.15 I suggest that in order to facilitate the application of Rural Areas policies, 
reference to Bierton in Appendix 5 of the Plan be amended to Bierton/Burcott. 

 
 
12.35 CP018 Housing on land adjacent to allotments, Aylesbury Road, 

Bierton 
Objector: 

 DD0397 Mr Stevens 

Principal Issue: 
12.35.1 Whether land adjacent to the allotments, Aylesbury Road, should be allocated for 

residential development.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.35.2 The objection site comprises a long thin strip of open grassland immediately north 

of the A418, Aylesbury Road, between Aylesbury to the south-west and Bierton to 
the north-east.  The site is relatively flat and contained to the north, south and east 
by tall, mature hedgerows.  To the north and east are open fields, while to south-
west are allotment gardens.  The south-eastern boundary of the site abuts 
Aylesbury Road, beyond which an area of thick foliage and tall trees extends 
approximately 5-10m into the site. 

12.35.3 The site is significant in that it lies at the heart of the narrow neck of undeveloped 
land between Aylesbury and Bierton that helps to maintain the separate identity of 
the two settlements.  This land has been identified in the DDLP as a Strategic 
(Local Green) Gap, subject to policy RA.3.  However, I have earlier recommended 
that RA.3 be deleted.  But, as I emphasised in my response to objections to 
policies RA.1, RA.2 and RA.3, I am confident that the wording of policies RA.1 
and RA.2 as recommended to be modified will provide adequate protection 
against unjustifiable development in the open countryside, including that which 
has coalescent tendencies.  Development of the objection site would clearly 
conflict with recommended policies RA.1 and RA.2, and should therefore be 
resisted. 
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12.35.4 In addition to conflicting with established planning principles concerning 
development in the countryside, there are other material considerations pertaining 
to the development of the objection site.  The most notable of these is the impact 
that development in this location would have on the open countryside.  The site 
consists of a long thin strip of land which, if developed, would appear as an 
incongruous, isolated, and wholly inappropriate area of development.  Likewise, 
although there is no specific evidence before me, I am also concerned that 
development in this location may result in the loss of an area of b&mv agricultural 
land and an unacceptable increase in traffic hazards on the A418. 

Recommendation: 
12.35.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.36 CP023 Employment development at Triangle Business Park near 

Wendover 
Objector: 

 DD7515 Thames Valley Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Principal Issue: 
12.36.1 Whether the Plan should include provision for the expansion of the Triangle 

Business Park.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.36.2 Objection is raised to the absence of employment allocations in the southern part 

of the District in general, and specifically at the Triangle Business Park.  I have 
dealt with the first issue elsewhere in my Report, and expressed support for 
employment allocations on sites in Aylesbury and Haddenham, and recommended 
modest additional employment provision at the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at 
Wendover.  I thus now deal solely with that part of the objection relating to the 
suggested expansion of the Business Park. 

12.36.3 The Triangle Business Park is an area of established employment development 
west of Wendover Road, A413, approximately 2.5km south of the built-up area of 
Aylesbury.  The Park comprises a number of two and three storey buildings of 
modern design interspersed between areas of landscaping and parking.  The 
surrounding area is in agricultural use, with open fields to the north, south and 
beyond the railway line to the west.  There is a small market garden / nursery 
business immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site. 

12.36.4 I understand that development in this somewhat isolated location was originally 
and exceptionally permitted in order to remove an un-neighbourly use.  However, 
although the Business Park is now fully established, I have two main reservations 
concerning its suggested expansion.  Firstly, access to this isolated site is, of 
necessity, primarily by private car.  Expansion of the employment area would 
undoubtedly lead to a further increase in the use of private cars and a resultant 
increased in traffic on Wendover Road.  These circumstances would conflict with 
both policy RA.37 as recommended to be modified, and advice in para.19 of 
PPG13 which promotes employment generating development in locations that 
offer realistic, safe and easy access by a range of transport modes, and not 
exclusively by car.   Secondly, expansion of the Park would conflict with policy 
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RA.1 as recommended to be modified by extending built development into the 
open countryside, with consequential erosion of the rural character and appearance 
of the surrounding area. 

12.36.5 In conclusion, I am satisfied that sufficient land has been identified or 
recommended for allocation elsewhere to meet the employment requirements of 
the southern part of the District, thereby obviating the need to allocate any 
additional land at the Triangle Business Park.  And that there are no other reasons 
to cause me to set aside the strong policy objections to the suggested expansion 
proposal. 

Recommendation: 
12.36.6 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.37 CP031 Housing on land r/o Station Road / Wendover Road, Stoke 

Mandeville 
Objectors: 

 DD0056 Mrs Robertson 
 DD6408 Mr Carlyle 

Principal Issue: 
12.37.1 Whether land at the rear of Station Road and Wendover Road, Stoke Mandeville, 

should be allocated for residential development.   

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.37.2 Objectors suggest the development of land to the rear of Station Road and 

Wendover Road, Stoke Mandeville, as an alternative, in part, to the Broughton 
Stocklake MDA.  I have earlier, in Part 1 of my Report, recommended that the 
Broughton Stocklake MDA (policy AY.17) be deleted, and thereby removed the 
reason for these objections.  Nonetheless, for completeness I have considered 
these objections in principle, and the suggested development of the site on a ‘stand 
alone’ basis. 

12.37.3 The objection site comprises some 9ha of agricultural land situated to the rear of 
culs-de-sac developments to the north and west of Station Road and Wendover 
Road, Stoke Mandeville.  Immediately to the west is the Aylesbury / Stoke 
Mandeville stretch of the Chiltern Railway line, while to the north is open 
agricultural land.  

12.37.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 
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12.37.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objectors at Stoke 
Mandeville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.37.6 Stoke Mandeville has a range of facilities, including shops, a community centre, 
and a significant amount of local enjoyment.  It also has regular train services to 
Aylesbury and London, and regular bus services to Aylesbury.  As a result, Stoke 
Mandeville has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  The objection site has an estimated capacity of some 270 dwellings, 
and cannot by reason of its scale or location be regarded as ‘infilling’ or ‘rounding 
off’.  Development in this location would thus conflict with the aforementioned 
policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the 
control of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.37.7 Furthermore, the site is somewhat removed from the services and facilities Stoke 
Mandeville has to offer, and is separated from them by the railway line.  It would 
thus be difficult to establish safe and convenient pedestrian linkages between the 
site and village facilities.  Likewise, I do not regard the proximity of the railway 
station as so significant as to justify the development of the site.  Few residents 
would be likely to use the railway for journeys to work, and most of these would, I 
fear, be travelling to London. More localised journeys would be likely to be 
undertaken by less sustainable means of transport, in particular by private car. 

12.37.8 Development of the objection site would also extend built development into the 
open countryside. And although there is no evidence before me, I am concerned 
that this may result in the loss of b&mv agricultural land. 

12.37.9 Finally, it seems to me that it would be difficult, and possibly impossible, to 
establish a satisfactory means of access to the site.  Access would need to be taken 
via several of the culs-de-sac off Station Road and Wendover Road.  In my view 
this would be seriously detrimental to the living conditions of residents in these 
culs-de-sac by reason of increased noise and disturbance, and result in an increase 
in traffic hazards at their junction with Station Road or Wendover Road. 

Recommendation: 
12.37.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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12.38 CP032 Housing on land at Manor Farm, Stoke Mandeville 
Objectors: 

 DD6130 Mr & Mrs F McKenna 
 DD6676 Crest Homes (Eastern) Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.38.1 Whether land at Manor Farm, Stoke Mandeville, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.38.2 The objection site comprises some 3.77ha of open agricultural land situated east of 

Lower Road, B4443, approx. 300m north-west of its junction with Station Road 
and Risborough Road, Stoke Mandeville, and north-west of the existing Manor 
Farm complex.  To the north and east is open agricultural land, and to the west, on 
the opposite side of Lower Road, is ribbon development that extends northwards 
towards Aylesbury.  The larger built-up part of Stoke Mandeville lies to the south-
east, extending along Station Road. 

12.38.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.38.4 The objectors suggest that for the purpose of policy implementation Stoke 
Mandeville should be regarded as forming part of Aylesbury.  I do not agree.  
Although close, there is clear and quite significant separation between the two 
settlements.  Furthermore, Stoke Mandeville retains its own distinctive character, 
and is clearly identifiable as a separate settlement in its own right.  It thus cannot 
be regarded as forming part of the Aylesbury urban area.  Hence it is necessary to 
apply Rural Area policies to the objection site.   

12.38.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objectors at Stoke 
Mandeville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.38.6 Stoke Mandeville has a range of facilities, including shops, a community centre, 
and a significant amount of local enjoyment.  It also has regular train services to 
Aylesbury and London, and regular bus services to Aylesbury.  As a result, Stoke 
Mandeville has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
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areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.38.7 The Council has expressed concern that the proposed development would result in 
the erosion of the Strategic (Local Green) Gap between Aylesbury and Stoke 
Mandeville, contrary to policy RA.3 of the DDLP.  I share the Council’s concern 
that it is necessary for the gap to be maintained in order to retain the 
characteristics of Aylesbury and Stoke Mandeville as separate settlements, and to 
prevent their coalescence by ribbon development along Lower Road.  However, I 
have earlier recommended that policy RA.3 be deleted.  But, as emphasised in my 
response to objections to policies RA.1, RA.2 and RA.3, I am confident that 
policies RA.1 and RA.2 as recommended to be modified will provide adequate 
protection against unjustifiable development in the open countryside, including 
that which has coalescent tendencies.  Development of the objection site would 
clearly conflict with recommended policies RA.1 and RA.2, and should therefore 
be resisted. 

12.38.8 Furthermore, the objection site is somewhat elevated relative to Lower Road.  
Development in this location would thus be visually intrusive within an attractive 
rural area of open fields bounded by hedgerows, adjacent to a complex of farm 
buildings to the south. 

12.38.9 Finally, it is neither necessary nor desirable to locate additional development in 
Stoke Mandeville solely by reason of its proximity to Aylesbury.  The Rural Areas 
Development Strategy provides for development in the four largest (category 2) 
rural settlements that are able to provide a range of services and facilities.  The 
fact that these are more distant from Aylesbury than Stoke Mandeville is 
immaterial, and does not justify development there in preference to other more 
sustainable settlements.  The four selected settlements provide the opportunity to 
live and work locally, and to utilise local services and facilities for most daily 
needs.  Comparable opportunities do not exist at Stoke Mandeville, where it is 
inevitable that most residents would be obliged to travel to Aylesbury for most of 
their daily needs, contrary to the aim of the Rural Areas Development Strategy, 
and the broader objectives of PPGs 3 and 6.  

Recommendation: 
12.38.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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12.39 CP033 Employment development at Long Crendon Industrial 
Estate 
Objector: 

 DD6257 Thame Estates Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.39.1 Whether the Long Crendon Industrial Estate, including that part subject to a 

CLEUD, should be defined on the Proposals Map.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.39.2 In their submissions the objector requests that the Long Crendon Industrial Estate 

be defined on the Proposal Map, and that policy RA.38 be amended to include 
specific reference to the Estate.  However, I have earlier recommended that the 
objectives of policy RA.38 should be combined with RA.37 as recommended to 
be modified and that, as a consequence, RA.38 be deleted.  I have also concluded 
that it would be inappropriate to identify a specific industrial estate in a general 
employment policy.  In this section of my Report I thus focus on the primary part 
of this objection, namely the identification of the Estate on the Proposals Map, 
whilst having regard to the broader intentions of the objection. 

12.39.3 The Long Crendon Industrial Estate extends to some 11ha, of which some 6ha is 
located within the industrial areas shown on the RALP Proposals Map, adopted in 
July 1995.  In addition, some 3.6ha of land to the east of the area so identified has 
the benefit of a Certificate of Lawfulness for an Existing Use or Development 
(CLEUD) which was granted on 29 October 1997.  The lawful use of this land is 
for curing and finishing of concrete products and for external storage ancillary to 
B1, B2 and B8 operations.  The established parts of the Estate have been 
intensively developed with a range of large industrial buildings.  And in March 
2000 planning permission was granted for the erection of an industrial building for 
B2 use and ancillary storage, car parking, access road and landscaping within the 
CLEUD area, the remaining parts of which are used in the main for open storage. 

12.39.4 There is a clear legal distinction between the original part of the site and that 
which is the subject of the CLEUD.  However, while it may have been possible in 
the past to discern this distinction on site, any physical distinction has been lost 
following the grant of permission for the aforementioned industrial building.  
Furthermore, it appears that by granting consent the Council is reconciled to the 
fact that all, or at least a large part, of the CLEUD area will be developed for more 
intensive employment uses sometime in the foreseeable future.  Given the scale of 
the existing estate, the employment and economic benefits that ensue from 
additional development, and the fact that new development enables the Council to 
require additional landscaping in this sensitive location, I can appreciate the 
pragmatism in this approach.  

12.39.5 The Council suggest that while the RALP did identify the Long Crendon 
Industrial Estate it did so on the basis of an incorrect assertion, namely that it was 
unique in the Plan area as an intensively developed employment area standing in 
the countryside, whereas in fact there are a several such sites throughout the 
District.  The Council maintain that if the Long Crendon Estate were to be 
identified in the current Plan, it would be necessary to identify comparable free-
standing estates throughout the District, and policies formulated for each of them.  
The cumulative effect of permitting a significant amount of new employment on 
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these generally unsustainable rural sites would conflict with PPG7 and PPG13 
advice, and would be likely to result in a significant over-provision of employment 
in the District. 

12.39.6 On the other hand, it must be recognised that the Long Crendon Industrial Estate 
makes a significant contribution to the local economy.  While it is desirable to 
have regard to the principles of sustainability, it is also, in my view, necessary to 
have regard to the long-term economic well-being of this and similar estates, and 
the employment opportunities they provide.  However, I can see little purpose in 
identifying the estate on the Proposals Map, other than to confirm the inclusion of 
the CLEUD area, given that this would precipitate the need for other estates to be 
so identified and possibly a plethora of additional policies.  Rather I recommend 
that policy RA.37 as recommended to be modified be further modified along the 
lines suggested by the objector.  In this way the Council’s approach to the 
treatment of existing employment sites in the countryside will remain intact, while 
providing greater clarity as to how existing sites should be defined.  This should, 
in turn, ensure less ambiguity at the development control stage, and obviate the 
need for unnecessary departure procedures. 

Recommendation: 
12.39.7 I recommend that: 

12.39.8 The second paragraph of policy RA.37 as recommended to be modified be further 
modified as follows:  

With the exception of Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit, Westcott, and Newton 
Longville Brickworks (Safeguarded Corridor only), existing employment sites  
in the countryside are not defined on the Proposals Map.  When considering 
applications for planning permission made in respect of these non-defined sites, 
the Council will have regard to any extant planning permission or lawful use or 
development in order to define the extent of the existing employment site.  At 
these sites permission may be granted for limited building extensions or 
redevelopment this is not out of keeping with the characteristics of the locality 
and does not lead to excessive traffic generation.  

12.39.9 Supporting text be modified to confirm the context and intentions of this modified 
policy text . 

 
 
12.40 CP034 Housing on Land at Former Agricultural Research Station 

(BOCM site), Risborough Road, Stoke Mandeville 
Objectors: 

 DD0055 Mrs Robertson 
 DD0339 Mr  Robertson 
 DD0349 Mrs Wall 
 DD1816 Rudin Macleod Asset Management 

Principal Issues: 
12.40.1 Whether the former BOCM site should be allocated for housing development as 

an alternative in part to the proposed MDAs.  
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12.40.2 Whether an additional policy should be included in the Rural Areas Chapter of the 
Plan to permit the redevelopment of the former BOCM site for housing, campus 
style business development, and other countryside uses.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.40.3 The objection site comprises the former Risborough Road Research Centre, 

situated west of the A4010, some 5km south of Aylesbury.  The site extends to 
some 14.37ha and straddles the administrative boundary between Aylesbury Vale 
and Wycombe District Councils; 5.88ha of the site lie within Aylesbury Vale and 
8.49ha within Wycombe.  Between 1946 and 1984 the site was used by British 
Oils and Cake Mills (BOCM) for the testing of animal-related products, including 
animal research and animal housing.  In September 1995 Aylesbury Vale  and 
Wycombe District Councils issued Certificates of Lawfulness for an Existing Use 
or Development (CLEUD) certifying that the use of the site for the following 
composite purpose, which constitutes a sui generis use, is lawful: 

- intensive keeping and breeding of poultry, pigs and rabbits; 

- trials, assessment and recording of animal feedstuffs, bedding and 
animal housing; 

- pathological investigation of dead animals; 

- the annual European Poultry Fair; 

- display of animal housing, techniques and result of trials to visitors from 
within and outside the farming industry. 

12.40.4 A number of buildings remain on the site, emanating from its use as a research 
centre. At its height the centre contained some 19500sqm of buildings, those that 
remain extend to some 5100sqm.  Likewise, of some 24000sqm of service roads 
and parking originally provided some 1100sqm remain visible.  There are a 
number of mature trees throughout the site, many of which are protected by TPOs.  
Overall, the site is now vacant and semi-derelict. 

12.40.5 Most of the former and remaining built development lies within that part of the 
site in Wycombe District.  I understand that the principal objectors have submitted 
an objection similar to that before me to Wycombe District Council in respect of 
the emerging Wycombe District Local Plan.  However, in my consideration of this 
objection I have had regard to the circumstances appertaining throughout the site 
as a whole, rather than seek to draw a physical and/or policy distinction between 
those parts within Aylesbury and Wycombe Districts.  

12.40.6 Three objectors suggest the redevelopment of the former BOCM for housing as an 
alternative, in part, to the proposed MDAs.  I have earlier, in Part 1 of my Report, 
expressed my support for the Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs and 
recommended that the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted.  I thus cannot 
condone or otherwise support in principle any suggestion that the objection site 
should be redeveloped for housing as an alternative in part to any or all of the 
MDAs. 

12.40.7 The principal objector (Rudin Macleod Asset Management) seeks the inclusion of 
an additional policy specifically relating to the objection site.  It is suggested that 
this policy should confirm that should development in accordance with the 
CLEUD not be pursued, redevelopment would be permitted, subject to criteria, in 
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equal parts for housing, campus style business development, and for agricultural 
purposes or other uses appropriate in the countryside.  However, it was suggested 
at the inquiry that, in order to obviate problems that would be created by a 
common policy requiring the sub-division of a site in two different administrative 
areas into thirds, the suggested policy should be broadened to provide for 
redevelopment to include housing and/or employment uses and countryside uses 
to a level to be agreed with the LPA.  

12.40.8 In support of their proposal the objectors contend that the site comprises a 'major 
existing developed site in the open countryside', and that as such its re-use or 
redevelopment would accord with CSP policy OC3.  I do not agree.  

12.40.9 Supporting text describes the types of site to which policy OC3 applies as very 
large and cites the cement works at Pitstone, brickworks at Newton Longville and 
Calvert, and the Royal Ordnance Site at Westcott as examples.  It is estimated that 
these have developable areas of 40ha, 70ha (mostly in Milton Keynes BC), 25ha 
and 35ha respectively.  Furthermore, the developable area of each of these sites, 
based on the footprint of existing development, is considerably less than the size 
of the site as a whole, including grounds and land used for ancillary purposes such 
as clay extraction.  In contrast, the objection site comprises a total of less than 
15ha, of which only some 5-7ha can be said to be within the definition of built 
footprint.  The BOCM site is thus significantly smaller than those cited by the CSP 
and, in my view, falls far short of qualifying as a 'major existing developed site in 
the open countryside'.  And thus fails to qualify for consideration under policy 
OC3. 

12.40.10 In addition, the buildings remaining on the site appear makeshift or of semi-
permanent construction and are dilapidated, reflecting their post war construction, 
40-year use as an agricultural research centre, and almost 20 years disuse.  During 
these past years what little visual impact the low aspect and limited footprint these 
buildings had on the surrounding countryside has been further ameliorated by 
maturing trees, shrubs and undergrowth within the site.  Redevelopment would 
have a significantly greater impact on the countryside than the development 
existing, thereby conflicting with the requirement of OC3b) – if that policy were 
deemed applicable.  Likewise, I fail to see how the scale of redevelopment 
suggested could enhance the amenity and nature conservation value of the site; not 
lead to an increase in, and possibly unacceptable, loadings on the existing highway 
network; or not require additional expenditure by the public sector on the 
provision of infrastructure.  Each of these consequences would likewise conflict 
with the requirements of criteria d), e) and f) of OC3 if that policy were deemed 
applicable, - which it is not.  

12.40.11 The objectors also suggest that the site accords with the definition of previously 
developed land in Annex C of PPG7.  And that its redevelopment should thus be 
supported as an appropriate re-use of brownfield land.  Again I do not agree.  
Rather I prefer the Council’s view that few, if any, of the buildings remaining on 
the site can be described as a permanent structure, and that much of the remaining 
fixed surface infrastructure is remote from the remaining buildings and thus 
cannot be described as associated with those buildings, - both of which are 
required by the definition of previously developed land in Annex C.  Likewise, the 
curtilage of the remaining buildings does not extend across the full site, much of 
which, albeit unused, comprises open countryside.  The policy intention to 
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develop the whole site would thus necessitate the development of a significant 
amount of greenfield land.  And finally with regards to this issue, it seems to me 
that most of the structures on the site have decayed to such an extent that they 
have blended into the landscape in the process of time and can thus be reasonably 
considered as part of the surrounding countryside.  Land that accommodates such 
buildings is specifically excluded from the definition of previously developed land 
in Annex C. 

12.40.12 Notwithstanding my conclusion that the site does not comprise previously 
developed land, it cannot be regarded as being within an urban area or to comprise 
an urban extension. Development in this location, even of a bona-fide brownfield 
site, would thus conflict with the fundamental principles of both PPG3 and the 
Rural Areas Development Strategy.  I have, in any event, identified sufficient land 
elsewhere to meets the requirements of the Development Strategy.  Should 
additional development land be required to meet an unspecified housing or 
employment need, I am confident that more appropriate sites can be found in more 
sustainable locations than that presented by the objection site. 

12.40.13 Furthermore, an agricultural land quality survey carried out in 1998 identified 
some 58% of the site as b&mv agricultural land, and as such is subject to the 
protection policies outlined in PPG7.  The fact that the site is presently unused and 
in parts semi-derelict cannot be held as justification for setting aside the 
fundamental planning principle regarding the protection of b&mv land, which is 
recognised as a national asset.  

12.40.14 I appreciate that the site has the benefit of a CLEUD permitting its re-use for the 
uses detailed above.  However, I do not regard this potential fall-back position as 
any justification whatsoever for non-agricultural housing or employment 
development on the site.  The agreed lawful uses are wholly agricultural in nature, 
and entirely appropriate within a rural area.  If proposals for the re-use of the site 
in accordance with the CLEUD were to come forward, planning permission would 
nevertheless be required to construct any new buildings required to accommodate 
the emerging use.  Plan policies would not allow these to be erected on the open 
parts of the site.  And thus I have no reason to believe that the CLEUD represents 
a threat to the character of the surrounding countryside either at all, or sufficient to 
justify a departure from well established countryside planning policies. 

12.40.15 The principal objector suggests that, at the very least, the extent of the CLEUD 
should be shown on the Proposals Map.  Yet again I do not agree.  The CLEUD is 
neither a planning commitment nor an allocation; rather it is the recognition of a 
legal fact.  And as such is similar to other certificates, orders and the like extant 
throughout the District.  The fact that it is not shown on the Proposals Map in no 
way diminishes its legal status, while identification of this (and, by implication, 
other sites subject to similar certificates or orders) would introduce an 
inappropriate level of detail into the Plan. 

12.40.16 Finally, I note that Wycombe DC have resolved to grant planning permission for 
the erection of a 3 storey block of 6 flats with associated concierge 
accommodation and two 2-storey detached dwelling houses on part of the site that 
lies within their administrative area.  This consent is the subject of a S106 
Agreement, and at the time of the inquiry this Agreement had not been completed.  
It is, of course, for Wycombe DC to determine applications within that part of the 
site within its own administrative boundary.  And while there may appear to be a 
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disagreement between the DCs as to the extent to which the existence of the 
CLEUD and the semi-derelict nature of the site should be taken as reasons to 
override planning objections to residential development in this location, I note that 
both are as one in their view that the existence of the CLEUD and semi-derelict 
nature of the site are not sufficient to justify the scale of development proposed by 
this objection.   

12.40.17 In conclusion, therefore, I can find no justification in either the planning history or 
existing physical circumstances within the site to justify a specific Plan policy for 
the re-use or redevelopment of the site.  Furthermore, development in this location 
would conflict with fundamental principles of the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy, while adequate provision has been made elsewhere to meet the 
residential and employment requirements of the Plan. 

Recommendation: 

12.40.18 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.41 CP044 Residential or Employment Development at Hall Farm 

Kennels, Bragenham 
Objector: 

 DD2850 Mr DC & Mrs GE Rambridge 

Principal Issue: 
12.41.1 Whether an additional policy should be included in the Plan to provide for the 

appropriate alternative use and/or redevelopment of redundant premises. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.41.2 The site at Hall Farm, Bragenham, that precipitated this objection consists of a 

collection of relatively isolated farm buildings and quarantine accommodation for 
cats and dogs off Bragenham Lane, a single track road.  I understand that due to 
anticipated fundamental changes in the animal quarantine regulations it is 
expected that the majority of these buildings will be rendered redundant for their 
intended purpose.   

12.41.3 I have earlier considered objections by Mr and Mrs Rambridge concerning 
policies RA.15 and RA.17.  However, Mr and Mrs Rambridge extend their 
objection by suggesting that the Plan should include an additional policy to 
provide for the appropriate alternative use and/or redevelopment of redundant 
premises, including and comparable to those at Bragenham.  I can see no 
advantage in this suggestion and do not regard the circumstances at this site so 
exceptional as to justify a separate Plan policy.  Rather, I am satisfied that future 
proposals for the objection site can be satisfactorily controlled by policies RA.15 
as recommended to be modified and RA.17, and other Rural Area and General 
Policies as appropriate.  

12.41.4 I note that the Council’s response suggests that the objector sought the allocation 
of the site for residential and/or employment development.  While I do not read 
the objection that way, I can confirm that there is no evidence to support such an 
allocation.  The objection site lies in open countryside removed from any 
settlement or services some distance from Bragenham, which is itself a remote and 
sparsely settled hamlet.  Allocation for residential and/or employment 
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development would conflict with fundamental national advice concerning the 
distribution of new development contained in PPGs 3 and 13, and local guidance 
provided by the Rural Areas Development Strategy in the Plan.  Furthermore, the 
existing scale of development is such that the site would not merit identification as 
a 'major existing developed site in the open countryside' under policy OC3 of the 
County Structure Plan.  I can thus offer no support for this perceived suggestion.  

Recommendation: 
12.41.5 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.42 CP059 Mixed Development, inc. Housing, at Calvert Brickworks, 

Calvert, near Charndon 
Objectors: 

 DD2193 Eastern Generation 
 DD7624 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7648 The National Trust 
 DD7672 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Supporter 
 DD2743* Buckingham Town Council 

*  recorded as an objection  

12.43 OM105 Policy Omission: Development at Calvert Brickworks 
Objector: 

 DD0039 Charndon Parish Council 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 10.23): 
   CO0076 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards 

    CO0137 Eastern Generation Ltd 
   CO0204 Old Road Securities plc 
Principal Issues: 

12.43.1 Whether additional land should be allocated for residential development at the 
former Calvert Brickworks as an alternative, in part, to the proposed Berryfields 
MDA. 

12.43.2 Whether the Plan should include an additional policy to reflect housing and 
employment commitments at the former Calvert Brickworks.  

12.43.3 Whether provision should be made for an additional 200 dwellings at the former 
Calvert Brickworks, either by the allocation of additional land or an increase in the 
density of development permitted. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.43.4 These objections focus on the site of the former Calvert Brickworks, situated in 

open countryside some 16km north-west of Aylesbury.  The brickworks closed in 
1991.  The Site of the Redundant Brickworks is shown on the RALP Proposals 
Map 19.  This area sub-divides into two parts, comprising the 24ha footprint of the 
former brickworks, and a 22ha area of open land, formerly a pit and landfill site, 
to the north.  In addition, RALP Proposals Map 20 shows the Footprint of Calvert 
Brickworks separately.  RALP policy RMS.7 promotes development of the 24ha 
footprint area, and full planning permission for mixed development of the site 
comprising some 3ha of employment and 12ha of housing providing 300 

 212



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

dwellings, was granted in August 2000.  This permission is presently being 
implemented.  

12.43.5 Several objectors have suggested that the approved development at the former 
Brickworks should be extended as an alternative, in part, to the proposed 
Berryfields MDA.  However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report recommended 
in support of the Berryfields MDA.  And can thus offer no support for the 
objection proposal on the grounds suggested.  Hence I have considered the 
suggested extension/intensification of development at the former brickworks on its 
own merits.  

12.43.6 The Council suggests that a new policy be included in the Plan, effectively 
carrying forward the provisions of RMS.7 from the RALP, together with 
additional supporting text.  The Changes initially suggested, PC 10.23 and FPCs 
191.05 and 191.06, have (with the exception of FPC 191.06) been superseded as a 
result of updating by ORCs 191.13, 191.14 and 191.15.  I have no objection to 
these Changes in principle.  But would recommend that the details of these 
Changes be reviewed in light of the on-going development of the site and the 
questionably enforceability of several of the suggested criteria, including, for 
example, local vehicle routing arrangements and the utilisation of the railway for 
access and servicing.  Likewise, there is little point in including the requirements 
of the planning permission if these have been met, for example, the provision of a 
satisfactory means of access to the approved site.  A policy and text along these 
lines would satisfy the objection by Charndon PC. 

12.43.7 TXU Europe Power Ltd, formerly Eastern Generation, suggested that an 
additional policy be included in the Plan identifying an area of 5.5ha west of the 
approved site for residential development, together with an area of some 30ha to 
the north of the former works as an area to be developed for appropriate open 
space and countryside recreation.  The latter to include a site safeguarded for a rail 
station under policy GP.30.  It was initially suggested that the 5.5ha site would 
provide for some 150 dwellings.  However, in light of revised PPG3 guidance 
concerning densities, this has subsequently been increased to 200 dwellings.  
Alternatively, it has been suggested that the density of development within the 
approved site could be increased to provide for a total of 500 dwellings (300 
approved + 200 proposed).  I do not support either of these proposals. 

12.43.8 I have, in Part 1 of my Report, expressed support for the sequential principles of 
the Plan’s development strategy whereby priority is given to the redevelopment of 
urban brownfield sites.  Secondly, accommodating the majority of new 
development at Aylesbury.  Thirdly, accommodating a lesser proportion of new 
development in the Rural Areas at a limited number of settlements that offer the 
best prospect for limiting the need to travel and, by offering a choice of transport, 
minimising the use of private cars.  And finally, limited development elsewhere. 

12.43.9 I have further expressed my support for the more detailed principles of the Rural 
Areas Development Strategy, including the sequential process for identifying sites 
to accommodate the Rural Areas’ housing need.  Within this sequence priority is 
given to the identification of brownfield sites in settlements which satisfy 
sustainability criteria in term of their location, having a reasonable amount and 
range of employment, services and public transport links.  Secondly, sites within 
the largest rural settlements which have the greatest amount and range of 
employment and services and that are best served by public transport.  Thirdly, 
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other settlements which reasonably meet the sustainability criteria in terms of local 
jobs, services and public transport.  And finally, new settlements on sites utilising 
major redundant areas in the countryside or sustainable greenfield locations.   

12.43.10 Sufficient sites have been identified in the first two categories of the above 
sequence to meet the Rural Areas’ housing need.  There is thus, in principle, no 
need to consider additional or alternative sites for development.  Nonetheless, the 
Calvert site fails to meet any of the broad Plan or more specific Rural Areas 
sequential criteria to qualify for allocation, given that it lies in open countryside 
divorced from any significant service centre or settlement.  Furthermore, the 5.5ha 
area of proposed housing did not form part of the wider brickworks site and thus 
cannot be construed as brownfield land; indeed it is clearly in agricultural use.  
While the larger 30ha part of the objection site did lie within the former 
brickworks, further development in this location would conflict with advice in 
PPG3 which, on the presumption that previously developed land should be 
developed before greenfield land, states that the exception to this principle will be 
where previously developed sites perform so poorly in relation to the criteria 
listed in paragraph 31 as to preclude their use for housing  …  before a particular 
greenfield site.  The criteria referred to include 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.    

12.43.11 Neither am I persuaded that the proposed housing site would form an acceptable 
extension to an existing settlement.  I acknowledge that, when complete, the 
totality of approved residential and proposed employment development at Calvert 
will form an identifiable 'settlement'.  However, in my view the additional housing 
would not, by reason of the location and configuration of the proposed site, be 
capable of being satisfactorily integrated into the approved layout.  Rather it seems 
to me that the relationship between the permitted and proposed development has 
been determined solely by the unsuitability of the former landfill site for built 
development, and the availability and physical capability of the residual 
agricultural land north of the approved site, between the northern and western 
boundary roads, for development.  Leading to its somewhat opportunist promotion 
for residential development.  

12.43.12 In addition to its remote rural location, Calvert is poorly served by public transport 
and linked to larger settlements by a tenuous rural road network.  These 
settlements are themselves some distance away; Aylesbury, Buckingham and 
Winslow being 16km, 10km and 9km respectively. Notwithstanding any modest 
increase in services that may be secured by means of the objection proposal, 
development in this location would inevitably generate additional car movements 
along rural roads that would be both unsustainable and environmentally damaging.  
It thus cannot be argued that the site is in any way in a suitable or sustainable 
location. 

12.43.13 The principal objector also suggests that additional development should be 
permitted to complement that approved in 2000 and to provide additional support 
for proposed facilities.  It is clear that RALP policy RMS.7 was introduced in 
response to the loss of over 300 jobs on the site in the early 1990s.  At that time 
the Council was anxious to encourage new employment on the site and, as a 
minimum, to replace the number of jobs lost following the closure of the 
brickworks.  However, it is questionable whether similar circumstances would 
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produce the same response today.  RALP was prepared in the context of earlier 
planning guidance, specifically prior to the need to prioritise the sustainable 
objectives in PPGs 3 and 13.  And in light of these significantly changed 
circumstances, I do not regard the recent planning history of the site as any 
justification for additional development in this location, either by the allocation of 
additional land or by means of an increase in the density of that permitted.   

12.43.14 It is unlikely that the suggested additional 200 dwellings would precipitate the 
provision of additional facilities beyond those to be provided under the terms of 
the original consent.  However, while the patronage generated by the additional 
development would no doubt be welcome, it fails to provide any justification for 
additional development.  On the contrary, there is concern that additional 
development would stress existing local facilities, - primary education and health 
services in particular.  

12.43.15 In conclusion, Calvert is an isolated development in the countryside permitted in 
response to exceptional circumstances prior to current guidance concerning the 
need to direct new housing and employment to sustainable locations.  The 
approved development reflects the previous use of the site as a brickworks and the 
planning circumstances at the time the RALP was produced, rather than a 
suggestion that Calvert is a sustainable settlement or location.  Despite extending 
or intensifying an area of approved development, additional housing at Calvert 
would be poorly located for public transport and remote from services and 
facilities available in larger settlements, leading to dependence on the private car.  
Hence I can find no justification for these objection proposals. 

Recommendation: 
12.43.16 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the inclusion of an additional policy 

along the lines suggested by FPC 191.06 and ORCs 191.13, 191.14 and 191.15, 
revised and up-dated as necessary.  But that otherwise no modification be made in 
response to these objections. 

 
 
12.44 CP060 Housing on land between Cheddington Village and the 

Railway 
Objectors: 

 DD6556 Society of Merchant Venturers 
 DD7625 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7649 The National Trust 
 DD7673 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.44.1 Whether land between Cheddington village and the railway should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.44.2 I note that there is a discrepancy between the objection site identified by the 

Council as CP060 in Volume III of their Response to Representations made to the 
Deposit Draft and that suggested by the Society of Merchant Ventuers in their 
written submission, Appendix 8.  Other objectors have not identified the site by 
means of a plan.   
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12.44.3 The objection site identified by the Council is situated to the rear of housing 
immediately east of the built-up part of the village and consists of two open fields; 
the northern field (2.3ha) being roughly triangular in shape, and the southern field 
(4.7ha) being roughly rectangular.  An access tongue of land extends from the 
southern field to High Street.  The Society of Merchant Venturers identify only the 
southern field and access.  Both sites are bounded to the east by the London – 
Birmingham railway line, beyond which is predominantly open agricultural land.  
To the south is the village recreation ground, and to the north (of the larger site) 
are the village hall, paddocks and allotments.  My comments below relate to both 
sites. 

12.44.4 Several objectors suggest that the site should be developed as an alternative, in 
part, to the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my 
Report recommended in support of the Berryfields MDA.  And can thus offer no 
support for the objection proposal on the grounds suggested. 

12.44.5 The Society of Merchant Venturers suggest that the site be identified for 
development, to be brought forward in the event that allocated sites at Aylesbury 
and elsewhere do not come forward for development during the Plan period.  
However, I have likewise in Part 1 recommended adjustments to the housing 
strategy to take account of concerns regarding the deliverability of housing 
throughout the Plan period, and am confident that my recommended revised 
strategy is capable of implementation.  I am thus satisfied that there is no need for 
additional land to be identified for contingency purposes.  

12.44.6 In their more detailed submissions the Society of Merchant Venturers suggest that 
the 4.7ha site could be developed with some 36 houses, with open space and an 
80m ‘protection zone’ between the proposed dwellings and railway.  

12.44.7 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.44.8 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Cheddington would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.44.9 I appreciate that a range of facilities are available in Cheddington, including 
shops, a village hall, a small amount of employment and primary school, with a 
regular train service to Milton Keynes and London and an occasional bus service 
to Aylesbury and Tring.  Nonetheless, Cheddington has, in my view, been 
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properly identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development 
will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as recommended 
to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of 
settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of 
derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small 
gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  
Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 
5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 
confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements 
permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 
dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing development.  Development 
of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with these 
policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the 
control of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.44.10 Furthermore, I understand that access to the northern part of the larger objection 
site would be problematic.  Access would need to be via Church Lane, and the 
junction between Church Lane and High Street is sub-standard. 

12.44.11 Finally, while I appreciate the perceived need to provide a protection zone west of 
the railway line, the suggestion that the residual area of the 4.7ha site could be 
developed for some 36 houses represents a density far below that advocated in 
PPG3.  

Recommendation: 
12.44.12 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.45 CP061 Housing on land at Reads Lane, Cublington 

Objector: 
 DD6587 D S Johnson  

Principal Issue: 
12.45.1 Whether a parcel of land at Reads Lane, Cublington, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.45.2 Reads Lane is a narrow single track road in the north-eastern part of Cubblington, 

a short distance from the main built-up area of the village.  The 0.06ha objection 
site comprises a small parcel of land that borders Reads Lane, east of Creslow 
Lodge, a somewhat isolated modern detached house.  There appears to be a 
discrepancy between the site shown on the objector’s site plan and that produced 
by the Council.  However, it seems to me that the site forms part of the gardens of 
a substantial complex of buildings, The Old Stables, that are in residential use. 

12.45.3 The objector suggests that the Plan should provide for the limited growth of 
villages, such as Cublington, by the allocation of small sites in order to help to 
preserve larger greenfield sites.  I do not agree. 

12.45.4 Cublington has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
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areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.   

12.45.5 The scale of development that may be permitted by policies RA.18 and RA.20, 
and the disparate nature of sites that may come forward for consideration are such 
that it would be wholly unrealistic to seek to identify all such sites throughout the 
District.  While to do so would introduce a degree of detail wholly inappropriate 
for a local plan.  Hence, I cannot sanction the allocation of this or similar sites in 
Cublington or elsewhere.    

12.45.6 The size and location of the objection site are such that any proposal for its 
development would thus be best assessed by means of a planning application 
determined in the context of policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified, and other appropriate policies in the Plan.  However, it should be noted 
that I offer no support for any such proposal.  

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

12.46 CP062 Housing on land at Kinsale Farm, Dinton 
Objector: 

 DD2566* Deans Farm Ltd 
 *objection withdrawn 
 
 
12.47 CP063 Housing on land at Lower Farm, Drayton Parslow 

Objector: 
 DD6399 Molyneux Planning 

Principal Issue: 
12.47.1 Whether land at Lower Farm, Drayton Parslow, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.47.2 The objection site is located at the western end of Drayton Parslow, south of Main 

Road, and comprises an attractive half timbered farmhouse with two small 
outbuildings in a large garden, together with two small fields that lie directly to the 
rear.  The objector suggests that development of the site would utilise land within 
an existing residential curtilage. 

12.47.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
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earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.47.4 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector in Drayton 
Parslow would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.47.5 Drayton Parslow is a small village remote from the District’s main service centres 
with very limited local facilities.  It is poorly served by public transport, and is 
distant from the rail and strategic highway networks.  The village has thus been 
identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be 
permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as recommended to be 
modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be 
granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  The objection site lies beyond the 
built-up confines of the village and is poorly related to the existing settlement 
pattern.  Development in this location would, by reason of its scale and location, 
conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions 
in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural Areas. 

12.47.6 Furthermore, the proposal would conflict with countryside protection policies in 
that it would result in the intrusive extension of built development into open 
countryside, and the un-justifiable development of greenfield land.  

Recommendation: 
12.47.7 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.48 CP064 Housing on land at r/o Church Way, East Claydon 

Objector: 
 DD6036 Mr J Hinton 

Principal Issue: 
12.48.1 Whether land to the rear of Church Way, East Claydon, should be allocated for 

residential development. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.48.2 The objection site comprises a narrow rectangular strip of land to the rear of a row 

of modern housing fronting Church Way, situated towards the eastern end of the 
village.  To the east are the village church and several large detached properties, 
while to the south, beyond extended residential curtilages, is predominantly open 
agricultural land.  Access to the site would be provided off the lane leading to the 
church.  The objector suggests that as the site is vacant and under used it should be 
allocated for housing, and that its development, probably by the construction of a 
single dwelling, would accord with the requirements of policies RA.18 and RA.20.  

12.48.3 East Claydon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.   

12.48.4 The scale of development that may be permitted by policies RA.18 and RA.20, 
and the disparate nature of sites that may come forward for consideration are such 
that it would be wholly unrealistic to seek to identify all such sites throughout the 
District.  While to do so would introduce a degree of detail wholly inappropriate 
for a local plan.  Hence, I cannot sanction the allocation of this or similar sites in 
East Claydon or elsewhere    

12.48.5 The size and location of the objection site are such that any proposal for its 
development would thus be best assessed by means of a planning application 
determined in the context of policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified, and other appropriate policies in the Plan.  However, it should be noted 
that I offer no support for any such proposal.  

Recommendation: 
12.48.6 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.49 CP065 Housing on land at New Farm, East Claydon 

Objector: 
 DD6037 Mr J Hinton 

Principal Issue: 
12.49.1 Whether land and buildings at New Farm, East Claydon, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.49.2 The objection sites comprises two irregularly shaped parcels of land on either side 

of Winslow Road, on the northern edge of East Claydon.  Both sites are occupied 
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by farm buildings, including several large barns.  The objector suggests that the 
sites are well related to the village, their allocation would not involve the 
extension of built development into the open countryside, and would produce a 
clearly defined development boundary to the village.  

12.49.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.49.4 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector in East 
Claydon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.49.5 East Claydon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection sites would, by reason of their scale 
and location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental 
policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the 
Rural Areas.  

12.49.6 I appreciate that the objection sites are occupied by farm buildings and that these 
are presently under-used.  However, the size and nature of these buildings is not 
entirely inappropriate for a farm complex in an edge of village location.  Neither is 
their current low intensity of use sufficient justification to warrant the 
redevelopment of these sites in conflict with fundamental principles of the Plan. 

12.49.7 In my recommended modified text, para. 10.47, I include reference to possible 
small-scale development between the built-up area of a village and the 
countryside, and cite the typical example of a farmyard.  However, in my view, 
both sites by reason of their size and location fail to meet the exceptional 
circumstances envisaged in this text, or as subsequently embodied in policy 
RA.20. 
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Recommendation: 
12.49.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.50 CP067 Housing on land at Cow Lane, Edlesborough 

Objectors: 
 DD4255 CW & RC Shrimplin 
 DD7626 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7650 The National Trust 
 DD7674 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.50.1 Whether land at Cow Lane, Edlesborough, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.50.2 The objection site comprises some 1.5ha of land north of Cow Lane, on the 

western edge of the built-up area of Edlesborough.  The site is subdivided 
internally by a mature hedge and thickets.  The northern part of the site is used as 
a pony paddock, being given over to rough grass with various jumps associated 
with the leisure use of the land.  The southern part is an exhausted plum orchard, 
which appears to have been neglected for many years.  There are two dilapidated 
buildings in the south-eastern corner of the site.  The combined site is bounded to 
the north and east by modern residential development, and to the west by a tree 
and hedge-lined  non-statutory footpath, beyond which are village allotments.  To 
the south is Cow Lane, which is un-surfaced at this point, beyond which are a 
doctors’ surgery and meadow land.  Vehicular access to the site is afforded off 
Orchard End and Good Intent.  

12.50.3 Several objectors suggest that the site should be developed as an alternative, in 
part, to the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my 
Report recommended in support of the Berryfields MDA.  And can thus offer no 
support for the objection proposal on the grounds suggested.  I have thus 
considered the development of the objection site on its own merits. 

12.50.4 The primary objector, CW & RC Shrimplin, originally proposed that land north 
and south of Cow Lane, including the objection site, be developed for some 100 
dwellings.  However, the objection relating to land south of Cow Lane is not now 
being perused.  It is suggested that the residual objection site north of Cow Lane 
could accommodate some 37 dwellings. 

12.50.5 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 
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12.50.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Edlesborough would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.50.7 Edlesborough has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its size and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.50.8 I appreciate that the objection site was identified by the Council during the pre-
deposit consultation process as a potential ‘third tier’ housing site, at a time when 
the possibility of providing housing at several smaller settlements was being 
investigated.  However, the need to develop sites in ‘third tier’ settlements was 
obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at Wendover as a 
brownfield redevelopment site.  I have earlier recommended the allocation of the 
Hospital site and sufficient land elsewhere in sustainable locations to meet my 
calculated Rural Areas housing need.  And thus there is no need for additional 
land to be allocated in this, or indeed any other, ‘third tier’ settlement. 

12.50.9 I also appreciate that there is a close relationship between the site and the existing 
built-up area of the village. But this is no reason to cause me to set aside the 
fundamental policy objection to the development of the site.  There are, of course, 
many similar sites abutting built development in villages throughout the District.  
But in the absence of an established need for development in smaller settlements 
there is no reason to identify or otherwise prioritise any for development.  

12.50.10 I note the extensive range of facilities provided by Edlesborough and Eaton Bray 
combined.  However, I share the Council’s view that, while there is inevitably 
some inter-action between the two villages, they appear to function largely as 
separate settlements, each having their own services and facilities, including 
schools, village halls, shops, and places of worship.  As a result, the majority of 
facilities in each village are at least 1km away from the majority of housing in the 
other.  Furthermore, it is Plan policy to maintain the separate identity of 
neighbouring settlements.  Hence I am not persuaded that the status of the 
settlements, either individually or combined, should be elevated in the Plan’s 
settlement hierarchy to favour development beyond that permitted by policies 
RA.18 and RA.20.  In any event, even combined the level of services, public 
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transport opportunities, employment and community facilities falls far below that 
available at category 2 settlements, namely Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover 
and Winslow.  

12.50.11 Finally, I understand that the northern part of the site has been identified as Grade 
3b agricultural land, and that the southern part is Grade 2.  The southern part of 
the site is thus recognised as b&mv agricultural land, and as such is subject to the 
protection afforded by PPG7.  While I recognise that the site is of limited 
agricultural potential, being too small for any practical or efficient modern field-
scale agricultural use, its b&mv status nevertheless remains a constraint to 
development.   

Recommendation: 
12.50.12 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.51 CP068 Housing on land at Ford Lane, Edlesborough 

Objector: 
 DD2181 Alfred McAlpine Developments Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.51.1 Whether land at Ford Lane, Edlesborough, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.51.2 In their original submission the objector sought the allocation of some 3.8ha of 

land north-west of Ford Lane, Edlesborough, for residential development.  
However, in subsequent more detailed submissions the objector now seeks the 
allocation of the western 1.35ha of this site.  My following comments and 
conclusions relate to the smaller site. 

12.51.3 The objection site, which is presently used for the grazing of horses, is bounded to 
the south-east by Ford Lane, beyond which is open agricultural land, and to the 
south-west and north-west by existing residential development.  The north-eastern 
boundary is defined by a single-lane rough-surfaced access track, beyond which is 
a stables complex and further grazing land comprising the balance of the original 
objection site, extending to Slickett’s Lane.  The site is sub-divided internally by a 
series of wire fences.  

12.51.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

 224



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

12.51.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Edlesborough would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.51.6 Edlesborough has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.51.7 The objector acknowledges that the unexpected emergence of the Princess Mary’s 
Hospital site, Wendover, as a brownfield redevelopment site has enabled the Plan 
to meet its quantitative housing requirement.  But also maintains that this does 
nothing to address the question of the future of settlements such as Edlesborough 
which have a good range of local facilities and have an important role as local 
rural service centres.  It is asserted that unless land is allocated for development 
the population of the settlement will decrease over the Plan period, and that this 
will almost inevitably erode the facilities base of Edlesborough. 

12.51.8 It is evident that the availability of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site had a 
significant impact on the evolving Rural Areas Development Strategy during the 
preparation of the Plan.  However, notwithstanding my recommended 
modifications to the amount and distribution of allocations throughout the Rural 
Areas, I remain satisfied that there is no strategic, quantitative, or indeed 
qualitative need for the allocation of sites in smaller settlements, including 
Edlesborough.  Likewise there is no evidence before me to indicate that failure to 
allocate land for development will precipitate an irreversible decline in the 
viability of existing facilities throughout the village.  Rather, in my view, policies 
RA.18 and RA.20 provide sufficient opportunity for incremental growth in all 
Appendix 5 settlements, including Edlesborough, sufficient to provide increasing 
support for local services.   

12.51.9 The objector contends that the objection site is capable of making a valuable 
contribution towards meeting the need for affordable housing in the Rural Areas.  
Certainly the site would be above the threshold for the provision of affordable and 
low cost market housing, and would therefore be required to make a contribution 
towards meeting these needs.  However, I am not persuaded that this benefit is in 
any way sufficient to cause me to set aside the fundamental policy objection to the 
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development of the site.  Furthermore, there is potential for affordable housing to 
be delivered in Edlesborough through the ‘exceptions’ policy GP.3, as 
recommended to be modified, without the need to develop this or any other large 
site. 

12.51.10 The objector also contends that the site is physically well contained by existing 
development, mature hedgerows and trees, and would not be perceived as an 
incursion into the open countryside.  To some extent I agree.  However, this is no 
reason to cause me to set aside the aforementioned fundamental policy objection.  
There are, of course, many similar sites abutting built development in villages 
throughout the District.  But in the absence of an established need for development 
in smaller settlements there is no reason to identify or otherwise prioritise any for 
development. 

12.51.11 Finally, the objector advances a number of other issues in support of the site; these 
include access, design, mix of housing types and sizes, landscaping, and the 
proximity of local services.  I have considered all of these issues.  However, none 
are sufficient to outweigh the policy objection in principle to the development of 
the site. 

Recommendation: 
12.51.12 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.52 CP074 Housing on land at Mursley Road, Little Horwood 

Objector: 
 DD1906 Amberley Properties Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.52.1 Whether land at Mursley Road, Little Horwood, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Comments and Conclusions: 
12.52.2 The 1.35ha objection site comprises a gently sloping rectangular field north of 

Mursley Road, towards the eastern end of Little Horwood, that occupies a gap 
between the village core and Greenacres, a somewhat isolated detached house.  
Immediately north of the site is open agricultural land and ribbon development 
extending northwards alongside Wood End.  To south, on the opposite side of 
Mursley Road, is a ribbon of detached and semi-detached dwellings.  The site 
itself is somewhat overgrown with scrubby vegetation and a number of trees.   

12.52.3 The objector suggests that the site could be developed for up to 35 dwellings.  Or, 
alternatively, that it should be identified as one of the first ‘reserved sites’ to be 
considered should concerns expressed by various objectors regarding the 
deliverability of certain Aylesbury allocations be realised. 

12.52.4 In Part 1 of my Report I expressed support for the Plan’s Rural Areas 
Development Strategy. Ratification of the amount of development suggested by 
the objector at Little Horwood would necessitate a fundamental change to this 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
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would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.52.5 Little Horwood has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement 
where development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the 
built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas. 

12.52.6 The objector maintains that insufficient allocations have been made for the Rural 
Areas in the Plan, and that those allocations will not provide for an adequate 
supply or choice of housing as advised in PPG3.   Furthermore, it is suggested that 
the Plan places an undue reliance on windfall supply, and that the housing 
allocation for Princess Mary’s Hospital, Wendover, should be reduced and further 
employment land allocated on that site.  However, I have earlier recommended the 
allocation of sufficient land in sustainable locations throughout the Rural Areas 
sufficient to meet my calculated Rural Areas housing need.  And I am satisfied 
that these, together with development permitted under policies RA.18 and RA.20 
as recommended to be modified, will provide for an adequate supply and choice of 
housing throughout the Rural Areas, in accord with PPG3 advice.  My 
recommended allocations include the Princess Mary’s Hospital site where, for the 
reasons outlined in response to specific objections concerning that site, I 
recommend that the amount of housing proposed be increased to a minimum of 
300 dwellings.  I see no reason to allocate other than a small part of that site for 
employment purposes.   

12.52.7 I have also in Part 1 of my Report stated my conclusions concerning the 
deliverability of housing throughout the Plan period.  There is no need for me to 
repeat those conclusions, suffice to say that I am confident that my recommended 
modifications concerning overall housing provision and specific allocations will 
ensure that the housing requirements of the Plan will be met.  Hence there is no 
need to identify this, or indeed any other, site as a ‘reserve site’ for development.  
But as an aside, I cannot see how a site in Little Horwood can reasonably or 
realistically act as a ‘reserve site’ for the non-delivery of development in 
Aylesbury, some 24km away. 

12.52.8 I note that in his determination of an appeal in 1994 against the refusal of planning 
permission for the erection of six dwellings on the site a colleague Inspector found 
that the site was bounded on three sides by built development, and that the 
proposed development would not have a detrimental effect on either the character 
or appearance of the area or the neighbouring Conservation Area.  I understand 
that it is on the basis of that decision that this objection is made.  I do not have 
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details of that appeal before me. However I disagree with my colleague’s 
conclusion in principle in that, in my view, development on the objection site for 
six dwellings would intrude into the countryside and thereby erode the rural 
character and appearance of the area.  Furthermore, I am not entirely persuaded 
that it can be argued that the site is bounded on three sides by built development in 
the manner envisaged by RA.20 in the DDLP, and do not consider it to be 
substantially enclosed by existing development in the manner envisaged by RA.20 
as recommended to be modified.  I appreciate that such views are, to some extent, 
subjective.  But for certain, the erection of 35 dwellings on the site as proposed 
would be intrusive and have a dramatic and, in my view, wholly detrimental effect 
on the character and appearance of the area.  On those grounds alone, if for no 
other, the proposed development should be resisted. 

12.52.9 Finally, I note that the objector suggests that allocation of the site would increase 
the vitality of the village and aid the viability of existing services and facilities.  
However, the range of facilities available in Little Horwood is very limited, and 
wholly incomparable with that available at Winslow, some 3.2km away.  I note 
that the Council maintain that Little Horwood is not served by public transport.  
However, the objector states that a. number of bus services connect the village to 
Winslow and Milton Keynes, but acknowledges that these services provide only a 
limited facility.  Nonetheless, incoming residents would be largely, and possibly 
wholly, reliant on the private car for most of their daily needs. Development in 
this location would thus be unsustainable, and thereby conflict with fundamental 
Government advice and Local Plan policy requirements concerning the need to 
direct new development to more sustainable locations. 

Recommendation: 
12.52.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.53 CP075 Housing on land at Chearsley Road, Long Crendon 

Objector: 
 DD6398 Molyneux Planning 

Principal Issue: 
12.53.1 Whether land at Chearsley Road, Long Crendon, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.53.2 The 2.8ha (estimated) objection site comprises a virtually square, relatively flat 

field situated on the northern edge of Long Crendon, alongside the unclassified 
Chearsley Road.  The site is bounded on all sides by mature hedgerows, and lies 
immediately north of the  historic core of the village and to the east of the more 
recent development that comprises much of the village.  

12.53.3 The objector maintains that the site could be easily assimilated into the settlement 
without appearing intrusive, and that existing village services would be capable of 
supporting the additional population.  I do not agree. 

12.53.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
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earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.53.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Long 
Crendon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.53.6 Long Crendon is divorced from main service centres and is not particularly well 
served by local facilities.  While there may be some employment opportunities at 
the nearby Long Crendon Industrial Estate these are not sufficient to justify a large 
housing allocation.  Employment opportunities within the village itself are limited.  
Similarly, the village is poorly served by public transport and divorced from the 
rail and strategic highway networks.  Incoming residents would thus be largely 
dependent upon the use of the private car. Development in this location would 
thus be unsustainable and thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice 
and the Rural Areas Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to 
more sustainable locations. 

12.53.7 Long Crendon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.53.8 In site specific terms, the proposal would conflict with policy RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified in that it would involve the development of a large 
area of greenfield land outside the built-up limits of the village on a site poorly 
related to the existing settlement pattern.  It would extend built development into 
the surrounding countryside and, in my view, would be visually intrusive in this 
edge of village location. 
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Recommendation: 
12.53.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.54 CP076 Housing on land at Castle Street, Marsh Gibbon 

Objector: 
 DD6034 Ewelme Almshouse Trustees 

Principal Issue: 
12.54.1 Whether land at Castle Street, Marsh Gibbon, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.54.2 The 0.5ha objection site is situated towards the eastern end of Marsh Gibbon, on 

the northern side of Castle Street.  The site comprises the Old Swan Farmyard and 
contains a variety of agricultural buildings of different ages, sizes and styles. 

12.54.3 The objector suggests that the site could be redeveloped to provide up to ten 
dwellings.  These could be in the form of small units, compatible with the model 
cottages nearby, designed to meet the needs of the existing community.  

12.54.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.54.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Marsh 
Gibbon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.54.6 Marsh Gibbon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
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development.  Development of the objection site for the number of dwellings 
proposed would, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with these policies 
and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control 
of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.54.7 I do not regard the provisions of RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified as unduly restrictive. Rather, in my view, they provide adequate 
opportunity for the housing needs of smaller settlements to be met without causing 
harm to their rural character.  Development above the scale permitted by policies 
RA.18 and RA.20 would undermine the broader objective of the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy that seeks to direct the majority of new development to 
more sustainable locations.  

12.54.8 Given the number and disparate nature of sites that may come forward for 
consideration under policies RA.18 and RA.20, it would be unrealistic to seek to 
identify all such potential sites throughout the District, while to allocate them 
would introduce a degree of detail wholly inappropriate for a local plan.  Hence, I 
cannot sanction the allocation of this or similar sites in Marsh Gibbon or 
elsewhere.   

12.54.9 The size and location of the objection site are such that any proposal for its 
redevelopment would be best assessed by means of a planning application 
determined in the context of policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified and other appropriate policies in the Plan.  However, it should be noted 
that I offer no support for any such proposal.  

Recommendation: 
12.54.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.55 CP077 Housing on land at Oxford Road, Oakley 

Objector: 
 DD5977 Mr Hawes 

Principal Issue: 
12.55.1 Whether land at Oxford Road, Oakley, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.55.2 The 2.34ha objection site lies north of Oxford Road, immediately west of the 

built-up area of Oakley.  The site comprises two small fields fronting the road and 
a large open field to the rear.  The westernmost of the two smaller fields is 
overgrown and contains a derelict farm building; that to the east contains a storage 
barn and effectively provides access through to the larger field at the rear.  The 
eastern boundary of the site abuts the back gardens of houses in the western part of 
the village.  There is open countryside beyond the northern and western 
boundaries. 

12.55.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated for housing in order to 
support village services and amenities.  It is suggested that emerging evidence 
indicates that there is a need for more land to be allocated for residential 
development in Buckinghamshire, including Aylesbury Vale, but that the amount 
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of brownfield land that can be allocated in or around settlements is limited.  
Allocation of the objection site would help to meet this need.  Furthermore, the 
number of dwellings that can be provided under infill policies will be insufficient 
to meet the outstanding Rural Areas housing need.  I do not agree.  

12.55.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.55.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Oakley 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.55.6 Oakley is a relatively isolated settlement with few amenities and limited 
employment opportunities.  The village is poorly served by public transport, and is 
distant from the rail and strategic highway networks. There is no substantive 
evidence to support the contention that development of the site will increase 
patronage of public transport or other amenities sufficient to effect a substantial 
improvement in these services.  Incoming residents would thus be largely 
dependent upon the use of the private car.  Development in this location would 
thus be unsustainable, and thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice 
and the Rural Areas Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to 
more sustainable locations. 

12.55.7 Oakley has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  
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12.55.8 I do not regard policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified as 
unduly restrictive. Rather, in my view, they provide adequate opportunity for the 
housing needs of smaller settlements to be met without causing harm to their rural 
character.  I am confident that, given the number of settlements identified in 
Appendix 5 and the potential for development in each, a significant number of 
dwellings will be completed during the Plan period in accordance with these 
policies.  Evidence of the numbers of dwellings completed under comparable 
policies in the recent past supports my view in this respect.   

12.55.9 In site specific terms, the proposal would involve the development of a large area 
of greenfield land outside the built-up limits of the village on a site poorly related 
to the existing settlement pattern.  It would extend built development into the 
surrounding countryside and be visually intrusive in this edge of village location 
when approached from the west. 

12.55.10 Finally, the need for additional housing in Buckinghamshire arising from recently 
published Regional Planning Guidance (RPG9) should be addressed in future 
reviews of the Plan.  Meantime, I am confident that sufficient land has been 
identified in sustainable locations in the current Plan to meet the calculated 
housing need for the Rural Areas and District as a whole. 

Recommendation: 
12.55.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.56 CP078 Housing on land north of Preston Bissett 

Objector: 
 DD2086* John Drake & Co 
 * objection withdrawn 
 
 
12.57 CP079 Housing on land at Station Road, Quainton 

Objector: 
 DD1564 M Edmonds 

Principal Issue: 
12.57.1 Whether land at Station Road, Quainton, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.57.2 The objection site comprises of an irregular shaped parcel of land west of Station 

Road, detached from and to the south of the built-up area of Quainton.  The site 
lies to the rear of a broken ribbon of development fronting Station Road, and itself 
fronts onto Station Road at its northern and southern ends and towards its centre, 
with ribbons of development between.  There is a continuous ribbon of 
development on the eastern side of Station Road, extending northwards from the 
Buckingham Railway Centre for some 700m, facing the objection site for most of 
its length.  Immediately north of the objection site is an area of allotments. I 
estimate that the northern edge of the site is some 150m south of the main built-up 
part of the village, and that the northern limit of ribbon development on the eastern 
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side of Station Road is some 250m south of the village.  There is thus clear 
separation between the objection site and Quainton village. 

12.57.3 The objector suggests that Quainton could accommodate a medium sized 
development that would assist in maintaining village services and facilities.  And 
that the objection site is well located to provide a mix of some 40-50 dwellings.  I 
do not agree. 

12.57.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.57.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Quainton 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.57.6 Quainton is a relatively isolated settlement with few amenities and limited 
employment opportunities.  The village is poorly served by public transport, is 
some distance from the nearest railway station in Aylesbury, and is divorced from 
the strategic highway network. There is no substantive evidence to support the 
contention that development of the site will increase patronage of public transport 
or other amenities sufficient to effect a substantial improvement in these services.  
Incoming residents would thus be largely dependent upon the use of the private 
car, - indeed I fear that some would resort to their car to travel to Quainton itself.  
Development in this location would thus be wholly unsustainable, and thereby 
conflict with fundamental Government advice and the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy that seek to direct new development to more sustainable locations. 

12.57.7 Quainton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Hence, if it were to be concluded that the objection site lies within 
the built-up area of Quainton the proposal would, by reason of its scale and 
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location, conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20.  However, in my view the site 
lies outside of the main built-up area of the village.  The objection proposal would 
thus comprises development in the open countryside, and would fall to be 
considered against policies RA.1 and RA.2 as recommended to be modified.  
Again, having regard to the location of the objection site and scale of development 
proposed, I have no hesitation in concluding that the proposal would likewise 
conflict with these fundamental policies in the Plan. 

12.57.8 Finally, the objection site is separate from, and hence very poorly related to, the 
main part of the village.  The proposal would consolidate undesirable ribbon 
development and would be visually intrusive in the countryside. 

Recommendation: 
12.57.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.58 CP081 Housing on land at The Grebe, Steeple Claydon 

Objector: 
 DD6035 Messrs C & S Hodges 

Principal Issue: 
12.58.1 Whether land at The Grebe, Steeple Claydon, should be allocated for residential 

development.. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.58.2 The objection site comprises a paddock and larger field on the northern side of 

West Street, on the north-western edge of the village.  A farmhouse and associated 
farm buildings are situated in the northern part of the paddock, with the balance of 
the objection site extending to the rear.  Residential and some agricultural 
development wraps around the eastern and western sides of the site.  To the south, 
on the opposite side of West Street, are further areas of residential development. 

12.58.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated for housing on grounds that 
development on the frontage would represent acceptable infilling, and that 
development of the remainder would constitute a contained form of rounding off.  
However, the objection site before me is a single entity, and I must therefore 
consider it as a whole. Proposals involving the sub-division of the site should be 
pursued by means of planning applications.  

12.58.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 
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12.58.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Steeple 
Claydon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.58.6 Steeple Claydon is remote from main service centres, and while it has limited 
local facilities it is poorly served by public transport and divorced from the rail 
and strategic highway networks. Incoming residents would thus be largely 
dependent upon the use of the private car. Development in this location would 
thus be unsustainable, and thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice 
and the Rural Areas Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to 
more sustainable locations. 

12.58.7 Steeple Claydon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement 
where development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the 
built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted. Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

Recommendation: 
12.58.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.59 CP082 Housing on land at Bishopstone Road, Stone 

Objectors: 
 DD2708 Banner Homes Lt 
 DD7629 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7653 The National Trust 
 DD7677 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.59.1 Whether land at Bishopstone Road, Stone, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.59.2  The objection site comprises a 0.97ha irregularly shaped field situated centrally 

within the built-up area of Stone, fronting Bishopstone Road, some 200m south-
east of its junction with Oxford Road, A418.  The site is bounded to the north and 
north-west by residential development off Manor Farm Close and Stoke Croft, and 

 236



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

to the east by a large recreational ground beyond which is further residential and 
associated development.  To the south, on the opposite side of Bishopstone Road, 
is low density residential development south of the village church, and open 
agricultural land. 

12.59.3 Several objectors suggest that the site should be developed as an alternative, in 
part, to the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my 
Report recommended in support of the Berryfields MDA.  And can therefore offer 
no support for the objection proposal on the grounds suggested.  I have thus 
considered the possible development of the objection site on its own merits. 

12.59.4 The Council identified the objection site during the pre-deposit consultation 
process as a potential ‘third tier’ housing site, when the possibility of providing 
housing at several smaller settlements was being investigated.  At that time the 
Council opined that the site relates well to existing development and estimated 
that it could accommodate about 25 dwellings, but that this capacity may have to 
be reduced by the need to respect the existing pattern of development to the north.  
BCC as HA expressed reservations concerning access.  However, the need to 
develop sites in ‘third tier’ settlements was obviated by the emergence of the 
Princess Mary’s Hospital site at Wendover as a brownfield redevelopment site.  
The Hospital site, together with sites in Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham 
(but not at Winslow, the fourth category 2 settlement) were thus allocated in the 
DDLP to meet the estimated housing need.   

12.59.5 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors that the strategy of concentrating the majority of development at 
Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  The primary objector for 
this site (Banner Homes Ltd) was one such objector, and they now suggested that 
the site should be allocated (alongside others similarly identified in ‘third tier’ 
settlements during the Plan preparation process) for some 25-35 dwellings to 
provide a more realistic means of meeting the District’s housing need.  However, 
in Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in this, or indeed any other, 
‘third tier’ settlement, to assist deliverability or to meet an outstanding housing 
need.  

12.59.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Stone 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

 237



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

12.59.7 In sustainability terms, Stone enjoys a range of basic facilities, including a post 
office and store, primary school and some local employment, together with a 
regular bus service to Aylesbury along the A418.  But these are insufficient to 
justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far below those provided in 
Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service centres.  However, as a 
consequence of these facilities, Stone has been identified in Appendix 5 of the 
Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance with 
policies RA.18 and RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  While it may be argued that 
development of the objection site would consolidate the existing settlement, or 
that the site is substantially enclosed by existing development, it is clear that the 
objection proposal would, by reason of its scale, conflict with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan.  

12.59.8 I have noted all other evidence submitted in support of this proposal, and 
acknowledge the locational and site specific advantages of the site.  But for the 
reasons of principle outlined above and in detail earlier in my report, and to ensure 
that major development proposals at Aylesbury and elsewhere are not 
compromised, it would be inappropriate to allocate the site for development 
during the current Plan period.  

Recommendation: 
12.59.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.60 CP083 Housing on land at Hatchet Leys, Thornborough 

Objector: 
 DD6038 Mrs A Cooper & Mrs B Kibble 

Principal Issue: 
12.60.1 Whether land at Hatchet Leys Lane, Thornborough, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.60.2 The 0.35ha (estimated) objection site lies north-west of Hatchet Leys Lane, at the 

north-western end of the village of Thornborough.  The site comprises a small, 
relatively flat, triangular shaped field north of properties on Hatchet Leys Lane 
and to the west of a small stream.  The field is bounded by hedgerows. 

12.60.3 The objector proposes that the site should be allocated for housing.  Hatchet Leys 
Lane has now been fully developed with the exception of this site, and it is 
suggested that small scale development comprising one or two plots would allow 
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for the rounding off of the built-up area and the creation of a clearly defined 
development boundary. 

12.60.4 The objection site is below the 0.4ha threshold generally regarded as the minimum 
size of site that may be allocated in a Local Plan.  It would be unrealistic to seek to 
identify all sites of less than 0.4ha that may come forward for development during 
the Plan period, while the allocation of sites below this threshold would introduce 
a level of detail that would be wholly inappropriate in a Local Plan.  The 
allocation of the site thus cannot be supported for this reason alone. 

12.60.5 Thornborough has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development. 

12.60.6 It is arguable whether development of the objection site for one or two dwellings 
would comply with policy RA.18 by consolidating the existing development 
pattern, or with RA.20 on grounds that the site is substantially enclosed by 
existing development.  Proposals for the site should thus be assessed by means of 
a planning application determined in the context of relevant policies in the Plan. 
However, that is not an issue that is before me, and I offer no support for any such 
proposal. 

Recommendation: 
12.60.7 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.61 CP084 Housing at Eaton Leys Farm, near Milton Keynes 

Objectors: 
 DD6897* J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD7636 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7660 The National Trust 
 DD7684 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
12.61.1 Whether land at Eaton Leys Farm, east of Water Eaton, Milton Keynes, should be 

allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.61.2 The objection site comprises an area of agricultural land at Eaton Leys, east of the 

built-up area of Water Easton, Bletchley, but separated from the built-up area by 
the Grand Union Canal, the River Ouzel and a linear park in Milton Keynes.  The 
site forms part of a larger area bounded to the north by Watling Street (formerly 
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the A5) and to the east and south-east by the Fenny Stratford By-pass (A4146) that 
has been provisionally identified a 

12.61.3  a possible site for the longer-term expansion of Milton Keynes.  Part of this larger 
area lies within Milton Keynes.  

12.61.4 The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Historic House Hotels Ltd object on 
grounds that the site should be developed as an alternative, in part, to the proposed 
Berryfields MDA.  However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report recommended 
in support of the Berryfields MDA, and thus support the development of the site 
on the grounds suggested by these objectors.  The objection by J J Gallagher Ltd 
has been withdrawn.  Nonetheless, I have considered these objections in principle, 
and the suggested development of the site on a ‘stand alone’ basis.  

12.61.5 I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report considered objections suggesting that the 
AVDLP should make provision for development in the vicinity of Milton Keynes 
to meet, in part, the needs of either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes. 

12.61.6 The housing requirement allocations in policy H1 of the CSP includes separate 
assessments for AVDC and Milton Keynes.  Most of these requirements are 
derived from locally generated housing needs.  However, some of AVDC’s 
requirement is derived from south Buckinghamshire where more restrictive 
policies, including the Green Belt, have resulted in an element of south 
Buckinghamshire’s requirement having to be met in Aylesbury Vale District.  
Locating some of AVDC’s total requirement adjacent to Milton Keynes would 
result in an element of provision being made distant from those areas it is intended 
to serve.  In overall strategic terms I have thus concluded that within Aylesbury 
Vale District some 65% of allocated new housing (and employment) development 
proposed during the Plan period should be provided on sustainable sites in 
Aylesbury.  And that the remaining 35% should be provided on sustainable sites in 
the identified rural service centres of Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and 
Winslow.   

12.61.7 Likewise I have concluded that, in the interests of sustainability and to avoid over-
provision, the development needs of Milton Keynes should primarily be addressed 
through the Milton Keynes Local Plan.  There is no evidence before me to suggest 
that Milton Keynes will be unable to meet its needs for the period to 2011, being 
the period for the emerging MKLP, on sustainable sites within that authority’s 
administrative boundary.  And hence no reason to suggest that Milton Keynes’s 
current development needs might need to be met by allocations within Aylesbury 
Vale District in the AVDLP.   

12.61.8 Hence, I have concluded that there is nothing in the CSP that can be construed as a 
policy requirement for allocations to be made in Aylesbury Vale District in close 
proximity to Milton Keynes to meet either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes’ 
housing needs.  And that to do so would conflict with sustainable and strategic 
objectives of the emerging Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Local Plans.  

12.61.9 Looking beyond the present Plan period, Revised RPG9 (for the South East), 
published in March 2001, recommends that an inter-regional study should be 
undertaken to consider the further development potential of the Milton Keynes 
sub-region, and notes that this study, and its examination though individual 
structure plan processes, will inform the next reviews of RPGs for the South East, 
East Anglia and the East Midlands.  Mention of the study is also made in Revised 
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RPG8 (for the East Midlands), published in January 2002, confirming that the 
potential for growth and its distribution across regional boundaries will be 
examined in relation to the Corby/Bedford/Milton Keynes/Northampton area as 
part of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands study.  I understand that the study 
has commenced and will set out options for long-term strategic planning guidance, 
looking towards 2030.  It is possible that, in the long term, this process may lead 
to allocations for development within Aylesbury Vale District.  However, it would 
be premature (and irresponsible) of me to conclude, or even comment, on this 
possibility in advance of the completion of the inter-regional study and the 
subsequent examination of its conclusions as part of future reviews of the 
Buckinghamshire CSP and relevant RPGs. 

12.61.10 Finally, although there is no substantive evidence before me, there may be site 
specific objections to the development of the site. I understand that the site is 
predominantly b&mv agricultural land, that parts are liable to flood, and that 
development in this location may be intrusive in the local and broader landscape 
when viewed from the east and south-east or approached from the south.  These 
are matters that will need to be taken into account in any future assessment of the 
development potential of the site.  

Recommendation: 
12.61.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.62 CP085 Housing on land at r/o Dairy Cottage, Mentmore 

Objector: 
 DD7045 Station Road Trust 

Principal Issue: 
12.62.1 Whether land at the rear of Dairy Cottage, Mentmore, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.62.2 The 2.8ha objection site lies to the east of the main built-up area and village green 

in Mentmore, north of the unclassified road leading to Cheddington.  The site lies 
on a south-easterly facing slope and mostly appears to comprise land that was 
formerly used as a garden or nursery.  However, the site extends south-eastwards 
to include a traditional ‘estate’ cottage that appears to have stood vacant for 
several years.  The site is bounded on its road frontage by a belt of mature trees, 
but is otherwise largely overgrown.  

12.62.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
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there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.62.4 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Mentmore 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.62.5 Mentmore is a small settlement, remote from the identified main rural service 
centres with few local facilities.  The village is poorly served by public transport, 
and is distant from the Strategic Highway Network.  Cheddington railway station 
is approx. 3km away.  Incoming residents would be largely dependent upon the 
use of the private car.  Development in this location would thus be unsustainable, 
and thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice and the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to more sustainable 
locations. 

12.62.6 Nonetheless, Mentmore has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a 
settlement where development will be permitted in accordance with policies 
RA.18 and RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that 
within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be 
given to the development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  
Residential infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two 
dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential 
or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing 
settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas 
of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  And hence cannot be supported.  

12.62.7 In my view, the site lies outside of the built-up area of the village and is poorly 
related to the existing pattern of development.  Furthermore, the location and 
sloping nature of the site place it in an important position when approaching the 
village from the south.  Development in this location would thus be visually 
intrusive in the surrounding countryside, and thereby likely to have a detrimental 
effect on the setting of the Mentmore CA and Mentmore Towers Park and Garden 
of Special Historic Interest, contrary to both local and national guidance 
concerning the conservation of the historic environment.  

Recommendation: 
12.62.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.63 CP086 Housing at Dagnall Farm, west of Bletchley, Newton 
Longville.  
Objectors: 

 DD0106 Bellcross Company Ltd 
 DD2943 Mr Snook 
 DD7634 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7658 The National Trust 
 DD7682 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 
12.64 CP087 Major Development at Newton Leys, west of Bletchley,  

Newton Longville.  
Objectors: 

 DD4275 New Leys Consortium 
 DD7635 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7659 The National Trust 
 DD7683 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issues: 
12.64.1 Whether land at Dagnall Farm, west of Bletchley, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

12.64.2 Whether land in the area of Newton Leys (including land at Dagnall Farm), west 
of Bletchley, should be allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.64.3 The site area for CP087 includes that for CP086.  As my reasoning and 

conclusions in respect of both of these Counter Proposals are identical, I deal with 
them jointly. 

12.64.4 The larger objection site (CP087) comprises an area of some 140ha of 
predominantly agricultural land immediately west of the built-up area of 
Bletchley.  The northern boundary of the site is defined by the recently re-aligned 
A421 between the Bottle Dump Roundabout in the west and the Tattenhoe 
roundabout in the east, continuing eastwards along the B4034, Buckingham Road.  
The western boundary is formed by the Newton Longville Road that connects the 
A421 to Newton Longville, and the southern boundary by the former Bletchley to 
Bicester railway line.  The eastern boundary adjoins the existing Bletchley/Milton 
Keynes built-up area.  The site is traversed by the unmade Weasel Lane, a RUPP 
(Road Used as a Public Path), which extends from Buckingham Road to the 
Newton Longville Road and forms part of the Milton Keynes Boundary Walk.  A 
public footpath, which also forms part of the Boundary Walk, runs southwards 
from Weasel Lane exiting the site beneath a bridge underneath the disused railway 
line.  The smaller objection site (CP086) comprises the eastern-most field of the 
larger site, extending to some 22.5ha, and is bounded to the north by the western 
end of Weasel Lane and to the west by the public footpath.  

12.64.5 The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Historic House Hotels Ltd have 
objected in respect of both sites on grounds that they should be developed as an 
alternative, in part, to the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, in Part 1 of my 
Report I recommended in support of the Berryfields MDA, and thus cannot 
condone the development of either site on the grounds suggested by these 
objectors.  
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12.64.6 The New Leys Consortium suggest that some 100ha of the larger site should be 
allocated for development during the current Plan period, with the remainder 
being carried forward into the next.  Alternatively, they suggest that I recommend 
that the site be identified as a ‘reserve site’ to be brought forward if required, 
specifically if the expected progress of the preferred MDAs falls short of 
expectations.  Or that I signal the suitability of the New Leys land as a sustainable 
urban extension to Milton Keynes.  Bellcross Company Ltd suggest that the whole 
of the smaller site be allocated for development during the current Plan period.     

12.64.7 With regard to the primary objection, namely the suggested allocation of both 
sites, I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report considered objections suggesting that 
the AVDLP should make provision for development in the vicinity of Milton 
Keynes to meet, in part, the needs of either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes.  

12.64.8 The housing requirement allocations in policy H1 of the CSP includes separate 
assessments for AVDC and Milton Keynes.  Most of these requirements are 
derived from locally generated housing needs.  However, some of AVDC’s 
requirement is derived from south Buckinghamshire where more restrictive 
policies, including the Green Belt, have resulted in an element of south 
Buckinghamshire’s requirement having to be met in Aylesbury Vale District.  
Locating some of AVDC’s total requirement adjacent to Milton Keynes would 
result in an element of provision being made distant from those areas it is intended 
to serve.  In overall strategic terms I have thus concluded that within Aylesbury 
Vale District some 65% of allocated new housing (and employment) development 
proposed during the Plan period should be provided on sustainable sites in 
Aylesbury.  And that the remaining 35% should be provided on sustainable sites in 
the identified rural service centres of Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and 
Winslow.   

12.64.9 Likewise I have concluded that, in the interests of sustainability and to avoid over-
provision, the development needs of Milton Keynes should primarily be addressed 
by means of the Milton Keynes Local Plan.  There is no evidence before me to 
suggest that Milton Keynes will be unable to meet its needs for the period to 2011, 
being the period for the emerging MKLP, on sustainable sites within that 
authority’s administrative boundary.  And hence no reason to suggest that Milton 
Keynes’s current development needs might need to be met by allocations within 
Aylesbury Vale District in the AVDLP.   

12.64.10 Hence, I have concluded that there is nothing in the CSP that can be construed as a 
policy requirement for allocations to be made in Aylesbury Vale District in close 
proximity to Milton Keynes to meet either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes’ 
housing needs.  And that to do so would wholly conflict with sustainable and 
strategic objectives of the emerging Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Local 
Plans.  

12.64.11 Looking beyond the present Plan period, Revised RPG9 (for the South East), 
published in March 2001, recommends that an inter-regional study should be 
undertaken to consider the further development potential of the Milton Keynes 
sub-region, and notes that this study, and its examination though individual 
structure plan processes, will inform the next reviews of RPGs for the South East, 
East Anglia and the East Midlands.  Mention of the study is also made in Revised 
RPG8 (for the East Midlands), published in January 2002, confirming that the 
potential for growth and its distribution across regional boundaries will be 
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examined in relation to the Corby/Bedford/Milton Keynes/Northampton area as 
part of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands study.  I understand that the study 
has commenced and will set out options for long-term strategic planning guidance, 
looking towards 2030.  It is possible that, in the long term, this process may lead 
to allocations for development within Aylesbury Vale District.  However, it would 
be premature (and irresponsible) of me to conclude, or even comment, on this 
possibility in advance of the completion of the inter-regional study and the 
subsequent examination of its conclusions as part of future reviews of the 
Buckinghamshire CSP and relevant RPGs. 

12.64.12 I turn now to the suggestion that I identify land at New Leys as a ‘reserve site’.  I 
have in Part 1 of my Report considered objections concerning the AVDLP 
Development Strategy, including the General Location of Development, the 
Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development Strategies and deliverability, together 
with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  There is no need for me to repeat my 
considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that, while recognising the validity 
of objectors’ concerns regarding deliverability of the proposed MDAs, I am 
satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be allocated are capable of 
delivering sufficient dwellings during the Plan period to meet my recalculated 
housing need.  These conclusions hold for both Aylesbury and the Rural Areas.  
And hence I am satisfied that there is no need for additional land – either here or 
elsewhere - to be identified as a ‘reserve site’.  

12.64.13 Finally, I turn to the suggestion that I signal the suitability of the New Leys land as 
a sustainable urban extension to Milton Keynes.  A great deal of evidence was 
submitted in support of these objections, and several days of inquiry time spent 
discussing the physical suitability of the sites, their sustainability credentials and 
potential benefits arising from their development.  However, I am reluctant to 
comment on the suitability or otherwise of either site in detail. To do so may 
prejudice the aforementioned inter-regional study or, more particularly, appear to 
favour a particular site/area in a manner that may be prejudicial to future reviews 
of the Aylesbury Vale District and/or Milton Keynes Local Plans.  Suffice to say 
that it appears that there are no insuperable constraints to the development of 
either site. 

12.64.14 In conclusion, allocation of either of the objection sites cannot be justified in the 
context of the current BCSP or emerging Local Plans.  While to suggest possible 
allocation in the longer-term would be premature in advance of the conclusions of 
the on-going inter-regional study, and potentially prejudicial to its outcome.  

Recommendation: 
12.64.15 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.65 CP088 Housing on land at Station Road, Ivinghoe 

Objector: 
 DD1563 M Edmonds 

Principal Issue: 
12.65.1 Whether land at Station Road, Ivinghoe, should be allocated for residential 

development. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.65.2 The 3.5ha (estimated) objection site is situated north of Station Road, beyond the 

north-western limit of the built-up area of Ivinghoe.  The northern two-thirds of 
the site is open agricultural land, while the remainder comprises a former pig farm, 
including several farm buildings and a farm shop.  There is a discrepancy between 
the small-scale objection site plan and that produced by the Council regarding the 
extent of site frontage on Station Road.  It is evident that the site includes the 
existing vehicular access to the former pig farm, but it is unclear as to whether 
other frontage residential properties, including two modern bungalows and the 
listed Whistle Brook House, also lie within the site.   I presume that they do not.  
The site is bordered by hedges and, to the north-west, by a stream, Whistle Brook.  
A sewage works is located beyond the north-western corner of the site.  The 
surrounding area is predominantly open agricultural land. 

12.65.3 The objector maintains that a medium sized development could take place on the 
site with minimal harm to the village.  New development, it is suggested, would 
help to maintain local services and enable local young people to live in their own 
village rather than being forced to move into larger settlements.  As a former pig 
farm the site should be regarded as a brownfield site, and it would be beneficial to 
the village’s amenity if the site did not revert to its former use.  I do not agree. 

12.65.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.65.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Ivinghoe 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.65.6 Ivinghoe is a small settlement, remote from the identified main rural service 
centres with few local facilities.  The village is poorly served by public transport 
and is distant from the Strategic Highway Network.  Cheddington railway station 
is approx. 3km away.  Incoming residents would thus be largely dependent upon 
the use of the private car – indeed I fear that because of its position outside of the 
village some would resort to their car to travel to the village itself.  Development 
in this location would thus be unsustainable, and thereby conflict with 
fundamental Government advice and the Rural Areas Development Strategy that 
seek to direct new development to more sustainable locations. 
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12.65.7 Ivinghoe has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20, as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Hence, if it were to be concluded that the objection site lies within 
the built-up area of Ivinghoe, the proposal would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20.  However, in my view, the site 
lies outside of the main built-up area of the village.  The objection proposal would 
thus comprises development in the open countryside, and would fall to be 
considered against policies RA.1 and RA.2 as recommended to be modified.  
Again, having regard to the location of the objection site and scale of development 
proposed, I have no hesitation in concluding that the proposal would likewise 
conflict with these fundamental policies in the Plan. 

12.65.8 Furthermore, development of the objection site would extend built development 
into the open countryside, would be visually intrusive - especially from elevated 
viewpoints to the south-east, and may adversely affect the setting of the nearby 
Whistle Brook House, a Grade II listed building.  Development may also 
adversely affect the nature conservation value of Whistle Brook, which has been 
identified as a Biological Notification Site.  And it seems to me that the proximity 
of the sewage works would have a detrimental affect on the living conditions of 
residents within the site.   

12.65.9 It would, of course, be possible to require development on the site to provide an 
element of affordable housing.  However, if there were an identified need for 
affordable housing in Ivinghoe, provision could be made on more appropriate sites 
in accordance with policy GP.3 as recommended to be modified, or on sites that 
accord with policies RA.18 and RA20 as outlined above. 

12.65.10 Finally, some two-thirds of the site is open agricultural land, while Annex C to 
PPG3 is clear that the definition of ‘previously developed land’ (brownfield sites) 
excludes land that is or was occupied by agricultural buildings.  Development of 
the objection site thus cannot be promoted as the re-use of brownfield land.  And 
while re-use of the site as a pig farm may be unappealing to local residents, it 
would be an appropriate use in this rural location. 

Recommendation: 
12.65.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.66 CP089 Mixed Development, including housing, at the former 
Pitstone Cement Works 
Objectors: 

 DD0113 Pitstone Parish Council 
 DD2261 Wilcon Homes 
 DD6013 Ms Insley 
 DD6345 Mr Hawkins 
 DD7052 Castle Cement Ltd 
 DD7627 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7651 The National Trust 
 DD7675 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 10.21): 
CO0242 Castle Cement Ltd 
CO0032 Ian Hopcraft, Arboriculturalist  
CO0210 Hives Partnership Planning  
CO0174 Faulkeners 
CO0239 Castle Cement Ltd 
CO0076 Bedford Group of Drainage Boards  
Supporters of Suggested Changes (Consultation Exercise): 
PW001 Mr R J Teacher 
PW002 Mr W P Perrett 
PW007 Dr C J Timbrell 
PW008 Mrs G W Arney 
PW010 Mrs P A Camplin-Smith 
PW022 Wilcon Homes and Castle Cement 
PW027 Buckinghamshire County Council 
PW028 The Beacon Villages Society 
PW029 Mr F Plumeridge 

Critical of Suggested Changes (Consultation Exercise): 
PW002 Mr W P Perrett 
PW003 Mr O G Wyatte 
PW004 Dr J P Court 
PW005 Mrs V A Sanders 
PW006 Mr B M Nash 
PW007 Dr C J Timbrell 
PW009 Pitstone Parish Council 
PW011 Mr J Hendry 
PW012 Mrs B M Parkins 
PW013 Mr A F Cotton 
PW014 Chiltern Society 
PW015 Mrs V Rayner 
PW016 Banner Homes Ltd 
PW017 Miss M M Wesley 

PW018 Mr V A Griffiths 
PW019 Ms C S Bartlett 
PW020 Tring Town Council 
PW021 Mr C P Cummings 
PW023 Mr  and Mrs Robertson 
PW024 Mr A Rees 
PW025 MR C D Yetton 
PW026 Mr C M D Beatty 
PW028 The Beacon Villages 

Society  
PW030 Marsworth Parish 

Council 
PW031 Buckinghamshire 

County Council 

Principal Issues: 
12.66.1 Whether an additional policy should be included in the Plan specifying the type 

and extent of employment and residential development that is acceptable at the 
former Pitstone Cement Works. 

12.66.2 Whether additional housing should be provided on the site as an alternative, in 
part, to the proposed Berryfields MDA. 

12.66.3 Whether additional land outside of the former Cement Works site should be 
included in the proposed development area. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.66.4 Policy RMS.3 of RALP allocated some 20ha of the built footprint of the former 

Pitstone Cement works for employment uses, together with some 11ha for 
residential development.  Planning permissions have subsequently been granted 
for 275 dwellings and employment development on the site, and these are in 
course of implementation.  However, objections were raised to the fact that the 
DDLP did not carry forward the provisions of RALP policy RMS.3.  And as a 
result, the Council initially suggested PC 10.21, which sought the introduction of 
an additional policy specific to the Pitstone site.   

12.66.5 Arising from on-going negotiations additional areas of land have subsequently 
become available for development.  These comprise land alongside the main West 
Coast railway line that had originally been reserved for a waste transfer facility, 
and land between the main part of the village and the development site.  The 
former area was part of the original Cement Works and the latter would, once 
developed, allow for greater connectivity between the existing and propose new 
parts of the village.  It is envisaged that the expanded development area will 
enable an additional 175 dwellings to be accommodated on the site (providing a 
total of 450 dwellings), together with replacement employment on over 21ha of 
the former Cement Works, a new spine road and commensurate community uses. 

12.66.6 These proposals, which are embodied in PC 10.21a, as superseded and augmented 
by FPCs 191.09 and 191.10 and ORCs 191.11 and 191.12, have been the subject 
of an additional consultation exercise and comments invited.  Although not 
objections to the DDLP as such, I have nevertheless had regard to these 
submissions.  Several respondents have expressed support for the proposals.  
However, objections and criticisms have also been made concerning the need to 
ensure that the development remains ‘employment led’; the need to ensure the 
provision of requisite social and community facilities, including footpaths, schools 
etc; the need to provide an adequate and safe means of access into and through the 
site; the protection of ecological and archaeological interests; and the intrusive 
nature of the development proposals, particularly when seen from the Pitstone Hill 
escarpment to the south-east.  

12.66.7 The redevelopment of the former Cement Works at Pitstone was initiated by 
RALP policy RMS.3, and is now a fact.  While it may be argued that development 
of this scale would not now be permitted in this rural location, it is necessary to 
recognise the actuality of the situation and to ensue that on-going development 
makes best use of the site.  It seems to me that the changes now suggested, 
comprising some 1.5ha extra employment land plus 4-5ha of additional housing 
and community use development, together with additional structural landscaping 
around the expanded periphery of the site, are acceptable and appropriate.  Indeed, 
the non-implementation of the formerly proposed waste transfer station will, in all 
probability, be an environmental benefit to the scheme.  And the provision of 
additional land for employment uses will afford additional flexibility in the range 
of employment developments that may be provided on site, and thereby help to 
ensure that the redevelopment remains employment led.  Likewise, improved 
linkages between the site and Pitstone village will undoubtedly facilitate social 
integration between the existing village and new development.  

12.66.8 Furthermore, I am satisfied that the suggested additional policy and text, amended 
and updated as proposed in subsequent FPCs and ORCs, meets the majority of 
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concerns expressed by the original objectors and respondents to the consultation 
exercise, including the need to have regard to the ecological and visual impacts of 
development.  It will, of course, be incumbent on the Council to ensure that the 
implementation of those proposed policy criteria that meet the concerns of 
respondents is secured by means of the planning brief.  However, given the former 
built nature of the site, I can see no need for an additional criterion requiring an 
archaeological survey or watching brief.  Neither am I persuaded that the site 
should be expanded to include land beyond that already identified.  
Redevelopment of the site has been permitted as a consequence of its former use, 
whereas expansion onto other undeveloped land nearby would be contrary to the 
principle of favouring the redevelopment of brownfield land and conflict, in 
principle, with rural protection policies in the Plan.  Proposals for the development 
of adjacent sites should thus be assessed by means of planning applications, to be 
determined in the context of policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified, and other relevant policies in the Plan.  

Recommendation: 
12.66.9 I recommend that:- 

12.66.10 The Plan be modified by the inclusion of an additional policy and text in 
accordance with PC 10.21a, as superseded and augmented by FPCs 191.09 and 
191.10 and ORCs 191.11 and 191.12, updated as necessary.  

12.66.11 The Proposals Map be modified by the identification of the former Pitstone 
Cement Works site as a commitment for 275 houses and an allocation for an 
additional 175 dwellings.  

 
 

12.67 CP090 Housing on land east of Great Brickhill 
Objector: 

 DD4329 Cala Homes (South) Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.67.1 Whether land to the north of Heath Road, Great Brickhill, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.67.2 The 2.8ha objection site lies to the east of Knights Close, immediately beyond the 

built-up area of Great Brickhill, and comprises a large field that separates the 
village from a single isolated house, Heathlands, further east. Heath Road, a 
single-track lane that extends eastwards from the village, defines the southern 
boundary of the site.  There is open agricultural land to the north, east and, beyond 
development fronting Heath Road, to the south.  The site slopes up-wards from its 
southern boundary, and is bounded by and contains a number of mature trees and 
the remains of a small treed hedgerow or copse in the south-western corner.  

12.67.3 The objector suggests that additional housing should be provided in the Rural 
Areas, including Great Brickhill.  And that development of the objection site, 
including an element of affordable housing, would help to support local services.  
I do not agree. 
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12.67.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.67.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Great 
Brickhill would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.67.6 Great Brickhill lies between Leighton Buzzard and Milton Keynes, and although 
both are accessible by public transport the frequency of service would be unlikely 
to dissuade many incoming residents from the use of, or their reliance on, the 
private car.  Development in this location would thus be unsustainable, and 
thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice and the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to more sustainable 
locations.  

12.67.7 Great Brickhill has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement 
where development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the 
built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy 
provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the Rural 
Areas.  

12.67.8 Furthermore, there is no substantive evidence to support the contention that 
development of the site will increase patronage of public transport or local 
facilities sufficient to maintain or effect a substantial improvement in these 
services.  Development of the objection site would extend built development into 
open countryside and, being in a somewhat elevated position, would be visually 
intrusive in the local landscape.  Finally, if there is an identified need for 
affordable housing in Great Brickhill, provision could be made on more 
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appropriate sites in accordance with policy GP.3 as recommended to be modified, 
or on sites that accord with policies RA.18 and RA20 as outlined above. 

Recommendation: 
12.67.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.68 CP092 Housing on land east of Stoke Hammond 

Objector: 
 DD2347* Templeview Developments Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 
 
 
12.69 CP093 Housing on land to r/o Brook Farm Bungalow, Stoke 

Hammond 
Objector: 

 DD6025 Miss Simmons 

Principal Issue: 
12.69.1 Whether land to the rear of Brook Farm Bungalow, Leighton Road, Stoke 

Hammond, should be allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.69.2 The 0.5ha objection site is situated to the west of Brook Farm Bungalow and a 

derelict agricultural building which front onto Leighton Road, the A4146, in the 
southern part of Stoke Hammond.  The site comprises a somewhat overgrown 
rectangular paddock, bounded for the most part by hedgerows and small trees.  
Immediately south of the site is Mount Pleasant, a modern housing development, 
and to the north by a vacant garage with an open storage yard to the rear.  To the 
west is predominantly open agricultural land. 

12.69.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated for residential development.  
I do not agree. 

12.69.4 Stoke Hammond has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement 
where development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the 
built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.   

12.69.5 It may be argued that development of the site would consolidate the existing 
settlement pattern or that it is substantially enclosed by existing development; 
personally I remain unconvinced.  Nonetheless, development of the objection site 
would by reason of its scale conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20, and thereby 
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undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential 
development in the Rural Areas.  

12.69.6 Furthermore, in Part 1 of my Report I expressed support for the Plan’s Rural Areas 
Development Strategy.  Ratification of the amount of development suggested by 
the objector at Stoke Hammond would necessitate a fundamental change to this 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.69.7 Stoke Hammond is a small settlement with few local facilities and poor public 
transport links.  Incoming residents would thus be largely dependent upon the use 
of the private car.  Development in this location would thus be unsustainable, and 
thereby conflict with fundamental Government advice and the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to more sustainable 
locations. 

12.69.8 Finally, although there are no layout details before me, it seems to me that it may 
be difficult to achieve an acceptable means of access to the site, or an acceptable 
relationship between development on the site and that existing nearby. 

Recommendation: 
12.69.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.70 CP094 Employment Development at the Dalgety Site, Barton 

Hartshorn 
Objector: 

 DD6899 Hinton International Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.70.1 Whether the Plan should include an additional policy specifically permitting the 

redevelopment, re-use or extension of existing buildings within the Dalgety 
employment area at Barton Hatshorn, and additional employment floorspace on 
the undeveloped part of the objection site. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.70.2 The 5.4ha objection site lies approx. 1km east of the hamlet of Barton Hartshorn 

and comprises a small part of a former World War II aerodrome.  The central core 
of the site consists of a former hangar with associated buildings and hardstanding 
areas that are now in employment use, together with an office building constructed 
in the early 1990s.  The objection site extends beyond this central core area to 
include additional land up to 100m in depth to the north-east, north-west and 
south-west that is used in part for grazing.  

12.70.3 The objector seeks the identification of the objection site on the Proposals Map, 
and policy recognition that would permit expansion within the existing 
employment area and additional employment development on the undeveloped 
part of the site. Consequential amendments to supporting text would also be 
required throughout the Plan.    
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12.70.4 The Dalgety site is an isolated employment use in open countryside, divorced 
from any rural settlement, that has evolved from the previous (historic) use of the 
site.  There are large number of similar employment sites in the open countryside 
throughout the District, including several on parts of former wartime aerodromes. 
While these provide valuable employment opportunities in rural areas, none are of 
such significance as to justify identification on the Proposals Map or policy 
recognition in the Plan.  Certainly none of these smaller sites, including Dalgety’s, 
is in any way comparable with the large employment sites at Silverstone, Westcott 
and Newton Longville that have been so recognised.   

12.70.5 The majority of the Silverstone and Newton Longville employment sites lie within 
adjoining local authorities where, I understand, they are given policy recognition 
in existing or emerging Local Plans.  The whole of the Westcott site lies within the 
Aylesbury Vale District, where it is some eight times larger than the objection site 
and over 20 times larger than the employment core.  The significance of these 
larger sites in terms of employment provision, traffic generation and impact on the 
surrounding countryside is such that it is entirely appropriate for them to be 
accorded policy recognition in the Local Plan.  However, I can see no justification 
for like recognition of the objection site, or indeed any of the other small 
employment sites, given their much more limited economic and physical impact.  
To do so would precipitate the need to recognise all such sites and other isolated 
uses in the countryside, and thereby introduce a level of detail that would be both 
excessive and inappropriate in the Local Plan. 

12.70.6 Development within the existing employment site is, in my view, adequately 
controlled by General and Rural Area policies in the Plan.  Policies RA.37 and 
RA.38 specifically relate to employment in the countryside.  I have earlier 
considered objections to these policies and recommended that they be combined to 
form modified policy RA.37.  I have recommended further modifications to 
revised policy RA.37 in response to objections concerning CP033.  In my view 
recommended policy RA.37 provides adequate and appropriate control to permit 
limited building extensions or redevelopment within the existing site.  This 
provision reasonably meets the objector’s aspirations in this respect, and thereby 
reinforces my earlier conclusion that there is no justification for specific policy 
recognition of the objection site in the Plan. 

12.70.7 Likewise I can find no reason to support the expansion of the exiting employment 
area across the remainder of the objection site.  PPG7 advises that in recognition 
of the vital role employment uses play in the rural economy, local planning 
authorities should include policies in their plans that allow, where possible, for 
reasonable expansion on site.  And both the CSP and LP likewise seek to prevent 
the expansion of unsustainable or otherwise inappropriate development in the 
countryside beyond existing site boundaries.   

12.70.8 The expansion of the existing site would result in an intensification of 
employment activities in an unsustainable, indeed isolated, location.  In contrast, 
Local Plan objectives and Government advice in PPG13 seek to direct most new 
development for housing, jobs, shopping, leisure and other services in rural areas 
to local service centres which have been identified to act as focal points for these 
services.  Furthermore, additional development would increase the level of visual 
intrusion caused by the site in the local landscape, and result in the loss of 
countryside which, PPG7 advises, should be protected for its own sake.  
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12.70.9 In conclusion, therefore, I can find no reason to justify either the policy 
recognition of the Dalgety employment site in the Plan, or to permit its expansion 
onto adjoining land. 

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

12.71 CP095 Housing on land at Parsonage Farm, Tingewick 
Objectors: 

 DD6580 L E Smith  
 DD6581 L E Smith  

Principal Issue: 
12.71.1 Whether land at Parsonage Farm, Tingewick, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.71.2 Objections have been submitted in respect of two adjacent parcels of land at 

Parsonage Farm, Tingewick.  These have been identified as a single Counter 
Proposal, CP095.  However, for completeness, I consider the proposals both 
individually and combined.  

12.71.3 The larger objection site comprises a 3.2ha field east of Barton Road, beyond two 
roadside belts of trees, immediately south of the built-up area of Tingewick.  
There is open agricultural land to the east, and to the west beyond the 
aforementioned lane.  The Tingewick By-pass passes south of the site.  The 
smaller site comprises the 0.25ha (estimated) farmyard of Parsonage Farm and 
associated farm buildings which lie immediately to the north of the larger site.  
There is residential development to the west, north and east of this site. 

12.71.4 The objector suggests that more land should be allocated for housing in villages 
such as Tingewick, and suggests both sites for development, - presumably, 
although not stated in the objection, either singularly or combined.  I do not 
entirely agree. 

12.71.5 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.71.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Tingewick 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 

 255



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.71.7 Tingewick is a small settlement, some 5km west of Buckingham, the nearest rural 
service centre identified in the Plan.  The village has few local facilities and is 
poorly served by public transport.  As a result incoming residents would be largely 
dependent on the use of a private car.  Development in this location would thus be 
unsustainable, and thereby conflict with Government advice and the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy that seek to direct new development to more sustainable 
locations. 

12.71.8 Tingewick has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the larger or combined objection sites would, by 
reason of their scale and location, conflict with these policies, and thereby 
undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential 
development in the Rural Areas.  

12.71.9 Furthermore, the larger site is poorly related to the existing settlement pattern.  
Development in this location would extend the built-up area into open countryside 
south of the village and be visually intrusive in the local landscape.  Finally, given 
the very restricted access to the site via Parsonage Farm, and the constraints 
imposed by the roadside tree belt alongside Barton Road (which lies outside the 
objection site and appears to be in a different ownership), I am concerned that it 
may not be possible to secure a satisfactory means of access to the site. 

12.71.10 It is possible that the re-development of the smaller objection site may meet the 
requirements of modified policies RA.18 and RA.20.  However, this can best be 
resolved by means of a planning application, and I express no opinion as to the 
outcome or support for the proposal.  The site is, however, too small to be 
allocated for development.  Given the number and disparate nature of sites that 
may come forward for consideration under policies RA.18 and RA.20, it would be 
unrealistic to seek to identify all such potential sites throughout the District, while 
to allocate them would introduce a degree of detail wholly inappropriate for a 
local plan.  Hence, I cannot sanction the allocation of this or similar sites in 
Tingewick or elsewhere.   

Recommendation: 
12.71.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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12.72 CP096 Housing at Pinfold Garage, Main Street, Tingewick 
Objector: 

 DD6569 Mr & Mrs C Partridge  

Principal Issue: 
12.72.1 Whether land at the former Pinfold Garage, Main Street, Tingewick, should be 

allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.72.2 The objection site is presently (February 2003) being developed for three houses 

that are nearing completion.  There is thus no reason to allocate the site for 
residential development in the Plan.  The site is, in any event, too small to be 
allocated.  Given the number and disparate nature of sites that may come forward 
for consideration under policies RA.18 and RA.20, it would be unrealistic to seek 
to identify all such potential sites throughout the District, while to allocate them 
would introduce a degree of detail wholly inappropriate for a local plan.   

Recommendation: 
12.72.3 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.73 CP097 Housing at Golden Mede allotments, Waddesdon 

Objectors: 
 DD2557 Old Road Securities plc 
 DD7072 Old Road Securities Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.73.1 Whether land at Golden Mede allotments, Waddesdon, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.73.2 The 2ha objection site lies to the south of properties fronting Baker Street, close to 

its junction with High Street, towards the centre of Waddesdon.  There is 
residential development to the east and west of the site, fronting Goss Avenue and 
Grove Way respectively, and to the south is Waddesdon County Combined School 
and playing fields.  The site is presently used for allotments, although I understand 
that of the 53 plots 39 are vacant or disused (Jan. 2001).   The North 
Buckinghamshire Way (footpath) crosses the site from north to south. 

12.73.3 During the Plan preparation process Waddesdon was considered in the group of 
fourteen settlements where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be 
provided for after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, 
Winslow and Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although 
effectively a ‘second tier’ settlement) had been discounted as a result of GB and 
AONB constraints.  However, the need to develop sites in other third tier 
settlements was obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at 
Wendover as a brownfield redevelopment site.  The Hospital site, together with 
sites in Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham (but not Winslow) were thus 
allocated in the DDLP to meet the estimated housing need.   
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12.73.4 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors, including Old Road Securities plc, that the strategy of concentrating the 
majority of development at Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  
The objector now suggests - consequent to the suggested re-introduction of a third 
tier of settlements (including Waddesdon) into the Plan - that the objection site 
should be allocated to provide, in part, a more realistic means of meeting the 
District’s housing need.  It is suggested that some 1.6ha of the site be developed at 
about 30d/ha to yield about 50 units. 

12.73.5 However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning 
the AVDLP housing requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural 
Areas Development Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed 
MDAs.  In Part 2 I have earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in 
the four category 2 rural service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my 
considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for 
the Development Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have 
recommended be allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering 
sufficient dwellings during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing 
requirement.  And hence there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in 
this, or indeed any other suggested 'third tier' settlement, to assist deliverability or 
to meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.73.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Waddesdon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.73.7 I recognise that in sustainability terms Waddesdon enjoys a range of facilities, 
including a post office, shops, public houses, schools and local employment - 
including Manor Park where some 340 persons are employed f/pt.  Waddesdon is 
also conveniently located for the nearby Westcott Venture Park, and enjoys a 
modest level of bus services to Aylesbury and Bicester along the A41(T).  But 
these are insufficient to justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far 
below those provided in Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service 
centres.   

12.73.8 As a consequence of these facilities Waddesdon has been identified in Appendix 5 
of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance 
with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  While it may be argued that 
development of the objection site would consolidate the existing settlement, or 

 258



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

that the site is substantially enclosed by existing development, it is clear that the 
objection proposal would, by reason of its scale, conflict with policies RA.18 and 
RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan.  

12.73.9 I note that the Council has expressed concern regarding the potential loss of 
allotments.  Statutory allotments are, of course, afforded protection whereby their 
development is strictly controlled.  I understand that the objection site is owned by 
the Waddesdon Estate.  As a consequence, these are private allotments and hence 
not subject to statutory protection.  Nonetheless, the amenity value of these 
allotments should not be underestimated, and it is significant to note that revised 
PPG17, published in July 2002, identifies allotments per se as one of the range of 
open spaces that may be of public value.  PPG17 also stresses the need to ensure 
that the potential value of such areas for recreational or other purposes, including 
wildlife, should be properly assessed before development is considered.  

12.73.10 Finally, I understand that BCC as HA has expressed concern regarding vehicular 
access to the site, in particular the access to Goss Avenue and its effect on existing 
residents.  In light of my conclusions above, it would be inappropriate for me to 
comment in detail on any draft development scheme.  But I share BCC’s concern. 

Recommendation: 
12.73.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.74 CP098 Housing at Little Britain Farm, Waddesdon 

Objectors: 
 DD1562 M Edmonds 
 DD7630* The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7654* The National Trust 
 DD7678* Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 * objection withdrawn 

Principal Issue: 
12.74.1 Whether land at Little Britain Farm, Waddesdon, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.74.2 The 5ha (estimated) objection site comprises two flat fields immediately north of 

the built-up area of Waddesdon, bounded by mature hedgerows and small trees.  
There is predominantly residential development to the south and west of the site 
and open agricultural land to the north and east, with land rising to the north.  It is 
suggested that development on this land would round off the northern edge of the 
village, and help to safeguard rural services, including shops and schools.  I do not 
agree. 

12.74.3 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
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allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.74.4 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Waddesdon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.74.5 I recognise that Waddesdon enjoys a range of facilities, including a post office, 
shops, public houses, schools and local employment.  Waddesdon is also 
conveniently located for the nearby Westcott Venture Park, and enjoys a modest 
level of bus services to Aylesbury and Bicester along the A41(T).  But these are 
insufficient to justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far below those 
provided in Aylesbury itself or the four identified rural service centres, 
Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow.  However, as a consequence 
of these facilities, Waddesdon has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a 
settlement where development will be permitted in accordance with policies 
RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that 
within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be 
given to the development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  
Residential infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two 
dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential 
or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing 
settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas 
of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  It is clear that development of the objection site would, by reason of 
its scale and location, conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine 
fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential 
development in the Rural Areas.  

12.74.6 I note that the objector maintains that the site could be accessed off a new by-pass 
linking the A41(T) around the northern edge of the village.  Or that alternatively 
the site could be accessed through existing development onto the A41(T) to the 
south.  I do not regard either of these suggestions as in any way feasible.  There is 
presently no firm proposal for a by-pass north of the village, and as far as I am 
aware unlikely to be in the foreseeable future.  I am unsure as to how vehicular 
access is presently achieved into the site through the existing development to the 
south, as suggested by the objector.  But I am certain that it is not possible to 
achieve a satisfactory means of access by this route to serve some 5ha (upwards of 
150 dwellings) of development. 

12.74.7 Finally, I am bemused by the suggestion that development of the site would round 
off the northern edge of the village.  It is obvious that it would not.  

Recommendation: 
12.74.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.75 CP099 Housing at Warmstone Lane, Waddesdon 
Objectors: 

 DD7071 Old Road Securities Ltd 
 DD7604 Old Road Securities plc 

Principal Issue: 
12.75.1 Whether land at Warmstone Lane, Waddesdon, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.75.2 The objection site comprises approx. 1ha of agricultural land, presently set-aside, 

at the southern end of Warmstone Lane, in the south-eastern corner of 
Waddesdon.  There is residential development to the north and west of the site, 
and open agricultural land to the east and south.  Warmstone Road extends 
southwards off High Street, A41(T), at the point where it enters the village, and is 
a no-through road serving the Wormstone Farm complex.  

12.75.3 During the Plan preparation process Waddesdon was considered in the group of 
ten settlements where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be provided 
for after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ (category 2) settlements of Buckingham, 
Wendover, Winslow and Haddenham.  However, the need to develop sites in third 
tier settlements was obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital 
site at Wendover as a brownfield redevelopment site.  The Hospital site, together 
with sites in Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham (but not Winslow) were 
thus allocated in the DDLP to meet the estimated housing need.   

12.75.4 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors, including Old Road Securities plc, that the strategy of concentrating the 
majority of development at Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  
It is now suggested - consequent to the suggested re-introduction of a third tier of 
settlements (including Waddesdon) into the Plan - that the objection site should be 
allocated to provide, in part, a more realistic means of meeting the District’s 
housing need.  It is suggested that some 0.9ha of the site be developed at about 
30d/ha to yield about 25 units. 

12.75.5 However, I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning 
the AVDLP housing requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural 
Areas Development Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed 
MDAs.  In Part 2 I have earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in 
the four category 2 rural service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my 
considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for 
the Development Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have 
recommended be allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering 
sufficient dwellings during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing 
requirement.  And hence there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in 
this, or indeed any other suggested 'third tier' settlement, to assist deliverability or 
to meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.75.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Waddesdon would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
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less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.75.7 I recognise that in sustainability terms Waddesdon enjoys a range of facilities, 
including a post office, shops, public houses, schools and local employment - 
including Manor Park where some 340 persons are employed f/pt.  Waddesdon is 
also conveniently located for the nearby Westcott Venture Park, and enjoys a 
modest level of bus services to Aylesbury and Bicester along the A41(T).  But 
these are insufficient to justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far 
below those provided in Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service 
centres.   

12.75.8 As a consequence of these facilities Waddesdon has been identified in Appendix 5 
of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance 
with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  However, it is clear that the 
objection proposal would, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with policies 
RA.18 and RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the 
Plan.  

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

 
 

12.76 CP105 Mixed Development, inc. Housing, at Westcott 
Objectors: 

 DD0059 Mrs Robertson 
 DD0343 Mr  Robertson 
 DD0481 Cllr Griffin 
 DD0935 Mr Miller 
 DD0997 Mrs Miller 
 DD1356 Bierton with 

Broughton Parish 
Council 

 DD1551 Mrs Hyre 
 DD2327 Mr & Mrs Masters 
 DD2744 Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD4359 Mrs Tubb 
 DD5607 Mrs Eldon 

 DD5992 Mr Tyrrell 
 DD6269 Royal Ordnance plc  
 DD6405 Mr Carlyle 
 DD6552 Mr Bell 
 DD6816 Mrs Stevens 
 DD6823 Mr Stevens 
 DD6834 Miss Haynes 
 DD7006 Mr & Mrs Chantler 
 DD7631  The Waddesdon 

Estate 
 DD7655 The National Trust 
 DD7679 Historic House Hotels 

Ltd 
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Principal Issues: 
12.76.1 Whether land at the former Royal Ordnance site at Westcott should be allocated 

for housing development as an alternative to the Berryfields and/or Broughton 
Stocklake MDAs, or the allocation of land at Tingewick Road, Buckingham. 

12.76.2 Whether land between Westcott village and the former Royal Ordnance site at 
Westcott should be allocated for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.76.3 The Royal Ordnance site at Westcott was originally established as a World War II 

airfield, and subsequently used intensively for the development and testing of 
rocket motors and fuels.  Parts of the site are still used for ordnance storage and 
testing, although the Royal Ordnance presence is now minimal.  While much of 
the site remains open and undeveloped, parts have been developed for a range of 
employment uses.  There are now over 90 companies on the site, occupying over 
40,000sqm of floorspace in 62 buildings, employing some 350 people.  The status 
of the various parts of the site has been recognised in the Plan, and I have earlier 
in the Rural Areas chapter of this Part of my Report considered and made 
recommendations concerning various objections to relevant policies and text.  

12.76.4 Policy OC3 of the CSP identifies the former Royal Ordnance site at Westcott as 
one of a small number of major existing developed site in the open countryside.  
However, the CSP makes no attempt to define the extent of the developed area, or 
to suggest policies for the control of development.  That is appropriately left to the 
Local Plan, where the status of the site as previously developed land has been 
recognised by its identification as the Westcott Policy Area.  But identification as 
previously developed land does not mean that the whole area of the curtilage 
should be redeveloped.  Annex C of PPG3 states that where the footprint of 
existing buildings occupy only a proportion of the site, and the remainder remains 
open, such as at an airfield, the whole site should not normally be developed to the 
boundary of the curtilage.  In my view the allocation of the Employment and 
Sports and Social Areas properly recognises those parts of the site where built 
development and social activities were historically concentrated, and relevant 
policies appropriately seek to confine redevelopment to these parts of the site.  
Traces of the Royal Ordnance’s activities extend across most to the site, generally 
in the form of isolated structures and buildings for assembly and testing purposes.  
However, the character of these residual areas is markedly more open and 
significantly different to that within the defined Employment Area, and thus the 
presence of these dispersed structures does not justify the inclusion of these 
residual areas within an enlarged Employment Area. 

12.76.5 Several objectors suggest that the open areas of the site should be developed as an 
alternative to the Berryfields and/or Broughton Stocklake MDAs, or as an 
alternative to the allocation of other greenfield sites, including that at Tingewick 
Road, Buckingham.  However, I have earlier, in Part I of my Report recommended 
that the Broughton Stocklake MDA be deleted, and in Part 2 recommended that 
the Tingewick Road site also be deleted.  I presume that these recommendations 
remove these objectors’ primary cause for concern.  I have also in Part I 
recommended in favour of the Berryfields MDA, and thus cannot condone 
development at Westcott as an alternative.  
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12.76.6 Likewise, several objectors suggest development at Westcott on grounds that it is 
a brownfield site, and that as such it should be accorded precedence in the site 
selection process, ahead of greenfield sites.  However, large-scale development in 
this location would conflict with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Development 
Strategy and PPG3 advice.  Both the Strategy and PPG advise that development 
should not be promoted on sites that perform poorly with regards to their location 
and accessibility, the capacity of existing and potential social infrastructure and 
public transport to serve new development, and their ability to build new 
communities.  I have no doubt that the larger Westcott site would perform poorly 
in respect of each of these criteria, and is thus an unsustainable location for large-
scale residential development.  

12.76.7 I glean from photographic and other evidence that a wedge of land adjacent to and 
immediately north west of the village of Westcott was developed between 1947 
and 1952 for over 40 detached dwellings arranged along two roads, attached to 
Burnham Road.  These were provided for Royal Ordnance employees.  These 
houses remained until the mid-1970s when they were demolished and the site 
cleared except for driveways and hardstandings.  It is clear that this site was once 
an operational part of the Westcott site.  But it has long been abandoned as a 
residential site, there is little (if any) visual evidence remaining of former 
development on the site (when viewed from the public highway), and the site is 
separated from the Policy Area by a high fence and line of poplar trees.  Hence, 
notwithstanding its planning history, this parcel of land does not (perhaps 
surprisingly to the lay-person) meet the PPG3 Annex C definition of previously 
developed land, given that the remains of the structures that previously occupied 
the site have blended into the landscape in the process of time.  It would thus be 
inappropriate to include this area of land within the identified Westcott Policy 
Area.  

12.76.8 Finally, I turn to the objection proposal that the aforementioned area north-west of 
the village should be allocated for residential development; some 60 houses are 
suggested.  Given my conclusion above that this site should not be included within 
the Westcott Policy Area or regarded as previously developed land, I treat this 
objection in like manner to similar Counter Proposals for residential development 
on the edge of a rural settlement. 

12.76.9 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.76.10 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Westcott 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
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that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.76.11 Westcott is a small settlement, with a resident population of less than 300, very 
few facilities, remote from identified rural service centres, with only modest 
public transport services.  Nonetheless, Westcott has been identified in Appendix 
5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance 
with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  Development of the objection site 
would, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with these policies, and thereby 
undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential 
development in the Rural Areas.  

12.76.12 Finally, it has been suggested that the Westcott site be identified as an area for 
strategic development in the long-term, possibly linked to a sustainable transport 
system, including the re-activation of the disused railway line west of the site.  It 
has also been suggested that the potential of Westcott should be explored as part 
of the Milton Keynes Sub-Regional Study predicated in RPG9.  I make no 
comment or recommendation on these suggestions, other than to confirm that as 
they lay beyond the Plan period they are beyond my remit and must fall to be 
considered as part of future reviews of the CSP and RPG.  

Recommendation: 
12.76.13 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.77 CP106 Housing at Barley Close, Weston Turville  

Objector: 
 DD2706 Banner Homes Lt 

Principal Issue: 
12.77.1 Whether land at Barley Close, Weston Turville, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.77.2 The 1.5ha (estimated) objection site forms part of a larger area of open Glebe 

Land situated in the heart of Weston Turville.  The site itself is split into three 
strips by two large hedges with trees.  This field pattern continues into the open 
land to the north.  The site is bounded to the west, south and east by 
predominantly residential development, and is crossed by two formal and a series 
of informal footpaths that form part of a network linking more distant parts of the 
village.  
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12.77.3 It is suggested that the objection site is in a highly sustainable location, and that its 
development for approximately 25 dwellings will provide an opportunity to open 
for public use an area of land to the north for public recreation purposes. 

12.77.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.77.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Weston 
Turville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.77.6 Weston Turville enjoys a modest range of services and facilities, including a 
primary school, shops, public houses, and some local employment, with limited 
public transport services to Aylesbury and beyond.  As a result, the village has 
been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will 
be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be 
granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.   

12.77.7 I acknowledge that the site is situated, in principle, in a sustainable location in 
terms of its relationship with the developed parts of the village.  It may also be 
argued that development of the objection site would consolidate the existing 
settlement pattern or that the site is substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  However, it is clear that the development proposed would, by 
reason of its scale, conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20, and thereby 
undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential 
development in the Rural Areas.  

12.77.8 Furthermore, the objection site forms part of an area of Glebe Land in the heart of 
the village.  This land provides a valued open area that is important to the 
character of the village, and provides limited recreational opportunities (albeit 
seemingly without the formal agreement of the owners) for local residents.  It is 
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thus important to ensure that this area of land is not unnecessarily eroded by 
development.  

Recommendation: 
12.77.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.78 CP107 Housing at Bye Green, Weston Turville 

Objector: 
 DD2526 Hillesden Properties 

Principal Issue: 
12.78.1 Whether land at Bye Green, Weston Turville, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.78.2 The 1.25ha objection site lies immediately north-west of the Bye Green housing 

development, on the north-eastern edge of the built-up area of Weston Turville.  
The site forms the northern part of a long abandoned chicken farm. The wooden 
huts that previously occupied the site have been removed, and the site now 
comprises overgrown grassland with a number of perimeter trees.  To the north is 
open countryside and to the east are the grounds of the Aylesbury Town Rugby 
Club.  To the west is a mix of residential development and paddocks off Brook 
End. 

12.78.3 The objector advocates a more flexible approach to development in rural 
settlements, to permit the development of sites that have a capacity for more than 
5 dwellings.  The objection site would be one such suitable site.  I do not agree. 

12.78.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.78.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Weston 
Turville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.78.6 Weston Turville enjoys a modest range of services and facilities, including a 
primary school, shops, public houses, and some local employment, with limited 
public transport services to Aylesbury and beyond.  As a result, the village has 
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been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will 
be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.   

12.78.7 I am satisfied that policies RA.18 and RA.20 accord with the sustainable 
objectives of the Plan by severely restricting the amount of development that may 
be provided in the Rural Areas away from the four identified rural service centres, 
(Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and Winslow), while at the same time 
providing for development opportunities in over 70 identified (Appendix 5) 
settlements.  A relaxation of the 5 dwelling threshold of development that may be 
permitted in these settlements would seriously undermine the Development 
Strategy, and precipitate the provision of an excessive amount of residential 
development in unsustainable locations.  

12.78.8 Development of the objection site would thus, by reason of its scale and location, 
conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified, and 
thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of 
residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.78.9 I am not persuaded that that the site comprises the rounding off of the settlement, 
that the suggested development would relate to the existing framework of the 
village, or that development would not involve an outward extension of the built-
up area into open countryside.  In my view development of the site would clearly 
result in an outward extension of the village into open countryside, the form of 
which would not comprise 'rounding off' or relate well to the existing pattern of 
development.  Neither am I persuaded that development would produce a clearly 
defined boundary to the built-up area, or that it would not harm the character of 
the settlement or the surrounding countryside.  The boundary would be no more 
clearly defined than at present.  While development would be likely to have an 
adverse affect on the character of the settlement and its surrounds by reason of its 
access through Bye Green and the loss of open land. 

12.78.10 Furthermore, I do not accept that the site is bounded on three sides by 
development.  In my view only the southern edge of the site could be described as 
being bounded by ‘built development’.  While there is some housing to the west, 
the majority of the western site boundary abuts open land.  Furthermore, the 
boundary to the north is most definitely open in character, and the sports field to 
the east clearly cannot be defined as ‘built development’ 

12.78.11 The objector suggests that access to the objection site could be obtained through 
the existing Bye Green development.  I disagree.  In my view access through Bye 
Green would be wholly inappropriate, given that both the layout standards of Bye 
Green itself and its junction with Brook End fall below that required to serve an 
additional 1.25ha of development, while insufficient (if any) land is available to 
provide for any requisite improvements. 
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12.78.12 Finally, I note that the objector contends that priority should be given to the 
allocation of the site on grounds that it previously formed part of a chicken farm 
and thus constitutes previously developed land.  However, while national policy 
promotes the re-use of previously developed land, the definition in Annex C of 
PPG3 specifically excludes land that was previously occupied by agricultural 
buildings, or where the remains of structures that previously occupied the site have 
since blended into the landscape in the process of time.  In my view the objection 
site falls outside the definition of previously developed land for both of these 
reasons.  And hence I do not consider the reference to paragraph 3.18 in PPG7 to 
be relevant to this site. 

Recommendation: 
12.78.13 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.79 CP108 Housing at The Marroway, Weston Turville 

Objector: 
 DD2704 Banner Homes Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.79.1 Whether land at The Marroway, Weston Turville, should be allocated for 

residential development.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.79.2 The 1.8ha (estimated) objection site comprises an open field situated immediately 

north of the eastern most part of the ribbon of housing development that extends 
eastwards along The Marroway (B4544) towards Western Turville, from its 
junction with Wendover Road (A413).  The site is essentially rectangular in shape, 
extending some 220m into the open countryside to the rear of existing housing on 
the Marroway frontage, and is some 95m in width.  Access is provided via a 
single-width (12m) plot off The Marroway.  There is open agricultural land 
immediately beyond the northern, eastern, and for the majority of the western 
boundaries of the larger part of the site.  The southern boundary and the southern 
length of the western boundary of the larger area abut the rear gardens of 
properties fronting The Marroway and Wendover Road. 

12.79.3 It is suggested that the site provides an opportunity for housing in a sustainable 
location, and that satellite villages around Aylesbury, including Stoke Mandeville 
and Weston Turville, have the capacity to absorb limited growth to meet the needs 
of ‘greater’ Aylesbury. Allocation of the site would thus help to alleviate the 
excessive pressure being placed on Aylesbury Vale to provide a significant 
number of dwellings that are undeliverable in the timescale available. 

12.79.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
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during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.79.5 The suggestion that the site be developed is predicated on possible modifications 
to the Development Strategy, and an increase in the number of dwellings to be 
permitted in smaller settlements.  The objection site lies mid-way between the 
centres of Weston Turville and Stoke Mandeville, and although perhaps most 
readily identified with the former adjoins a ribbon of development that links with 
the latter.  Nonetheless, ratification of the amount of development suggested by 
the objector at either Stoke Mandeville or Weston Turville (and especially 
between) would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.79.6 Both Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville enjoy a modest range of services and 
facilities, including schools, shops, public houses, and some local employment, 
with limited public transport services to Aylesbury and beyond.  Stoke Mandeville 
also has the added advantage of a railway station.  As a result, both have been 
identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as settlements where development will be 
permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be 
granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  It is clear that the development 
proposed would, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with policies RA.18 
and RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for 
the control of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.79.7 Furthermore, the objection site lies to the rear of a somewhat isolated ribbon of 
development, divorced from the main built-up areas and local services available in 
Stoke Mandeville and Weston Turville.  Allocation of the site would consolidate 
ribbon development, and extend built development into open countryside in a 
manner that would be visually intrusive and wholly unrelated to any existing 
settlement pattern.  Allocation would thus conflict with a number of important 
elements of PPG advice and Plan policies concerning the distribution and location 
of new development and the protection of the countryside.  

Recommendation: 
12.79.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.80 CP109 Housing at New Road, Weston Turville 
Objector: 

 DD6944* Howard Hutton & Associates 
 * objection withdrawn 
 
 
12.81 CP112 Housing at Bottlehouse Farm, Whaddon 

Objector: 
 DD6848 Dunlin Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.81.1 Whether land at Bottlehouse Farm, east of Whaddon, should be allocated for 

residential and associated development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.81.2 The objection site comprises an extensive (guestimated 150ha +) area of farmland 

east of Whatton, which lies to the south-west of Milton Keynes.  The site is 
predominantly in open agricultural use, but includes several small copses, together 
with the site of the former Snelshall Priory.  

12.81.3 The objector notes that site includes land suggested for development in the 
Llewelyn Davies’ Milton Keynes Expansion Study (1992).  It is presently 
suggested that the site be allocated, but that in the interests of sustainability …… a 
higher density of development than that suggested by Llewelyn Davies be 
permitted allowing a greater number of homes to be accommodated.  

12.81.4 I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report considered objections suggesting that the 
AVDLP should make provision for development in the vicinity of Milton Keynes 
to meet, in part, the needs of either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes. 

12.81.5 The housing requirement allocations in policy H1 of the CSP includes separate 
assessments for AVDC and Milton Keynes.  Most of these requirements are 
derived from locally generated housing needs.  However, some of AVDC’s 
requirement is derived from south Buckinghamshire where more restrictive 
policies, including the Green Belt, have resulted in an element of south 
Buckinghamshire’s requirement having to be met in Aylesbury Vale District.  
Locating some of AVDC’s total requirement adjacent to Milton Keynes would 
result in an element of provision being made distant from those areas it is intended 
to serve.  In overall strategic terms I have thus concluded that within Aylesbury 
Vale District some 65% of allocated new housing (and employment) development 
proposed during the Plan period should be provided on sustainable sites in 
Aylesbury.  And that the remaining 35% should be provided on sustainable sites in 
the identified rural service centres of Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and 
Winslow.   

12.81.6 Likewise I have concluded that, in the interests of sustainability and to avoid over-
provision, the development needs of Milton Keynes should primarily be addressed 
through the Milton Keynes Local Plan.  There is no evidence before me to suggest 
that Milton Keynes will be unable to meet its needs for the period to 2011, being 
the period for the emerging MKLP, on sustainable sites within that authority’s 
administrative boundary.  And hence no reason to suggest that Milton Keynes’s 
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current development needs might need to be met by allocations within Aylesbury 
Vale District in the AVDLP.   

12.81.7 Hence, I have concluded that there is nothing in the CSP that can be construed as a 
policy requirement for allocations to be made in Aylesbury Vale District in close 
proximity to Milton Keynes to meet either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes’ 
housing needs.  And that to do so would conflict with sustainable and strategic 
objectives of the emerging Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Local Plans.  

12.81.8 Looking beyond the present Plan period, Revised RPG9 (for the South East), 
published in March 2001, recommends that an inter-regional study should be 
undertaken to consider the further development potential of the Milton Keynes 
sub-region, and notes that this study, and its examination though individual 
structure plan processes, will inform the next reviews of RPGs for the South East, 
East Anglia and the East Midlands.  Mention of the study is also made in Revised 
RPG8 (for the East Midlands), published in January 2002, confirming that the 
potential for growth and its distribution across regional boundaries will be 
examined in relation to the Corby/Bedford/Milton Keynes/Northampton area as 
part of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands study.  I understand that the study 
has commenced and will set out options for long-term strategic planning guidance, 
looking towards 2030.  It is possible that, in the long term, this process may lead 
to allocations for development within Aylesbury Vale District.  However, it would 
be premature (and irresponsible) of me to conclude, or even comment, on this 
possibility in advance of the completion of the inter-regional study and the 
subsequent examination of its conclusions as part of future reviews of the 
Buckinghamshire CSP and relevant RPGs. 

12.81.9 I understand that the recent Llewwlyn Davies report, the Milton Keynes Area 
Development Potential Study, identified the southern part of the site as a potential 
long-term peripheral expansion site for the future development of Milton Keynes.  
Presumably the study’s findings will form part of the input to the aforementioned 
inter-regional study.  Meantime, this should be seen as the most positive 
interpretation of its development potential, confirming its unsuitability for 
allocation in the current Local Plan.  

12.81.10 Finally, I am reluctant to comment on the suitability or otherwise of the site in 
detail.  To do so may prejudice the aforementioned inter-regional study or future 
reviews of the Aylesbury Vale District and/or Milton Keynes Local Plans.  But I 
note that there are constraints affecting the site.  The site includes the SAM at 
Snelshall Priory, is prominent in the local landscape, and is important to the rural 
setting of Whaddon village. It also lies beyond the established south-western flank 
of Milton Keynes, which is well defined by trees and banks. 

12.81.11 In conclusion, allocation of the objection site cannot be justified in the context of 
the current BCSP or emerging Local Plans.  While to suggest possible allocation 
in the longer-term would be premature in advance of the conclusions of the on-
going inter-regional study, and potentially prejudicial to its outcome.  

Recommendation: 
12.81.12 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.82 CP115 Housing at Dormer Avenue Allotments, Wing 
Objectors: 

 DD6920 Wimpey Homes Holdings Ltd 
 DD7633 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7657 The National Trust 
 DD7681 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.82.1 Whether allotments at Dormer Avenue, Wing, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.82.2 The objection site comprises some 3.8ha of former allotments situated 

immediately north-west of the junction of Dormer Avenue with Stewkley Road 
and Stewkley Hill, on the western edge of Wing. A band of mature woodland, 
approximately 80m wide, extends along the north-western edge of the site.  There 
is residential development to the north-east, east and south east.  To the west and 
south-west is predominantly open agricultural land; that to the west extending into 
open countryside, that to the south-west being dominated by the mediaeval 
earthworks, Castle Hill.  The eastern flank boundary of a short length of ribbon 
development abuts the western edge of the site.  The boundaries of the site are 
defined by a mix of post and wire fencing, the flanks of residential curtilages, and 
predominantly mature hedgerows.  

12.82.3 The Waddesdon Estate, National Trust and Historic House Hotels Ltd have 
objected on grounds that the site should be developed as an alternative, in part, to 
the proposed Berryfields MDA.  However, in Part 1 of my Report I recommended 
in support of the Berryfields MDA, and thus cannot condone the development of 
the site on the grounds suggested by these objectors.  

12.82.4 Wimpey Homes Holdings Ltd note that throughout the preparation of the Local 
Plan Wing was identified as a sustainable location for new housing, due to the 
available range of services and public transport provision, and that the objection 
site was specifically identified as a possible site for development.  It is thus now 
proposed that the objection site be developed for some 60 houses, including an 
element of affordable housing, together with amenity open space and a new health 
centre.  

12.82.5 During the Plan preparation process Wing was considered in the group of fourteen 
settlements where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be provided for 
after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, Winslow and 
Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although effectively a 
‘second tier’ settlement) had been discounted as a result of GB and AONB 
constraints.  However, the need to develop sites in third tier settlements was 
obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at Wendover as a 
brownfield redevelopment site.  The Hospital site, together with sites in 
Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham (but not Winslow) were thus allocated in 
the DDLP to meet the estimated housing need.   

12.82.6 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors that the strategy of concentrating the majority of development at 
Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  The objector, while 
supporting in principle the 75% : 25% urban / rural development split proposed in 
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the Plan, the concept of MDAs and, in general, AVDC’s stance concerning 
housing numbers, nevertheless expressed concern regarding deliverability 
(particularly at Broughton Stocklake), windfall projections, and the logic behind 
certain Rural Area allocations.  The objector also expressed concern that policies 
RA.18 and RA.20 were inappropriately restrictive.  

12.82.7 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in this, or indeed any other 
'third tier' settlement, to assist deliverability or to meet an outstanding housing 
need. 

12.82.8 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Wing 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.82.9 I recognise that in sustainability terms Wing is a large settlement with good 
facilities, including primary and secondary schools, shops, public houses, doctors’ 
surgeries, a village hall, playing fields, and a small amount of local employment.  
There is a reasonable bus service to Leighton Buzzard, Aylesbury and Milton 
Keynes and access to the main-line railway station at Leighton Buzzard.  But these 
facilities are insufficient to justify the scale of development proposed, and fall 
below those provided in Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service 
centres.   

12.82.10 Nonetheless, as a consequence of these facilities, Wing has been identified in 
Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in 
accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  I 
have considered objections to these policies in the Rural Areas chapter of this part 
of my Report, and concluded that, while requiring some modification, they are not 
unduly restrictive in term of numbers and site identification.  A relaxation of these 
restrictions would, I fear, result in an excessive amount of development in largely 
unsustainable locations throughout the District that would undermine the 
foundations of the Rural Areas Development Strategy.  Accordingly, policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
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for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  While it may be argued that 
development of the objection site would consolidate the existing settlement pattern 
by extending development along the western side of Dormer Avenue, it is clear 
that the objection proposal would, by reason of its scale, conflict with policies 
RA.18 and RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the 
Plan.  

12.82.11 A significant amount of evidence was submitted in support of this objection, and 
time spend at the inquiry examining its sustainability credentials and physical 
suitability for development.  Given my conclusion that land should not be 
allocated for development in Wing on principle, little purpose would be served by 
me commenting in depth or concluding in detail on these submissions.  Suffice to 
say that it appears that while the ecological value of the overgrown parts of the site 
increases the longer they remain unused, there are at present no insuperable 
ecological or other physical constraints to the development of the site.  However, 
the site is some distance (400 – 500m) from the majority of local services, which 
would be likely to discourage many from making round-trips on foot.  

12.82.12 Furthermore, I note that the former allotment plot holders were transferred by the 
Wing Allotments Society to a replacement site when the cultivation of plots fell to 
only 10%, representing a level which the Society considered to be untenable.  The 
Society has confirmed that the Dormer Avenue site is thus surplus to 
requirements, and will not be used again as allotments.  Hence, exceptionally, I do 
not regard the loss of allotments to be a significant issue in this case.  I do, 
however, note that BCC as HA object to access to the site being taken off Dormer 
Avenue; access off a mini-roundabout at the Stewkley Hill / High Street junction, 
with other improvements as previously agreed, being preferred.  I am also 
concerned that development on the site, which occupies an elevated position 
above Stewkley Hill and slopes away steeply to the north-west, west and south-
west, may impact on the rural setting of the village, although I believe that this 
could be mitigated by planting and layout design. 

12.82.13 Finally, with regards to the objection by Wimpey Holdings Ltd, I am not 
persuaded that the possible provision of a health centre, an element of affordable 
housing and amenity open space justify setting aside fundamental policy 
objections to development on the site.  I acknowledge the need for a new health 
centre.  However, in my view, the need for affordable (and low cost) market 
housing in Wing can be fully satisfied by development that accords with policies 
RA.18 and RA.20.  

Recommendation: 
12.82.14 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.83 CP116 Housing on land at Moorlands, Wing 

Objector: 
 DD6947 Martin Grant Homes Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.83.1 Whether land at Moorlands, Wing, should be allocated for residential 

development. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.83.2 The original objection site comprised an area of some 4.3ha north of Moorlands, 

on the northern edge of Wing.  However, this area is no longer proposed for 
development.  It is now proposed that the westernmost 0.9ha of the original 
objection site be allocated.  The revised objection site is broadly rectangular with 
the eastern boundary formed by Moorlands, an estate road serving a number of 
houses in the northern part of Wing.  To the south of the site Moorlands connects 
with Littleworth, which continues southwards towards the centre of the village.  
The Soulbury Road extends northwards from this junction, and the western 
boundary of the site is defined by the rear boundaries of properties fronting 
Soulbury Road.  The north-western boundary of the site follows a small stream. 
The north-eastern boundary is undefined, but extends from the rear of properties 
fronting Moorlands to the stream.  The site slopes from Moorlands in the east 
down to the stream, and presently comprises unkempt grazing land used for 
horsiculture.  

12.83.3 The objector maintains that insufficient provision has been made in the DDLP to 
meet strategic housing requirements during the Plan period to 2011, and that 
policies RA.18 and RA.20 are too restrictive and prescriptive.  It is further 
suggested that there is a need to identify additional sites for development in 
acceptable settlements to accommodate development in order to meet an 
anticipated shortfall in provision.  It is noted that Wing was identified as a 
sustainable location for new housing during the preparation of the Local Plan, and 
that land at Moorlands was specifically identified as a possible site for 
development.  It is thus now proposed that the objection site be developed for 
some 30 dwellings, including an element of affordable housing, together with 
amenity open space and other facilities.  

12.83.4 During the Plan preparation process Wing was considered in the group of fourteen 
settlements where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be provided for 
after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, Winslow and 
Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although effectively a 
‘second tier’ settlement) had been discounted as a result of GB and AONB 
constraints.  However, the need to develop sites in third tier settlements was 
obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at Wendover as a 
brownfield redevelopment site.  The Hospital site, together with sites in 
Aylesbury, Buckingham and Haddenham (but not Winslow) were thus allocated in 
the DDLP to meet the estimated housing need.   

12.83.5 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors that the strategy of concentrating the majority of development at 
Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  The objector, while 
supporting in principle the 75% : 25% urban / rural development split, expressed 
concern that the strategy of providing only for major development primarily  in 
Buckingham, Haddenham and Wendover would not meet other needs arising in 
the rural settlements. 

12.83.6 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
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conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in this, or indeed any other 
'third tier' settlement, to assist deliverability or to meet an outstanding housing 
need. 

12.83.7 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Wing 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely. 

12.83.8 I recognise that in sustainability terms Wing is a large settlement with good 
facilities, including primary and secondary schools, shops, public houses, doctors’ 
surgeries, a village hall, playing fields, and a small amount of local employment.  
There is a reasonable bus service to Leighton Buzzard, Aylesbury and Milton 
Keynes and access to the main-line railway station at Leighton Buzzard.  But these 
facilities are insufficient to justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far 
below those provided in Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service 
centres.   

12.83.9 Nonetheless, as a consequence of these facilities, Wing has been identified in 
Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in 
accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  I 
have considered objections to these policies in the Rural Areas chapter of this part 
of my Report, and concluded that, while requiring some modification, they are not 
unduly restrictive or prescriptive in term of numbers and site identification.  A 
relaxation of these restrictions would, I fear, result in an excessive amount of 
development in largely unsustainable locations throughout the District that would 
undermine the foundations of the Rural Areas Development Strategy.  
Accordingly, policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be 
granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  It may be argued that 
development of the objection site would consolidate the existing settlement pattern 
between Moorlands and Soulbury Road.  However, it is clear that the objection 
proposal would, by reason of its scale, conflict with policies RA.18 and RA.20, 
and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan.  

12.83.10 Evidence has been submitted concerning the sustainability credentials of the site 
and its physical suitability for development.  Given my conclusion that land 
should not be allocated for development in Wing on principle, little purpose would 
be served by me commenting in detail on these submissions.  Suffice to say that 
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while there appears to be no insuperable ecological constraints to the development 
of the site, I note that parts are frequently waterlogged and may occasionally 
flood.  Furthermore, the site is some distance (generally over 400m) from the 
majority of local services, which would be likely to discourage many from making 
round-trips on foot.  I also note that BCC as HA have expressed concern regarding 
access being taken off Moorlands as a result of the incline of the site, and it is 
unclear as to how this issue can be resolved.  Allocation would also extend built 
development marginally beyond the existing limits of the built-up area of the 
village into open countryside.  

12.83.11 Finally, I am not persuaded that the possible provision of an element of affordable 
housing and amenity open space justify setting aside fundamental policy 
objections to development on the site.  In my view, the need for affordable (and 
low cost market) housing in Wing can be fully satisfied by development that 
accords with policies RA.18 and RA.20. 

Recommendation: 
12.83.12 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.84 CP117 Housing at Abbotts Way, Wingrave 

Objector: 
 DD6912 Crest Homes (Eastern) Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.84.1 Whether land at Abbotts Way, Wingrave, should be allocated for residential 

development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.84.2 The 4.8ha objection site comprises an area of open grassland situated immediately 

north of the built-up area of Wingrave, to the rear of existing dwellings that front 
onto Abbotts Way and Winslow Road.  The site is bounded to the north, west and 
east by open countryside.  There is a small cluster of trees and undergrowth 
against the northern boundary of the site. 

12.84.3 The objector suggests that the site should be allocated for residential development.  
I do not agree. 

12.84.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.84.5 During the preparation of the Plan a group of fourteen settlements were considered 
where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be provided for after 
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Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, Winslow and 
Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although effectively a 
‘second tier’ settlement) had been discounted as a result of GB and AONB 
constraints.  However, Wingrave was not included in this ‘short-list’ of fourteen 
on grounds that it is a small village, remote from other main service centres with 
few local facilities, and is poorly served by public transport and divorced from the 
rail network.  The fact that Wingrave is unsuitable for anything other than modest 
development has thus been a constant feature of the Plan throughout. 

12.84.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Wingrave 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.84.7 Wingrave has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  Development of the objection site would, by reason of its scale and 
location, clearly conflict with these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental 
policy provisions in the Plan for the control of residential development in the 
Rural Areas.  

12.84.8 Furthermore, development in this location would extend the limit of built 
development beyond the established north-western periphery of the settlement, 
would be poorly related to the existing settlement pattern, and would appear as an 
obtrusive extension into the open countryside. 

12.84.9 Finally, due to its peripheral location, the site is some distance from the limited 
services and facilities available in Wingrave.  Development of the objection site 
would therefore, in all likelihood, result in a greater use of private cars than would 
otherwise be generated by development on suitable sites located more centrally 
within the village or in one of the four rural service centres.  

Recommendation: 
12.84.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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12.85 CP125 Housing at Coldstream Farm, Worminghall 
Objector: 

 DD2567 Deans Farm Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.85.1 Whether land at Coldstream Farm, Worminghall, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.85.2 The 1.4ha (estimated) objection site consists of an irregularly shaped parcel of 

land situated at the south-western end of Worminghall.  The northern part of the 
site comprises an area of open land bounded by a belt of trees fronting Waterperry 
Road, while the southern part contains several farm buildings comprising a poultry 
farm.  Immediately east of the site are a number of scattered buildings and a public 
house, beyond which are open fields.  To the south, west, and north-west beyond 
Waterperry road are open fields.  The main built-up part of the village lies to the 
north-east. 

12.85.3 The objector suggests that the site is well related to the existing settlement pattern, 
is well screened from neighbouring sites, and suitable for a small scale rounding 
off development which would improve the residential amenity of the area.  I do 
not agree. 

12.85.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.85.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at 
Worminghall would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.85.6 Worminghall is a small village, remote from main service centres, with few local 
facilities.  The village is poorly served by public transport, divorced from the rail 
network and distant from the SHN.  Nonetheless, Worminghall has been identified 
in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in 
accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.  
Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in 
Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used 
and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
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be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  Development of the objection site 
would, by reason of its scale and location, clearly conflict with these policies, and 
thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of 
residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.85.7 Furthermore, I do not agree the objector’s suggestion that the site is well related to 
the existing settlement pattern or necessarily well screened from neighbouring 
sites.  In my view the site lies outside of the built-up limits of the village.  
Allocation would result in an intensification of development in a predominantly 
rural setting that would conflict with the character of the surrounding area and 
intrude into the local landscape. 

12.85.8 Finally, Annex C to PPG3 specifically excludes land and buildings that are 
currently in use or have been used for agricultural purposes from the definition of 
‘previously developed land’.  Hence the development of the site would not, as 
suggested by the objector, represent a sensible re-use of previously developed 
land.  Particularly so when the majority of the site is undeveloped. 

Recommendation: 
12.85.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.86 CP128 Housing on land either side of Scotts Lane, Maids 

Moreton 
Objectors: 

 DD6326 Bovis Homes Ltd 
 DD6327 Bovis Homes Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.86.1 Whether land either side of Scotts Lane, Maids Moreton, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.86.2 The objection sites comprise two somewhat overgrown areas of land on either side 

of Scotts Lane in the southern part of Maids Moreton.  Scotts Lane is a surfaced 
single-track lane that extends northwards from Avenue Road, and continues 
through to Main Street as a footpath.  The 3.8ha (estimated) site to the west of 
Scotts Lane comprises an irregular shaped parcel of land that wraps around The 
Old Manor House providing two frontages to Duck Lane, the main Maids Moreton 
to Buckingham road (A413), and a southern frontage to Avenue Road.  The 
northern part of the Duck Lane frontage contains two recently constructed single 
storey buildings that appear to be used for residential and ancillary purposes.  
West of Duck Lane is the Buckingham Rugby Football Ground and the start of 
ribbon development that extends northwards into Maids Morton.  The 1.4ha 
(estimated) site to the east of Scotts Lane comprises a rectangular parcel of land, 
with a southern frontage to Avenue Road.  To the east is a primary school and 
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residential development.  There is residential development immediately to the 
north of both sites, and to the south beyond Avenue Road. 

12.86.3 The objector suggests that the DDLP places an unjustified over-reliance on 
windfall development to meet the rural housing requirement, and that this will 
undermine the achievement of the Plan’s sustainability objectives.  On-the-other-
hand, allocation of the objection sites would accord with sustainable objectives, 
and avoid development in the open countryside or on land of landscape, ecological 
or other previously designated significance. 

12.86.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.86.5  Maids Morton has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  In Buckingham, Wendover, Haddenham and Winslow larger schemes 
may be permitted.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  It may be argued that development of the objection sites would 
constitute the development of under-used land and/or consolidate the existing 
settlement pattern, or that both sites are substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  On the other hand, it is clear that, by reason of their scale, 
development would conflict in principle with policies RA.18 and RA.20, and 
thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of 
residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.86.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Maids 
Morton would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for 
such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable 
than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it 
would locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the 
residents of those developments would rely.  

12.86.7 However.  My above conclusions are predicated on the identification of Maids 
Morton as an Appendix 5 settlement.  And I have strong reservations concerning 
the validity of that categorisation.   
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12.86.8 I have earlier, in response to objections concerning proposed housing at Moreton 
Road, Buckingham (CP053), commented that Maids Moreton is no longer a small 
settlement close to Buckingham, but rather a medium sized village that is 
contiguous with the larger areas of residential development in Buckingham to the 
south.  East of Moreton Road there is no separation between the two settlements.   
And in my view it is a distortion of the facts to pretend that Maids Morton is a 
separate settlement to which Rural Area policies should apply.  Rather it is now 
physically a part of Buckingham, and should be recognised as such.  I 
acknowledge the Council’s and local residents’ desire for Maids Morton to retain 
some form of separate identity; in that respect it is no different to countless other 
villages that over time have been absorbed into larger settlements, and there are 
likewise countless examples of how the retention of separate identities can be 
successfully achieved.  However, there is no objection before me proposing the 
‘de-listing’ of Maids Morton from Appendix 5 and its recognition as part of 
Buckingham, and hence I am unable to recommend on the issue.  If ‘de-listing’ 
were to take place, development would accord with policy RA.18 as 
recommended to be modified.  I have no doubt that this could be controlled by 
means of General Policies in the Plan to produce a form of development that 
recognises the Council’s and local residents’ concerns regarding separation and 
identity. 

12.86.9 I am aware that an appeal against the Council’s failure to determine an application 
for residential development on the objection sites was dismissed in November 
1998, and note my colleague Inspector’s comments concerning the perceived 
consolidation of the link between Buckingham and Maids Morton 
(T/APP/J0405/A/98/295147/P7 paras 19 and 20).  However, I do not regard these 
comments as conclusive, given that the appeal was determined in the context of 
RALP policies, whereas ‘de-listing’ would place the proposal in an entirely 
different policy context.  Finally, it is interesting to note that my colleague did not 
conclude that development of the objection sites would significantly consolidate 
the link between Maids Morton and Buckingham, or refer to this matter as a 
determining issue in his overall conclusions.  It seems to me that this reinforces 
my belief that it would be possible to develop these sites while respecting the 
Council’s and local residents’ above mentioned concerns  

Recommendation: 
12.86.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
 
 
12.87 CP129 Housing on land north-east of Newton Longville 

Objector: 
 DD6835 City & St James Property Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.87.1 Whether land to the north-east of Newton Longville should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.87.2 The 3.3ha (estimated) objection site comprises an area of open agricultural land 

immediately north-east of the built-up area of Newton Longville.  The site slopes 
upwards in a north-westerly direction from Stoke Road, and is bounded to the 
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west by a range of modern residential properties north-east of the village centre, 
and to the south by Stoke Road, which extends eastwards from the village towards 
Stoke Hammond.  There is open agricultural land to the north and east, and to the 
south beyond Stoke Road.  

12.87.3 The objector suggests that development of the objection site would contribute to 
the overall sustainability of development in the area.  I do not agree. 

12.87.4 During preparation of the DDLP Newton Longville was considered in a group of 
fourteen settlements where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be 
provided for after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, 
Winslow and Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although 
effectively a ‘second tier’ settlement) had been discounted as a result of GB and 
AONB constraints.  The need to develop sites in third tier settlements was 
obviated by the emergence of the Princess Mary’s Hospital site at Wendover as a 
brownfield redevelopment site.  However, it is significant to note that during this 
exercise no sites were identified at Newton Longville which were of sufficient size 
or related well enough to the village to be proposed. 

12.87.5 The publication in 1998 of the DDLP precipitated doubt expressed by a number of 
objectors that the strategy of concentrating the majority of development at 
Aylesbury was not deliverable within the Plan period.  The objector expressed 
concern about, inter-alia, the proposed development strategy, particularly with 
regard to the 75% : 25% urban / rural development split, deliverability, and the 
Plan’s failure to take into account alleged benefits of identifying development land 
in the vicinity of Newton Longville, including the objection site. 

12.87.6 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, deliverability rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies (including the suggested allocation of land in Aylesbury Vale to meet 
an element of Milton Keynes’ housing needs), together with objections to the four 
proposed MDAs. In Part 2 I have earlier considered objections concerning 
proposed sites in the four category 2 rural service centres.  There is no need for me 
to repeat my considerations and conclusions.  Suffice to say that, while 
recognising the validity of this and other objectors’ concerns regarding 
deliverability, I am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be allocated 
are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings during the Plan period to meet my 
recalculated housing need.  These conclusions hold for both Aylesbury and the 
Rural Areas.  And hence there is no reason for additional land to be allocated in 
this, or indeed any other, ‘third tier’ settlement, to assist deliverability or to meet 
an outstanding housing need.  

12.87.7 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Newton 
Longville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.87.8 I recognise that Newton Longville is close to Bletchley / Milton Keynes, albeit 
linked by a rural road network, and that the village is served by a limited range of 
community facilities, including shops and a primary school, together with limited 

 284



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Counter Proposals – Rural Areas 

bus service to Bletchley and Milton Keynes.  But these facilities are insufficient to 
justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far below those provided in 
Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service centres, or indeed at Bletchley 
/ Milton Keynes.   

12.87.9 Nonetheless, as a consequence of these facilities, Newton Longville has been 
identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where development will be 
permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be 
modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements 
listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of derelict, 
under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in 
developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission 
may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings 
on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that 
on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be 
granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  Development of the objection site 
would thus, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with these policies, and 
thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for the control of 
residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.87.10 Finally, allocation of the objection site would extend development into open 
countryside that, given the sloping nature of the site, would be visually intrusive, 
particularly when viewed from the south. 

Recommendation: 
12.87.11 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.88 CP130 Housing adj. to the proposed Newton Longville 

Brickworks (Newton Leys) Redevelopment 
Objector: 

 DD7610 City & St James Property Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.88.1 Whether land in the parish of Stoke Hammond should be allocated for residential 

development as an extension to the proposed re-development site at Newton Leys 
(the former Newton Longville Brickworks). 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.88.2 The 12.25ha (estimated) objection site comprises three fields of agricultural land 

that lie in open countryside south of Bletchley, west of the London – Birmingham 
railway line, and north of the junction between the Newton Longville – Stoke 
Hammond and Drayton Parslow – Bletchley roads.  The former Newton Longville 
Brickworks lie to the north of the site in Milton Keynes. 

12.88.3 The Deposit Draft of the Milton Keynes Local Plan identifies the former 
brickworks, now referred to as Newton Leys, as a Key Site, MK4, where MKC 
supports the principle of comprehensive development  … including housing, 
employment, local shopping, recreation and community facilities.  I understand 
that a planning brief has been prepared for the site, and that this has been approved 
by AVDC, BCC and MKC.  The objector suggests that the objection site should 
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be allocated for housing, as this would not be detrimental to the objectives of the 
planning brief, and would contribute to the overall sustainability of development 
in the area.  I do not agree. 

12.88.4 I have earlier in Part 1 of my Report considered objections suggesting that the 
AVDLP should make provision for development in the vicinity of Milton Keynes 
to meet, in part, the needs of either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes.  However, 
it should be noted that the housing requirement allocations in policy H1 of the 
CSP includes separate assessments for AVDC and Milton Keynes.  Most of these 
requirements are derived from locally generated housing needs.  But some of 
AVDC’s requirement is derived from south Buckinghamshire where more 
restrictive policies, including the Green Belt, have resulted in an element of south 
Buckinghamshire’s requirement having to be met in Aylesbury Vale District.  
Locating some of AVDC’s total requirement adjacent to Milton Keynes would 
result in an element of provision being made distant from those areas it is intended 
to serve.  In overall strategic terms I have thus concluded that within Aylesbury 
Vale District some 65% of allocated new housing (and employment) development 
proposed during the Plan period should be provided on sustainable sites in 
Aylesbury.  And that the remaining 35% should be provided on sustainable sites in 
the identified rural service centres of Buckingham, Haddenham, Wendover and 
Winslow.   

12.88.5 I have likewise concluded that, in the interests of sustainability and to avoid over-
provision, the development needs of Milton Keynes should primarily be addressed 
by means of the Milton Keynes Local Plan.  There is no evidence before me to 
suggest that Milton Keynes will be unable to meet its needs for the period to 2011, 
being the period for the emerging MKLP, on sustainable sites within that 
authority’s administrative boundary.  And hence there is no reason to suggest that 
Milton Keynes’s current development needs might need to be met by allocations 
within Aylesbury Vale District in the AVDLP 

12.88.6 I have thus concluded that there is nothing in the CSP that can be construed as a 
policy requirement for allocations to be made in Aylesbury Vale District in close 
proximity to Milton Keynes to meet either Aylesbury Vale or Milton Keynes’ 
housing needs.  And that to do so would wholly conflict with sustainable and 
strategic objectives of the emerging Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes Local 
Plans.  Specifically there is no evidence to suggest that development proposed at 
Newton Leys cannot be successfully implemented without the inclusion of the 
objection site, or to otherwise support the allocation of the objection site as an 
extension to Draft Milton Keynes Local Plan Key Site policy area MK4.  

12.88.7 Looking beyond the present Plan period, Revised RPG9 (for the South East), 
published in March 2001, recommends that an inter-regional study should be 
undertaken to consider the further development potential of the Milton Keynes 
sub-region, and notes that this study, and its examination though individual 
structure plan processes, will inform the next reviews of RPGs for the South East, 
East Anglia and the East Midlands.  Mention of the study is also made in Revised 
RPG8 (for the East Midlands), published in January 2002, confirming that the 
potential for growth and its distribution across regional boundaries will be 
examined in relation to the Corby/Bedford/Milton Keynes/Northampton area as 
part of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands study.  I understand that the study 
has commenced and will set out options for long-term strategic planning guidance, 
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looking towards 2030.  It is possible that, in the long term, this process may lead 
to allocations for development within Aylesbury Vale District.  However, it would 
be premature (and irresponsible) of me to conclude, or even comment, on this 
possibility in advance of the completion of the inter-regional study and the 
subsequent examination of its conclusions as part of future reviews of the 
Buckinghamshire CSP and relevant RPGs. 

Recommendation: 
12.88.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.89 CP131 Airport Development at Oakley / Worminghall Airfield 

Objector: 
 DD6553 Mr Bell 

Principal Issue: 
12.89.1 Whether the former Oakley / Worminghall airfield should be allocated as an 

airport.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.89.2 The objector suggests that the former airfield between Worminghall and Oakley 

should be allocated for developed as an airport to serve Aylesbury and the region. 

12.89.3 Airports and associated infrastructure can only be promoted in the context of 
regional and national strategies.  There is no strategic evidence that an airport at 
Oakley / Worminghall is required to serve Aylesbury or a wider area, or that this 
is in any way a realistic proposition.  

Recommendation: 
12.89.4 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 
 
 
12.90 CP132 / CP133 Housing on land at Gorrell Lane, Tingewick 

Objector: 
 DD6284 M J Jeanes (Group) Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.90.1 Whether land east of Gorrell Lane, Tingewick, should be allocated for residential 

development (affordable housing).  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.90.2 The 0.6ha (estimated) objection site comprises a linear, broadly rectangular, field 

situated immediately east of Gorrell Lane, a footpath/green lane, on the south-
eastern edge of Tingewick.  The site is overgrown, with a mix of mature trees, 
brambles and scrub.  The site is bounded to the north by the flank boundary of a 
residential property and Gorrell Close, and to the west, beyond Gorrell Lane, by 
the rear boundaries of a row of semi-detached houses that front New Street.  Open 
fields lies to the south and east of the site. 

12.90.3 The objector maintains that the site is closely related to the existing built-up area 
of the village, with development on two sides, and has suggested that it be 
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allocated for residential development, specifically affordable housing.  I do not 
agree. 

12.90.4 It is unclear as to whether it is the objector’s intention to develop the whole of the 
site for ‘affordable housing’ as defined in C.6/98, which comprises both low-cost 
market and subsidised housing. There is no evidence before me to suggest a 
positive intention to provide subsidised housing.  I must therefore assume that it is 
the objector’s intention to provide predominantly low-cost market housing.  And 
as a consequence I treat this objection on the same basis as other objections 
seeking the allocation of peripheral sites in villages throughout the District.  In any 
event it would be inappropriate to allocate a site specifically for ‘affordable 
housing’, given that on allocated sites affordable housing should be provided as 
part of a larger scheme.  If, however, there is a proven need for a modest amount 
of affordable (ie subsidised) housing in Tingewick, it is possible that it could be 
provided under the ‘exceptions’ policy GP.3 as recommended to be modified, or 
policies RA.18 or RA.20, which I comment on below. 

12.90.5 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.90.6 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Tingewick 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.90.7 During the preparation of the DDLP a group of fourteen settlements were 
considered where a ‘third tier’ of development proposals could be provided for 
after Aylesbury and the ‘second tier’ settlements of Buckingham, Winslow and 
Haddenham.  At that stage development at Wendover (although effectively a 
‘second tier’ settlement) has been discounted as a result of GB and AONB 
constraints.  Tingewick was not included in this group and has thus never been 
regarded as a suitable location for anything more than a modest amount of 
development.  Nonetheless, it is recognised that Tingewick has some limited 
community facilities, including shops and a post office, a primary school, a village 
hall and some employment opportunities, together with public transport links to 
Buckingham and Milton Keynes.  The village is also conveniently placed for 
Buckingham.  As a result, Tingewick has been identified in Appendix 5 of the 
Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance with 
policies RA.18 and RA.20 as recommended to be modified.   
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12.90.8 I have considered objections to policies RA.18 and RA.20 in the Rural Areas 
chapter of this part of my Report, and concluded that, while requiring some 
modification, they are not unduly restrictive in term of numbers and site 
identification.  A relaxation of these restrictions would, I fear, result in an 
excessive amount of development in largely unsustainable locations throughout 
the District that would undermine the foundations of the Rural Areas Development 
Strategy.  Accordingly, policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up areas of 
settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the development of 
derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small 
gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  
Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 
5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 
confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements 
permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 
dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing development.  Development 
of the objection site would thus, by reason of its scale and location, conflict with 
these policies, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan 
for the control of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.90.9 Furthermore, although there is no evidence before me to the contrary, I am 
concerned that it may not be possible to provide a satisfactory means of access via 
Gorrell Close to serve the estimated 15 dwellings that could be provided on the 
site.  

Recommendation: 
12.90.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
 
 
12.91 CP134 Housing on land r/o Eskdale Road, Stoke Mandeville 

Objectors: 
 DD7628 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7652 The National Trust 
 DD7676 Historic House Hotels Ltd 

Principal Issue: 
12.91.1 Whether land to the rear of Eskdale Road, Stoke Mandeville, should be allocated 

for residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.91.2 The objectors suggest the development of land to the rear of Eskdale Road, Stoke 

Mandeville, as an alternative, in part, to the Berryfields MDA.  However, in Part 1 
of my Report I recommended in support of the Berryfields MDA, and thus cannot 
condone the development of the site on the grounds suggested by the objectors.  
Nonetheless, for completeness, I have considered these objections in principle, and 
the suggested development of the site on a ‘stand alone’ basis. 

12.91.3 The 1.7ha (estimated) objection site comprises a broadly rectangular field situated 
in the northern part of the centre of Stoke Mandeville.  Immediately to the east is 
the Aylesbury / Stoke Mandeville stretch of the Chiltern Railway line, while to the 
south and west are residential properties fronting Station Road and Eskdale Road 
respectively.  The northern boundary of the site opens onto open fields.   
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12.91.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.91.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Stoke 
Mandeville would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer 
no support for such a change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far 
less sustainable than that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) 
Strategy, as it would locate development remote from the services and facilities on 
which the residents of those developments would rely.  

12.91.6 Stoke Mandeville has a range of facilities, including shops, a community centre, 
and a significant amount of local enjoyment.  It also has regular train services to 
Aylesbury and London, and regular bus services to Aylesbury.  As a result, Stoke 
Mandeville has been identified in Appendix 5 of the Plan as a settlement where 
development will be permitted in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 confirms that within the built-up 
areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 precedence will be given to the 
development of derelict, under-used and previously developed land.  Residential 
infilling of small gaps in developed frontages with one or two dwellings will also 
be permitted.  Permission may also be granted for residential or mixed-use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites that consolidate existing settlement 
patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the edge of the built-up areas of 
Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted for residential or mixed–use 
development of up to 5 dwellings on sites substantially enclosed by existing 
development.  The objection site has an estimated capacity of 40+ dwellings, and 
thus, by reason of its scale or location cannot be regarded as ‘infilling’ or 
‘rounding off’.  The objection proposal would thus conflict with policies RA.18 
and RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan for 
the control of residential development in the Rural Areas.  

12.91.7 Finally, it is unclear as to how a satisfactory means of access could be provided to 
the site, - or even whether one can be provided at all other than from the 
agricultural land to the north.  And although there is no evidence before me, I am 
concerned that development may result in the loss of b&mv agricultural land. 

Recommendation: 
12.91.8 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections. 
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12.92 CP135 Housing on land to r/o Long Furlong, Stone 
Objector: 

 DD6315 NHS Executive, Anglia & Oxford 

Principal Issue: 
12.92.1 Whether land to the rear of Long Furlong, Stone, should be allocated for 

residential development. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.92.2 The 5.3ha objection site is situated on the northern edge of Stone, and comprises a 

large field presently used for grazing.  The site is bounded to the south by a 
modern housing estate, Long Furlong, being the re-developed former Nurses’ 
Home identified in Table 4 in the Plan, and to the east by a former tip, now 
reclaimed land.  To the north is a small burial ground originally related to the 
former St John’s Hospital, beyond which and to the west of the site is open 
countryside. 

12.92.3 The objector maintains that the Plan’s Development Strategy places undue 
reliance on MDAs to deliver the bulk of housing required during the Plan period, 
and assumes over-optimistic rates of completion.  It is suggested that a spread of 
housing allocations on different sites and in a variety of locations would be more 
likely to achieve the Plan’s housing requirement, as construction rates on smaller 
sites would be likely to be less prone to fluctuations.  It is thus suggested that the 
objection site be allocated to provide some 95 dwellings.  

12.92.4 In Part 1 of my Report I considered objections concerning the AVDLP housing 
requirement, delivery rates, and the Aylesbury and Rural Areas Development 
Strategies, together with objections to the four proposed MDAs.  In Part 2 I have 
earlier considered objections concerning proposed sites in the four category 2 rural 
service centres.  There is no need for me to repeat my considerations and 
conclusions.  Suffice to say that I have expressed support for the Development 
Strategies in principle, and am satisfied that the sites that I have recommended be 
allocated throughout the District are capable of delivering sufficient dwellings 
during the Plan period to meet my recalculated housing requirement.  And hence 
there is no reason for additional land to be allocated to assist deliverability or to 
meet an outstanding housing need. 

12.92.5 Ratification of the amount of development suggested by the objector at Stone 
would necessitate a fundamental change to the Rural Areas Development Strategy 
to favour development at smaller settlements.  I can offer no support for such a 
change.  Development in smaller settlements would be far less sustainable than 
that which accords with the Plan’s (and my recommended) Strategy, as it would 
locate development remote from the services and facilities on which the residents 
of those developments would rely.  

12.92.6 In sustainability terms, Stone enjoys a range of basic facilities, including a post 
office and store, primary school and some local employment, together with a 
regular bus service to Aylesbury along the A418.  But these are insufficient to 
justify the scale of development proposed, and fall far below those provided in 
Aylesbury itself or the four category 2 rural service centres.  However, as a 
consequence of these facilities, Stone has been identified in Appendix 5 of the 
Plan as a settlement where development will be permitted in accordance with 
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policies RA.18 and RA.20, as recommended to be modified.  Policy RA.18 
confirms that within the built-up areas of settlements listed in Appendix 5 
precedence will be given to the development of derelict, under-used and 
previously developed land.  Residential infilling of small gaps in developed 
frontages with one or two dwellings will also be permitted.  Permission may also 
be granted for residential or mixed-use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
that consolidate existing settlement patterns.  Policy RA.20 confirms that on the 
edge of the built-up areas of Appendix 5 settlements permission may be granted 
for residential or mixed–use development of up to 5 dwellings on sites 
substantially enclosed by existing development.  It is evident that the objection 
proposal would, by reason of its location and scale, conflict with policies RA.18 
and RA.20, and thereby undermine fundamental policy provisions in the Plan.  

12.92.7 Furthermore, I am concerned that development on the objection site would be 
poorly related to the traditional settlement pattern, and be visually intrusive in a 
slightly elevated position in the open countryside.  The loss of countryside would 
itself conflict with Plan policy and Government advice that the countryside should 
be protected for its own sake.  

12.92.8 Finally, I note that the objector suggests that the site be identified for development 
during the current Plan period, or for possible development in the next.  I have 
given my definitive response to the former suggestion above.  And I am unable to 
comment on the latter, given that my remit to recommend the allocation of sites 
for development does not extent beyond the current Plan period.  

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

 

STRATEGIC GAPS 
 

12.93 CP001 Strategic Gap at Aston Clinton / Buckland / Drayton 
Beauchamp 
Objector: 

 DD2097 Mr Frost 
 
12.94 CP012 Strategic Gap between Bedgrove, Aylesbury and New 

Road, Weston Turville 
Objectors: 

 DD2605 Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 DD2914 Mr McMahon 
 DD7921 Mr Vernon 
 DD7922 Ms Puddefoot 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 10.5): 
CO0245 David Wilson Estates Ltd 
CO0047 Mrs M E Sharp 
CO0048 Mr J E Molyneux 
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12.95 CP019 Strategic Gap at Broughton Crossing, east of Aylesbury 
Objector: 

 DD5604 Mrs Eldon 
 
12.96 CP020 Strategic Gap east of Broughton Stocklake MDA, 

Aylesbury 
Objector: 

 DD1089 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 
 
12.97 CP039 Strategic Gap at Berryfields / Fleet Marston, Aylesbury 

Objector: 
 DD6711 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6740 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD6754 The National Trust 
 
12.98 CP042 Strategic Gap between Berryfields and Weedon Hill MDAs, 

Aylesbury 
Objector: 

 DD1093 Vale of Aylesbury CPRE 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 10.6): 
CO0233 Berryfields Consortium 
CO0207 Hives Partnership Planning 
CO0177 Hallam Land Management Ltd 

 
12.99 CP043 Strategic Gap north of Watermead, Aylesbury 

Objector: 
 DD2802 Lakeside Land Ltd 

 
12.100 CP046 Strategic Gap between Buckingham and Radclive 

Objector: 
 DD2093 Mr Frost 
 
12.101 CP056 Strategic gap at Grand Avenue, Stowe Gardens and 

Buckingham 
Objector: 

 DD6773 The National Trust 
 
12.102 CP066 Strategic Gap between Edlesborough and Northall 

Objector: 
 DD2098 Mr Frost 
 
12.103 CP069 Strategic Gap between Haddenham and Aston Sandford 

Objector: 
 DD2094 Mr Frost 
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12.104 CP100 Strategic Gap between Wendover and Halton 
Objector: 

 DD2095 Mr Frost 
 
12.105 CP110 Strategic Gap between Whaddon and Milton Keynes 

Objectors:
 DD0135 Mr/Ms Barton  DD0285 Mr Simmons 
 DD0137 Mrs Barton  DD0287 Mrs Parrott 
 DD0139 Ms Salway  DD0289 Ms Simmons 
 DD0141 Mrs Warrington  DD0291 Mrs Aitken 
 DD0143 Mrs Cummings  DD0293 Mrs Barnes 
 DD0145 Mr Cummings  DD0295 Mr Aitken 
 DD0147 Mr Barrie  DD0297 Mr/Ms Bailey 
 DD0149 Mrs Muggeridge  DD0299  Mr & Mrs 

Malinowski  DD0151 Mr Duke 
 DD0153 Dr Tunnicliffe  DD0420 Mr Hodgson 
 DD0172 Mrs Tunnicliffe  DD0422 Mrs Hobbs 
 DD0174 Mr Bray  DD0424 Mr Spooner 
 DD0176 Mr Froggatt  DD0425 Mrs Spooner 
 DD0178 Mrs Froggatt  DD0427 Mr Nicholson 
 DD0180 Mrs Beckwith  DD0429 Mrs Nicholson 
 DD0182 Mr Dormer  DD0431 Mr Keir 
 DD0184 Mr Beckwith  DD0433 Mr Porter 
 DD0186 Mr/Mrs Dalton  DD0435 Mrs Porter 
 DD0188 Mrs McBrien  DD0437 Mr Porter 
 DD0190 Mr McBrien  DD0439 Mr Porter 
 DD0192 Mrs Spurge  DD0441 Ms Porter 
 DD0194 Mrs Hobday  DD0443 Mr Porter 
 DD0196 Dr Hobday  DD0445 Mr Powell 
 DD0198 Mr Bandy  DD0447 Mrs Powell 
 DD0200 Mrs Bandy  DD0449 Mrs Fassihi 
 DD0202 Mr Warrington  DD0451 Mr Adams 
 DD0204 Mrs Barrie  DD0453 Ms Hayward 
 DD0206 Ms Duke  DD0455 Miss Fassihi 
 DD0208 Mr & Mrs White  DD0457 Miss Hopson 
 DD0210 Mr O'Sullivan  DD0459 Ms Tucker 
 DD0212 Mr Moss  DD0461 Mr Povey 
 DD0214 Mr French  DD0463 Mr Oliver 
 DD0216 Mrs French  DD0465 Mrs Povey 
 DD0226 Mr Dietsh  DD0467 Mrs Erskine-Young 
 DD0234 Mr Jones  DD0469 Mr & Ms Hayers & 

Hamer  DD0236 Ms Hughes 
 DD0238 Mr Morris  DD0471 Mr Fassihi 
 DD0240 Ms Hooper  DD0473 Mr Jarman 
 DD0242 Mr Cox  DD0475 Mrs Jarman 
 DD0244 Ms Cox  DD0538 Whaddon Parish 

Council  DD0246 Mr Green 
 DD0248 Mrs Pease  DD0725 Mrs Ludlow 
 DD0250 Mr Wilson  DD0727 Mr Ludlow 
 DD0252 Ms Collar  DD0729 Mrs Welford 
 DD0254 Ms Holman  DD0731 Ms Welford 
 DD0256 Mrs Garrett  DD0733 Mrs Justice 
 DD0258 Mr Gordon  DD0735 Dr Robinson 
 DD0260 Mrs Gordon  DD0737 Dr Robinson 
 DD0262 Mr Moss  DD0739 Mrs Morley 
 DD0264 Ms Moss  DD0741 Mr Croney 
 DD0266 Mrs Ratcliffe  DD0743 Mrs Egerton 
 DD0268 Mr Ratcliffe  DD0745 Miss Griggs 
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 DD5858 Mrs Graham  DD1316 Mr Northedge 
 DD5860 Dr Graham  DD1751 Mr/Ms Jaworska 
 DD5882 Mr & Mrs Hobbs  DD1753 Mr Jaworski 
 DD5884 Mrs Hayward  DD1755 Mrs McGuinness 
 DD5886 Mr Hayward  DD1827 Mrs Smith 
 DD5888 Mr & Mrs Hobbs  DD1829 Mr Winward 
 DD5917 Mr/Ms Stewart  DD1831 Mrs Winward 
 DD5936 Mr & Mrs Willis  DD1862 Mrs Bullock 
 DD5939 Mr Willis  DD1863 Ms Carruthers 
 DD5950 Mr Osterberg  DD1866 Ms Bray 
 DD5954 Gp Cpt Osterberg  DD1868 Mr Carruthers 
 DD5957 Mrs Osterberg  DD1870 Mrs Metcalfe 
 DD5960 Mr Osterberg  DD1872 Mr Metcalfe 
 DD5962 Mr/Ms Fobister  DD1874 Mr/Ms Connolly 
 DD5964 Mrs Fobister  DD1876 Miss Connolly 
 DD6009 Mrs Teff  DD1878 Mr/Ms Dixon 
 DD6117 Mrs Stewart  DD1880 Mr/Ms Dixon 
 DD6119 Ms Stewart  DD1882 Ms Genaway 
 DD6529 Mr Short  DD1884 Mr Beasley 
 DD6531 Mrs Short  DD1885 Mr Stewart 
 DD6533 Mr Shaghaghi  DD2066 Mr Teff 
 DD6535 Mrs Shaghaghi  DD2068 Mr Willett 
 DD6537 Mr/Ms Hoskins  DD2070 Mr Green 
 DD6539 Mr/Ms Walker  DD2072 Mr Coe 
 DD6541 Mr & Mrs Stewart  DD2074 Mrs Coe 
 DD6543 Ms Groundes-Peace  DD2076 Mrs Green 
 DD7355 Ms Moss  DD2078 Ms Magee-Brown 
 DD7357 Ms Scott  DD2080 Mr Magee-Brown 
 DD7359 Mr Scott  DD2082 Miss Mikati 
 DD7361 Ms Scott  DD2084 Mr & Mrs Dudley 
 DD7363 Ms Scott  DD5814 Lady Stanier 
 DD7365 Mr Roff  DD5817 Sir Stanier Bt 
 DD7367 Mrs Barter  DD5819 Whaddon Parish 

Council  DD7369 Mr Barter 
 DD7385 Mr Groundes-Peace  DD5832 Mr/Ms Spencer 
 DD7573 Mr Lemagnen  DD5834 Mrs Boyett 
 DD7575 Ms Cox  DD5836 Mrs Spencer 

 DD5838 Mr Boyett 
 

12.106 CP113 Strategic Gap between Whitchurch and Oving 
Objector: 

 DD2099 Mr Frost 
 

12.107 CP114 Strategic Gap between Wing and Burcott 
Objector: 

 DD2100 Mr Frost 

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 10.7): 
CO0141 Milton Keynes Council 
CO0173 Dunlin Ltd 
CO0205 Mr and Mrs Jarvis 

 

12.108 CP124 Strategic Gap between Winslow and Shipton 
Objector: 

 DD2096 Mr Frost 
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12.109 CP126 Strategic Gap between Aylesbury, Stone & Bishopstone 
Objectors: 

 DD2907 Stone with Bishopstone & Hartwell Parish Council 
 DD6694 Historic House Hotels Ltd 
 DD6728 The Waddesdon Estate 
 DD7607 The National Trust 

Issues: 
12.109.1 Whether additional Strategic (Local Green) Gaps should be allocated throughout 

the District. 

12.109.2 Whether additions or other alterations should be made to certain proposed 
Strategic (Local Green) Gaps.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.109.3 Objections have been made suggesting either alterations to proposed or additional 

Strategic (Local Green) Gaps.  For brevity I deal with these together. 

12.109.4 In Chapter 11 of my Report (Part 2) I considered objections to Rural Area policies 
RA.2 and RA.3, concerning the coalescence of settlements and Strategic (to be re-
named Local Green) Gaps.  I have recommended modifications to policy RA.2, 
strengthening and directing the Council’s control over development that would 
tend towards coalescence, and unequivocally recommended that policy RA.3, 
concerning Strategic (Local Green) Gaps, be deleted.   

12.109.5 It thus follows that I can offer no support for any suggested additional or 
alterations to proposed Strategic (Local Green) Gaps. 

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

AREAS OF ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPE 
 
12.110 CP091 Extension to Stowe AAL adjacent to Silverstone MRC 

Objector: 
 DD6776 The National Trust 

Issue: 
12.110.1 Whether land that is within the historical limit of Stowe Park but currently used 

for occasional car parking for Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit should be 
included within the Stowe Area of Attractive Landscape. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.110.2 In Chapter 11 of my Report (Part 2) I considered objections to Rural Areas policy 

RA.10, concerning the control of development within Areas of Attractive 
Landscape, and recommended that the policy be deleted.  It thus follows that this 
objection falls on grounds that I do not support the AAL in principle.  However, 
given that there may be support for the retention of policy RA.10, I comment 
briefly on this objection below. 
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12.110.3 Both Stowe Landscape Gardens and the Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit are of 
international importance.  And by their very nature, it is inevitable that there will 
be a clash of cultures at the interface between the two.   

12.110.4 It is evident from historical evidence that the objection site, know as the Field Site, 
originally formed part of the extensive Stow Park, and was peripheral to the more 
formal Stowe Landscape Gardens.  However, the Park has been considerably 
reduced in size over the years, and the Field Site now lies outside, but adjoining, 
the Extent of Garden and other Land of Historic Interest identified by English 
Heritage on their Register of Historic Parks and Gardens.  It also lies outside of 
the Stowe AAL, the boundary of which wraps around the eastern, southern and 
western edges of the site; the northern boundary being contiguous with an area 
that forms an occasional/secondary point of access (West 13) to the Silverstone 
Racing Circuit.   

12.110.5 Topographically the Field Site appears to be more closely related to the land-form 
of the Park and Gardens to the south than the Racing Circuit to the north.  
However, it seems to me that this is due more to the works originally undertaken 
to establish Silverstone as a World War II airfield rather than any marked or 
inherent differences in topographical character between the two sites.  The Field 
Site is now owned by the Silverstone Motor Racing Circuit, and is used 
intermittently for car parking and as an occasional circuit for rally cars; at other 
times it appears to remain unused.  Its present character displays little discernible 
evidence of its past, and it seems to me that there is even less chance of any 
historic character being re-established.  In my view the Field Site now forms part 
of the operational land used by the Circuit, and that accordingly it would be 
inappropriate to include it within the AAL. 

12.110.6 Furthermore, and of particular significance, it would be inappropriate to suggest 
amendments to the AAL boundary in advance of the County-wide study of 
landscape character being undertaken by BCC.  When completed, this could form 
a basis for the re-examination of AALs at a future Review stage of the Plan, or for 
the preparation of SPG.  Much will depend upon the outcome of the forthcoming 
review of the CSP, and the fate of any parent policy for AALs and the like. 

12.110.7 I appreciate that exclusion from the AAL will mean that future development 
proposals for the site will not be subject to the level of control envisaged by 
RA.10 (if retained).  However, I am satisfied that it will be possible to exercise 
effective control over the site by other Plan policies, and there is no reason why 
application of these policies should not pay due regard to the proximity and 
importance of the Landscape Gardens.  

12.110.8 Finally, there appears to be several discrepancies between the boundary of the 
Park and Garden of Special Historic Interest in the vicinity of the objection site as 
shown on the Proposals Map and the boundary of the Extent of Garden and other 
Land of Historic Interest as shown on English Heritage's Register of Historic 
Parks and Gardens.  These discrepancies should be corrected.  

Recommendation: 
12.110.9 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection.  
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LOCAL LANDSCAPE AREAS  
 
12.111 CP058 Extension to Great Ouse Valley (East) LLA at Padbury 

Brook / Foscote Reservoir 
Objector: 

 DD2276 Bucks County Council 
 
12.112 CP111 Extension to Whaddon / Nash LLA at Bottlehouse Farm, 

Whaddon 
Objectors: 

 DD5815 Lady Stanier 
 DD5818 Sir Stanier Bt 
 DD5820 Whaddon Parish Council 
 DD5919 Mr/Ms Stewart 
 DD6116 Mrs Stewart 
 DD6120 Ms Stewart 

Issue: 
12.112.1 Whether extensions should be made to certain proposed Local Landscape Areas.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
12.112.2 Objections have been made suggesting extensions to proposed Local Landscape 

Areas.  For brevity I deal with these together. 

12.112.3 In Chapter 11 of my Report (Part 2) I considered objections to Rural Area policy 
RA.11, concerning the control of development within Local Landscape Areas, 
and, unequivocally recommended that the policy be deleted.  There is, in my view, 
even less justification for the allocation of LLAs than there is for AALs, although 
I am firmly of the view that both should be deleted.  It thus follows that I can offer 
no support for any suggested extension to any proposed LLA. 

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