
Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Buckingham 

7 CHAPTER 6 – BUCKINGHAM 
 

HOUSING 
7.1 Paragraph 6.1 

Objector: 
 DD2837 Buckingham Society 

Principal Issue: 
7.1.1 Whether there should be a policy on community consultation and specific policies 

for residential consolidation in the town. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.1.2 The entire Plan preparation process is an exercise in community consultation and 

there are separate procedures for publicity for planning applications.  I have no 
reason to doubt that the Council will involve the local community and affected 
persons in planning proposals and am thus satisfied that no specific consultation 
policy is necessary.  I also think that Buckingham is not so unusual that the Rural 
Areas infilling and consolidation policies would be ineffective in controlling 
development. 

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

7.2 Policies BU.1 and BU.2, and Paragraphs 6.8 – 6.10 
Supporters:

 DD0406 Mr Shirley 
 DD1124 Vale of Aylesbury 

CPRE 
 DD1261 Rural Development 

Commission 
 DD2106 C A Broadhead 
 DD2755 Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD4326 Cala Homes (South) 

Ltd 

 DD6206 Buckinghamshire 
Health Authority 

 DD6571 Mrs Ladell 
 DD6572 Mrs Ladell 
 DD6792 Bellway plc 
 DD6793 Bellway plc 
 DD7571 Mrs Buckland 
 DD7582 Mrs Buckland 
 DD7586 Mr Buckland 
 DD7778 Rural Development 

Commission 

Objectors:
 DD0011 S F Caunt 
 DD0021 Mr Chalmers 
 DD0024 Mr & Mrs Allison 
 DD0477* Mr Farmer 
 DD0501 Anglian Water 
 DD0753** MAFF 
 DD2010 Hamilton Precision 

Ltd 
 DD2011 Hamilton Precision 

Ltd 
 DD2259 Wilcon Homes 
 DD2283 Bucks County Council 
 DD2542  Bucks Archaeological 

Society 

 DD2551 Old Road Securities 
plc 

 DD2654 G Shaw 
 DD2655 G Shaw 
 DD2656 G Shaw 
 DD2754 Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD2817 Buckingham Society 
 DD2836 Buckingham Society 
 DD2909 Mr Price 
 DD2910 Mr Price 
 DD4239 Haddenham 

Protection Society 
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 DD4240 Haddenham 
Protection Society 

 DD4289 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4290 Hawes & Webb 
 DD4325 Cala Homes Ltd 
 DD5630 Mr Phillips 
 DD5905 Clements Family 
 DD5906 Clements Family 
 DD5907 Clements Family 
 DD6131 Mrs Moxon 
 DD6790 Bellway plc 
 DD6791 Bellway plc 
 DD6794 Bellway plc 
 DD6846 Dunlin Ltd 
 DD6883 J J Gallagher Ltd 
 DD6951 Bryant Homes 

Technical Services  

 DD6952 Bryant Homes 
Technical Services 

 DD6954 Bryant Homes Ltd 
 DD7017 Buckingham Business 

Club 
 DD7037 Station Road Trust  
 DD7049  Estate of HC Stock 
 DD7068 Old Road Securities 

Ltd 
 DD7150 Environment Agency 
 DD7233 County Archaeol-

ogical Service 
 DD7345 Mrs Biss 
 DD7384 Rev Wigfield 
 DD7584 Mr/Ms Waterston 
 DD7743 Mr Walker 
 

*   objection withdrawn 
   **  objection conditionally withdrawn 

Principal Issues: 
7.2.1 Whether Buckingham is a sustainable location for new development. 

7.2.2 Whether development of the site would have an adverse visual impact on the 
nearby proposed LLA and/or and views of Buckingham, particularly towards the 
church of St Peter and St Paul. 

7.2.3 Whether the location of the site is sustainable in terms of walking and cycling, and 
accessibility by public transport. 

7.2.4 Whether development of the site would result in an unacceptable loss of high 
quality agricultural land. 

7.2.5 Whether the site can be adequately drained, or whether development would result 
in an unacceptable increase in the risk of localised flooding.  

7.2.6 Whether development of the site would result in an unacceptable increase in 
highway dangers, including an increase in traffic on nearby roads and within the 
town centre.  

7.2.7 Whether exiting social and community facilities would be able to cope with the 
anticipated amount of development.  Or whether adequate provision can be made 
for requisite facilities. 

7.2.8 Whether a total of 450 dwellings would result in over-development of the 
combined sites, or whether a total of 375 (or less) would be more appropriate. 

7.2.9 Whether increased provision should be made for affordable and low cost housing. 

7.2.10 Whether an archaeological survey is required.  

7.2.11 Whether the two sites should be treated separately or as a single entity in terms of 
planning obligation thresholds. 

7.2.12 Whether the requirement for the provision of indoor sports facilities can be 
justified. 

7.2.13 Whether the policy should include a requirement for the funding of education 
improvements. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.2.14 Policies BU.1 and BU.2 together with paras. 6.6 - 6.11 seek to establish the 

principle for the development of sites north and south of Tingewick Road, 
Buckingham, for some 450 dwellings.  It is envisaged that this will comprise some 
100 dwellings on the 2.7ha part of the site north of Tingewick Road, and some 350 
dwellings on the 17.3ha part of the site to the south; total 20ha.  Unless otherwise 
stated or implied, I have treated the two sites as a single unit.    

7.2.15 The Council suggest Changes PC 6.1 (part superseded), ORCs 137.01 - 03, FPC 
138.01(superseded), FPC 138.02 (part superseded), and FPCs 138.03 – 05 to policy 
BU.2.  And ORC 138.06 to para. 6.11.  I comment on these, where relevant, below. 

Buckingham as a Sustainable Location 
7.2.16 Several objectors object to BU.1 and BU.2 in principle by suggesting that 

Buckingham is not a sustainable location for new development.  I do not agree.  I 
have earlier, in Part 1 of my report, considered objections to the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy (paras 3.18 - 3.21 and Table 4 of the Plan).  There is no need 
for me to re-iterate my conclusions here.  Suffice to say that I maintain my support 
for the principle of sequential site selection whereby most development is 
concentrated at those settlements that have the greatest range of employment and 
services and are best served by public transport. Specifically, the priority given to 
the development of brownfield sites (category 1 in the Council’s search sequence), 
other than where they perform so poorly in relation to location, accessibility, and 
other sustainability criteria as to preclude their development, accords with advice in 
PPG3.  And the objective of locating most development in rural service centres 
(category 2 settlements in the Council’s search sequence), which act as focal points 
for housing, transport, and other services, thereby encouraging better transport 
provision in the countryside, accords with advice in PPG13  

7.2.17 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 thus 
fully accords with advice in PPGs 3 and 13 and confirms their status as sustainable 
locations for new development. 

Visual Impact 
7.2.18 Particular concern has been expressed that the proposed development will have an 

adverse visual impact on the proposed Great Ouse Valley LLA and/or views 
towards Buckingham, particularly of the church spire.  I share these concerns.   

7.2.19 The combined site lies on the edge of the built-up area, south-west of the town 
centre and north of the Buckingham by-pass.  The southern (and largest) part of the 
site rises some 14m from Tingewick Road on its northern boundary to its 
southernmost point alongside the by-pass and is in predominantly arable use.  In its 
undeveloped state the site permits open views from its westernmost edge, from 
points along Tingewick Road and from the by-pass towards the town centre.  These 
views focus on the spire of the church of St Peter and St Paul – which has been 
described as Buckingham’s most valued landmark - and, in the wider context, 
allow an appreciation of the setting of the historic centre of the town in the local 
landscape and surrounding countryside.  Panoramic views towards the historic core 
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of towns and villages of this nature are increasingly rare and, in my view, should be 
retained and protected where possible.   

7.2.20 Prospective developers of the site suggest that it will be possible to maintain the 
most important element of these views by creating a vista across the site from its 
westernmost point towards the church.  This vista would be formed within the 
development layout and enhance by tree planting.  However, I am not persuaded 
that this would compensate for the loss of the range of views presently available.  
The proposed vista would, in effect, allow only a single view focussed on the 
church spire from a vantage-point at the western end of the site.  Views of the spire 
from other vantage-points and of the town and its setting would be lost.  I also fear 
that the clarity of the formed vista would, in time, be diminished and possibly lost 
as it became increasingly interrupted by street furniture and other urban 
paraphernalia.  Furthermore, the vista would be manifestly man-made.  The quality 
of existing panoramic views is not that they focus solely on the church, but that 
they enable the viewer to appreciate the manner in which the historic centre of the 
town, discernible at a distance by the church spire, sits in the landscape.  In my 
opinion the creation of a single, possibly indistinct and somewhat contrived view of 
the church spire through an expanse of modern residential development would offer 
scant compensation for the loss of these wider views towards the heart of the town 
in its rural setting seen from a variety of viewpoints.  

7.2.21 The smaller northern part of the site rises a few metres from Tingewick Road 
before, for the most part, sitting atop the steep southern valley side formed 
immediately to the north by the River Great Ouse.  Part of the site is in allotment 
use, most of the remainder is pasture.  Although largely screened from Tingewick 
Road by roadside hedges, the site is more prominent in distant views, especially 
from the north and when viewed across the southern site from the by-pass.  Land 
immediately north of the site has been identified as a Local Landscape Area.  I 
consider objections to the principle of LLAs, policy RA.11, later in my Report.  
However, notwithstanding my recommendation that RA.11 (together with policy 
RA.10 concerning AALs) should be deleted, I recognise that this part of the River 
Great Ouse valley is an area of attractive countryside.  And it seems to me that the 
proposed northern site forms an integral part of this landform and landscape - being 
separated from it by no-more than a weak hedge.  Development in this location 
would appear elevated and intrusive when viewed from the by-pass to the south 
and, together with development on the higher parts of the southern site, intrusive on 
the skyline when seen at a distance from the north.  Furthermore, I am concerned 
that development in this prominent location will distract from the landscape quality 
of the adjoining river valley, and thereby diminish its rural attractiveness.  And 
neither I am persuaded that these intrusive and detrimental effects could be 
satisfactorily mitigated by layout or on-site landscaping.  

7.2.22 It is, of course, inevitable that development of a greenfield site on the edge of the 
Buckingham built-up area will have an impact on the local and possibly distant 
landscape.  However, in my opinion the impact in this location would be excessive, 
resulting in the loss of some of the most important views of the town and its setting, 
intrusive skyline (or near skyline) development, and detriment to nearby areas of 
attractive landscape.  For these reasons, if for no other, development on sites both 
north and south of Tingewick Road should be resisted.  

 

 4



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Buckingham 

Access and Sustainability  
7.2.23 The proposed sites lie some 0.9 to 1.5 kilometres at their nearest and furthest from 

the town centre; a little further in real terms by accessible routes.  The most direct 
pedestrian and cycle route to the town centre is via Tingewick Road; there are 
presently no dedicated pedestrian footpaths/cycleways linking the site directly to 
the town centre.   

7.2.24 I understand that nationally 80% of all trips up to 1.6km in length and 28% of all 
trips regardless are made on foot.  A distance of 1.6km is thus considered a 
reasonable distance to walk, and would take approximately 20 minutes; a cycle ride 
of that distance would take about 8 minutes.  A catchment area of 1.6km radius 
around the site includes the town centre, schools, hospital, employment areas, 
leisure facilities, and the Tescos’ superstore; all of which are thus (in theory) within 
a 20 minute walk or an 8 minute cycle ride.  It is thus possible that residents within 
the site would chose to walk to the town centre, although realistically it must be 
recognised that much of the site is near, and in parts possibly beyond, the 
acceptable distance for many pedestrians wishing to make a return journey. For 
cyclists the town centre is clearly accessible in terms of distance; the generally 
accepted threshold for a cycle journey is considered to be 5km which is equivalent 
to a 25 minute cycle ride.  

7.2.25 The Buckingham Town Council Railway Walk, which extends from Tingewick 
Road in the west to the A421 in the east along the disused railway line, runs along 
the north-eastern edge of the southern site.  Criterion d) requires this facility to be 
linked to the proposed site, and for access for pedestrians and cyclists to be 
provided to the town centre, employment areas and other facilities via the former 
railway line and Gawcott Road / Mitre Street.  The former railway line also 
provides access to Tesco’s and the employment area south of the A421 and links 
with the Great Central Cycle Ride.  The latter comprises a defined cycleway along 
a series of inter-connected roads and other routes which in the immediate locality 
provides access northwards (via the aforementioned Gawcott Road / Mitre Street) 
to the town centre, southwards to the hotel/employment area, and beyond in both 
directions.  The Railway Walk is suitable for use by both cyclists and pedestrians.  
However, it is presently unlit, in parts un-surfaced, and would not provide the most 
direct route to the town centre.  I therefore question its safety (particularly during 
the hours of darkness) and convenience as a route.  I suspect that many pedestrians 
and cyclists would chose a safer and/or more convenient alternative.  As an aside, I 
am also concerned that the former railway line would act as a barrier between the 
proposed site and development to the west, hindering movement and full 
integration between the old and the new.  

7.2.26 The nearest bus service (discounting express services) is the number 40, which 
extends into Westfields south of Tingewick Road, approximately 250m east of the 
site.  This is a ‘round town’ loop service, linking all the outlying estates 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 could easily be extended to serve the proposed 
development site.  Furthermore, criterion b) requires an equitable contribution 
towards the revenue costs during the first three years following occupation of the 
first dwelling on either site for public bus improvements in Buckingham.  If sought, 
these improvements should be of direct benefit to the site. 
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7.2.27 Overall I am satisfied that, while not without its shortcomings, the site is arguably 
sustainable in terms of walking, cycling, and accessibility by public transport. 

Agricultural Land Quality 
7.2.28 PPG7, The Countryside – Environmental Quality and Economic and Social 

Development, requires local planning authorities when preparing development 
plans 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 initially objected to policy BU.1 on grounds that the proposed 
development would result in the loss of b&mv land when other, lower quality land, 
is available for development.  However, MAFF subsequently conditionally 
withdrew their objection on the understanding that the emphasis for maintaining 
the land protection policy will now become the responsibility of the local planning 
authority and, if necessary, the Inspector at appeal or inquiry.   

7.2.29 The proposed development sites were surveyed by MAFF in 1993, and hence a 
detailed agricultural land classification has been carried out under current MAFF 
guidelines.  This survey revealed that some 1.8ha (67%) of the northern site and 
some 12.6ha (73%) of the southern site comprises b&mv land.  0.9ha (33%) of the 
northern site is in non-agricultural use, indicating that all of the available 
agricultural land within that site is b&mv land.  Some 1.2ha (7%) of the southern 
site is in non-agricultural use; the residual 3.5ha (20%) is Grade 3b. 

7.2.30 It is evident that development of the proposed sites would result in a significant 
loss of b&mv agricultural land.  I understand that while agricultural land quality 
throughout Aylesbury Vale is generally poorer than the average for England, the 
complexity of distribution around Buckingham is such that it would be difficult, 
and possibly impossible, to identify a peripheral site for a significant amount of 
development without some loss of b&mv land.  Furthermore, I recognise that the 
site has certain locational advantages in terms of accessibility to local services and 
the like, and that as the proposed site forms only 6% of the farmed area of a 
substantial 290ha farm, its loss to development would not prejudice the viability of 
the holding.  However, it must be recognised that 72% of the proposed site 
comprises b&mv land, with only 17.5% comprising Grade 3b (the balance is in 
non-agricultural use).  In my opinion, having regard to clear advice in PPG7, the 
scale of  loss envisaged on the proposed sites is a major constraint to development, 
is excessive, and cannot be condoned. 

Drainage and Flooding 

7.2.31 Concern has been expressed as to whether adequately provision can be made for 
foul and surface water drainage from the site, and if not, whether development 
would result in an increase in the risk of localised flooding.  I understand that the 
nearby River Great Ouse has a history of flooding adjacent to the site, but that no 
records exist of the site being affected. 

7.2.32 I note that the Environment Agency, the agency primarily responsible for ensuring 
that proposed development neither exacerbates exiting flooding problems nor is 
itself liable to be flooded, objected to policy BU.2.  However, this objection was to 
criterion j) and requested that the importance of wildlife corridors be recognised; in 
their objection the agency specifically confirmed their support for criterion p) 
(which requires adequate provision to be made for foul and surface water drainage 

 6



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Buckingham 

and water supply) as this addresses their concerns with regard to foul and surface 
drainage of the site.  The EA has recently reviewed its food plans for the area, and 
these may confirm that provision for on-site water storage would be required.  
However, given the size of the site, I do not regard this as a constraint to 
development.  

7.2.33 Likewise, Anglian Water commented on BU.2 (recorded as an objection), with 
regards to foul drainage, surface water drainage, capacity at the relevant sewage 
treatment works and water supply.  AW confirmed that surface water would require 
balancing prior to discharge into the River Great Ouse and that some upgrading 
works will be required at the Riverside Pumping Station, but that otherwise no 
problems were foreseen. 

Highways and Traffic 
7.2.34 It is envisaged that access to the proposed sites would be taken from two junctions 

on Tingewick Road. The westernmost would comprise a roundabout, providing 
access to both the northern and southern sites.  The other would comprise a simple 
priority T junction and serve only the southern site.  I am satisfied that, given the 
current low traffic flows on Tingewick Road and the availability of land on-site for 
sightlines, these junctions are unlikely to give rise to any flow, capacity or highway 
safety problems.   

7.2.35 It is possible that, arising from its increased useage, revisions may be required to 
the Tingewick Road / by-pass junction.  This presently comprises a T junction with 
a substandard ghost-island, and has been the scene of several personal injury 
accidents in recent years.  However, it seems to me that improvements to this 
junction could be achieved by widening the ghost-island, or alternatively the 
construction of a roundabout, and would not be so problematic as to constitute a 
serious constraint to development on the proposed sites.  

7.2.36 Concern has also been expressed that development of the site will result in an 
undesirable increase in traffic on local roads and in the town centre.  It is, of course, 
inevitable that additional development will result in some increase in traffic and 
congestion.  However, I do not envisage that the level of increase that would be 
generated by the proposed 450 dwellings would be excessive, although it seems to 
me that there may be a noticeable increase in congestion in the Castle Street / 
Nelson Street / School Lane area of the town.  I trust that AVDC and BCC as HA 
maintain a watching brief over traffic conditions in Buckingham and elsewhere, 
and will endeavour to deal with any localised problems as necessary.  

Social and Community Facilities 
7.2.37 Several objectors are concerned that overloaded social and community facilities, 

including education and health, will be unable to cope with the amount of 
development proposed.  

7.2.38 Policy BU.2 as suggested to be changed, includes several criteria requiring the 
provision of or contributions towards a range of social facilities.  I comment in 
more detail on those relating to education and indoor sports facilities below.  
However, I note that no service provider has objected to the proposed development 
and must therefore conclude that either existing facilities are adequate to cope with 
the anticipated increase in demand, or that they can be increased or improved as 
necessary, possibly in accordance with policy criteria.  The need for any additional 
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facilities not previously identified could be investigated during the preparation of 
the planning brief.  

Density  
7.2.39 The combined sites have a total area of some 20ha.  It is envisaged that the 2.7ha 

northern site will contain some 100 dwellings, and the 17.3ha southern site some 
350 dwellings.  This equates to a gross density of 37 and 20 dwellings/hectare on 
the northern and southern sites respectively, and a gross density of 22.5 d/h overall.  
PPG3 advises that local planning authorities should avoid developments that make 
inefficient use of land, and suggests net densities of between 30-50 
dwellings/hectare as being appropriate.   

7.2.40 I am confident that development of the northern site would accord with PPG 
advice.  However, in the absence of details of the amount of land required within 
the southern site for landscaping and other facilities, it is not possible for me to be 
so certain with regards to the southern site.  However, it seems to me that if, 
contrary to my recommendation, development on this site were to proceed, some 
350 dwelling would be neither excessive nor unduly (if at all) conflict with PPG 
advice.  On the other hand, fewer dwellings may be insufficient to fund requisite 
infrastructure or desirable social facilities. 

Affordable and Low Cost Housing 

7.2.41 Objectors have expressed concern that criterion o), requiring the provision of a 
minimum of 15% (or an other appropriate figure to be determined by a housing 
needs survey) of the total dwellings as affordable housing, is imprecise.  Others 
have suggested that the percentage should be increased, and provision made for low 
cost market housing.  

7.2.42 In response, and arising from their proposed changes to policy GP.2, the Council 
suggests FPC 138.03.  This requires the provision of a mix of house types, 
comprising a minimum of 20% and up to 30% of proposed dwellings as affordable 
housing, and at least 10% as low cost market housing.  FPC 138.03 accords with 
my recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and supporting text 
(contained in Part 1 of my Report), and accordingly resolves or answers specific 
objections to BU.2 on this issue. 

Archaeology  

7.2.43 The Council suggest that criterion l) be replaced by means of PC 6.1, superseded 
by ORC 137.01, requiring an appropriate archaeological evaluation of the St 
Rumbold’s Well area.  This evaluation to form part of the preparation of the 
planning brief in order to assess the potential archaeological importance of the 
feature.   

7.2.44 As far as I am aware there is no evidence of archaeological remains elsewhere 
within the wider site.  Accordingly I am satisfied that suggested ORC 137.01 
resolves those objections concerning the need for an archaeological evaluation of 
the site. 

Site Differentiation  
7.2.45 A prospective developer of the southern site maintains that the northern and 

southern sites should be considered separately with regards to planning obligation 
thresholds.  However, I do not agree. 
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7.2.46 Clearly the sites are physically closely related.  If, contrary to my recommendation, 
they are developed, it will be necessary for the provision of requisite landscaping, 
highway and access arrangements, and other infrastructure to be co-ordinated in 
order to ensure the proper and programmed provision of these facilities.  Likewise, 
over time, it will be impossible to realistically differentiate between the demands 
emanating from the separate sites for social, education and other facilities, other 
than in broad proportional terms. These demands will need to be met on a 
comprehensive rather than on a site-by-site basis.  

7.2.47 I appreciate that development may be undertaken by two or more developers.  But 
that is no different to what one would expect on many large sites, and no reason for 
the requirements for and consequences of the development of the sites to be 
considered separately.  Hence I must conclude that it is entirely appropriate for the 
sites to be considered as a single entity in terms of planning obligation thresholds.  
Furthermore, although not a determining factor, my conclusion on this issue is 
reinforced by my understanding that the sites are in the same ownership and form 
part of the same farm holding, thereby precluding problems often associated with 
planning obligations in respect of sites in multi-ownership or occupation. 

Provision of Indoor Sports Facilities  
7.2.48 Criterion i) requires, inter-alia, the provision of indoor sports facilities. The Council 

propose by means of ORC 137.03 to combine criteria h) and i), requiring, inte-alia, 
the provision of changing rooms … combined within an appropriate new 
community facility of up to 400sqm, incorporating a single dual use sports / 
community hall.  It has been suggested that this requirement is excessive and 
cannot be justified. 

7.2.49 I have earlier (in Part 1 of my Report) recommended the deletion of policy GP.125 
that included a threshold of 500 dwellings for the provision of indoor sports 
facilities.  However, I understand that this threshold was based on guidance 
contained in the Sports Council’s 1992 publication, Planning Guidance for 
Development: A guide for Negotiation.  This stated that because of the nature and 
scale of investment required to provide for indoor sports facilities, the [Sports] 
Council will only require indoor sports provision in association with developments 
of 500 houses or more.  This minimum figure may be varied if local circumstances,  
particularly any identified local deficiencies in indoor sports provision, justify a 
lower threshold.  The proposed development will provide for some 450 dwellings, 
and thus falls below this stated threshold.   

7.2.50 The Council (ie the LPA) suggest in supporting text (para. 6.9) that because of 
particular local circumstances, in that Buckingham is poorly provided for with 
public indoor sports facilities it is appropriate to apply a lower threshold 
requirement to the Tingewick Road development.  However, it appears that the 
Council may be divided on the issue of need.  Their Topic Paper Recreation and 
Leisure, CD134, contains an analysis of the application of the Facilities Planning 
Model developed by Sport England to assess the relationship between the need and 
supply of sports facilities to the predicted additional population/demand that would 
be generated by the proposed 450 new dwellings.  And concludes that no additional 
need will be created by the new development.  But I note that the FPM does not 
assess the additional need there may be for smaller community halls where some 
sport and wider community activities take place.   
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7.2.51 The suggested replacement criterion includes mention of a community facility, and 
thus I am persuaded that the FPM is not wholly relevant in this case.  In my view 
advice in C.1/97 is of much greater relevance.  C.1/97 requires planning obligations 
to be sought only where they are necessary, relevant to planning, directly related to 
the proposed development, fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development proposed, and reasonable in all other respects.  It seems to me that it 
cannot be argued that provision of a sports hall would be directly or fairly and 
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development proposed.  However, it may 
be argued that 450 dwellings would justify the provision of a small community hall 
– and I would regard up to 400sqm as small - and that this would be directly, 
reasonably and fairly related in scale and kind to the development proposed.  
Following on from that conclusion, it seems to me that the requirement that the 
facility be made suitable for indoor sport, thereby comprising a dual use sports / 
community hall, is entirely reasonable (and a good idea), and would not conflict 
with the requirements of C.1/97.  Hence I am satisfied that if, contrary to my 
recommendation, development were to proceed, the requirements of combined 
criterion h) and i) introduced by ORC 137.03 are reasonable and can be justified. 

Education Improvements 
7.2.52 Policy BU.2 contained in the DDLP did not require a financial or any other 

contribution towards the provision of improved education facilities, and thus this 
issue did not generate any formal objection.  However, the Council propose by 
means of FPC 138.01, superseded by FPC 138.02, part superseded by ORC 138.07, 
to introduce additional criterion r), requiring a contribution amounting to the cost of 
providing a three classroom extension to a primary school in the area, and criterion 
s) requiring a contribution amounting to the cost of providing a three classroom 
extension to a secondary school(s) in the area.  As these far reaching Changes have 
not been subject to formal scrutiny, nor placed on public deposit, I have considered 
subsequent comments by interested parties as objections to the Plan. 

7.2.53 Objection is made on grounds that the requirements of suggested criteria r) and s) 
are too prescriptive, and as such may conflict with guidance in C.1/97.  And I 
agree.  While it is possible to estimate the average number of primary and 
secondary school pupils ‘generated’ by the development of 450 houses, it is not 
until the details of house numbers and types have been established, either by means 
of the brief or at the planning application stage, that a more accurate total can be 
estimated.  This total should then be used to calculate the education requirement 
and financial contribution required.  It is possible that the requirements in criterion 
r) and s) may prove to be an over-estimate, and would thereby conflict with the 
requirements of C.1/97.  They could also be an underestimate, leaving the Council 
under-provided.  Hence I suggest that if the Council decides not to accept my 
recommendation and development were to proceed, suggested criterion r) and s) be 
modified to omit specific reference to the numbers of classrooms, but that the 
methodology to be used in calculating the amount of contribution required be 
included in the planning brief.  

7.2.54 As an aside, I note that an objector suggests that if there is spare capacity in nearby 
schools at the time development takes place, and these schools are accessible from 
the development, then only any net deficit of places need to be provided.  I strongly 
disagree with this approach.  In my experience spare capacity in schools usually 
arises as a result of fluctuations in the number of pupils on the school register.  
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These fluctuations are often short term, so that spare capacity is soon lost.  Where 
capacity does exist, the available space is invariably put to good use as extra 
teaching space or for other educational activities.  C.1/97 enables local planning 
authorities to seek benefits that are directly, fairly and reasonably related in scale 
and kind to the development proposed.  No exception is made or suggested that 
where spare capacity exists reduced provision is required or would be appropriate, - 
the primary requirement remains that the obligation is directly and fairly related to 
the development proposed, not to extraneous circumstances.  It is thus entirely 
reasonable for a local planning authority to require the provision of, or funding for, 
the full amount of (say) education provision generated by proposed development, 
irrespective of whether spare capacity exists nearby or not; indeed, it would be 
irresponsible of them not to do so.  By the same token it would, of course, be 
entirely unreasonable for a local planning authority to require the provision of or 
funding for more than the full amount of provision generated by proposed 
development to remove a shortfall if schools nearby were operating significantly 
above capacity.  Applied consistently this approach will ensure that all developers 
make an equitable contribution for the provision of social facilities directly related 
to the amount/type of development they propose; that obligations are not unduly 
influenced by fortuitous and often temporary local circumstances; and that existing 
spare capacity remains available to meet potential future (non proposed 
development related) increases in demand. 

Conclusions 
7.2.55 The contribution uninterrupted views across undeveloped sites make to the 

character and setting of a settlement is, I fear, something that is frequently under-
valued, and as a consequence often overlooked.  However, in this instance it is of 
particular importance.  Buckingham is fortunate in that several approach roads 
provide panoramic views of the town, each of which helps to establish its setting in 
the local landscape.  It is vital that this attribute is not destroyed.  For if lost, 
Buckingham will, I fear, present itself to approaching travellers as an anonymous 
settlement devoid of character and a sense of place. 

7.2.56 I fully recognise the advantages the Tingewick Road sites offer in terms of 
accessibility to the town centre, schools and employment by means other than the 
private car.  However, it seems to me that these advantages would not compensate 
for the visual intrusion occasioned by the proposed development in the local and 
distant landscape, or for the permanent loss of possibly the most important views of 
the town and its setting.  The loss of a significant amount of b&mv agricultural 
land reinforces my conclusion.  

Recommendation: 
7.2.57 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policies BU.1 and BU.2, 

and that supporting text be deleted or modified where necessary.. 
 
 

7.3 Policy BU.3 
Supporter: 

 DD7779 Rural Development Commission 

 

 11



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Buckingham 

Objectors:                        
 DD0502 Anglian Water 
 DD2012 Mr I Hamilton, 

Hamilton Precision 
Ltd 

 DD2251 Buckingham Traders 
Association 

 DD2657 Mr Shaw 
 DD2756 Buckingham Town 

Council 

 DD2835 The Buckingham 
Society 

 DD5628 Mr Phillips 
 DD5943 Mr Phillips 
 DD7038 Station Road Trust  
 DD7418 Mr Meadows 
 DD7419 Mr Meadows

Principal Issues: 
7.3.1 Whether the proposed access to the site off Bridge Street would be satisfactory. 

7.3.2 Whether increased provision should be made for affordable and low cost housing. 

7.3.3 Whether existing farm buildings within the site should be retained for 
recreational/leisure use. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.3.4 Policy BU.3 relates to land at Portfields, south-east of the town centre.  A larger 

site was allocated for housing development in the RALP, much of which has 
subsequently been developed.  The DDLP states that 2.3ha remain undeveloped, of 
which 1.4ha does not have planning permission (as at September 2000). 
Circumstances may have subsequently changed.  It appears that the whole of the 
land shown as housing commitment and the eastern part of the allocated site have 
been developed.  Clearly these will necessitate amendments to the policy, Proposals 
Map and text.  However, I deal with these objections in the context of the situation 
as existing in September 2000, when BU.3 was considered at inquiry. 

7.3.5 It is evident that certain design principles have been established by the 
development undertaken thus far, and it is reasonable to expect that, in the main, 
these will be carried forward into the final stages of the development.  More 
specifically it will be necessary to have regard to the extent of the built-up limit 
shown on the Town Centre Inset Map, the proximity of the town centre 
conservation area, and views into the site from the riverside and Cornwalls 
Meadow.  However several issues remain unresolved and it is appropriate, where 
necessary, for these to be considered in the context of updated planning advice.  

7.3.6 Particular concern has been expressed over the design and location of the proposed 
access to the site.  Access to the existing Portfields development is taken off 
Bourton Road, via Mallard Drive. This has been extended via Moorhen Way to 
serve the whole of that area shown on the Proposals Map as a housing commitment 
site, and via Treefields to serve part of the allocated site.  But I have reservations as 
to whether it would be appropriate to extend Treefields to serve the remainder of 
the allocated site.  Hence I am persuaded that a second access is required.  
Objectors suggest that this could be achieved by means of the existing track off 
Bourton Road, west of Portfields Way.  However, I am not persuaded that it would 
be possible to satisfactorily serve the whole, or even part, of the undeveloped area 
this way; sight-lines and requisite improvements would, in particular, be a problem 
at its junction with Bourton Road.  I must therefore conclude that, while not 
entirely satisfactory in terms of location and environmental impact, the proposed 
access off Bridge Street offers the only viable alternative.  I understand that BCC as 
HA have agreed this access.  Nevertheless it will require careful design in order to 
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minimise conflict with the nearby riverside recreational area and to maintain 
highway safety.  The number of properties served should be the minimum possible, 
having regard to layout and access constraints throughout the whole of the 
Portfields development. 

7.3.7 Objectors have also expressed concern that criterion e) is imprecise, and that 
increased provision should be required for affordable and low cost market housing.  
In response, and arising from their proposed changes to policy GP.2, the Council 
suggests FPC 138.04.  This requires the provision of a mix of house types, 
comprising at least 10% as low cost market housing and a minimum of 20% and up 
to 30% of proposed dwellings as affordable housing.  FPC 138.04 accords with my 
recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and supporting text (contained 
in Part 1 of my Report), and accordingly resolves or answers specific objections to 
BU.3 on this issue. 

7.3.8 Several objectors have suggested that the existing farm buildings on the site should 
be retained for recreational or other appropriate uses.  However, these buildings 
have no intrinsic merit, and would not lend themselves to conversion or re-use for 
recreational or leisure purposes.  Hence I can see no justifiable reason for their 
retention as a policy requirement. 

7.3.9 It should be noted that in my calculation of the Rural Areas housing requirement I 
have included the Portfields allocation in my estimate of expected completions in 
the Rural Areas post 2001.  This accords with the process followed by the Council 
in their Topic Paper, Housing Requirements (CD 131, November 1999).  Hence, 
although an allocation in the DDLP, the Portfields site does not appear in the Rural 
Areas Development Strategy, Table 4, as recommended to be modified; see 
Appendix A to Part 2 of my Report. 

7.3.10 Finally, the site should be identified by its policy number on the Buckingham Town 
Centre Inset Map. 

Recommendation: 
7.3.11 I recommend that: 

7.3.12 Policy BU.3 be modified in accordance with FPC 138.04. 

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

7.3.14 The Proposals Map and supporting text be updated as necessary. 
 
 

EMPLOYMENT 
7.4 Paragraphs 6.15 and 6.18 and Policies BU.4 and BU.5 

Supporters: 
 DD2757 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD2758 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7012 Buckingham Business Club 
 DD7780 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7781 Rural Development Commission 
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Objectors: 
 DD0503 Anglian Water 
 DD0754 MAFF 
 DD2013 Hamilton Precision 

Ltd 
 DD2014 Hamilton Precision 

Ltd 
 DD2658 G Shaw 
 DD2812 Buckingham Society 

 DD4241 Haddenham 
Protection Society 

 DD4291 Hawes & Webb 
 DD7151 Environment Agency 
 DD7234* County Archaeol-

ogical Service 
 DD7513  Thames Valley CCI 

 * objection withdrawn 
Principal Issues: 

7.4.1 Whether the distribution uses mentioned in paragraph 6.15 would lead to 
unacceptably high levels of HGV traffic. 

7.4.2 Whether additional land should be allocated for employment purposes in 
Buckingham. 

7.4.3 Whether the criteria in BU.5 should include reference to wildlife corridors, habitats 
and archaeological interests. 

7.4.4 Whether the BU.5 allocation would result in an unacceptable loss of high quality 
agricultural land. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.4.5 The Council propose a series of Changes consequent upon the planning permission 

granted for the site to the west of Lenborough Road.  These involve alterations to 
the Proposals Map that seem to me to introduce the potential for confusion because 
it is not clear precisely where the BU.5 area is located.  This should be clarified 
and, I suggest, the employment commitment should be identified.  Furthermore, the 
suggested changed wording of BU.4 could also be improved because it is not the 
Council that is intending to undertake the development but the Plan that is 
allocating land for such purposes. 

7.4.6 I consider that the juxtaposition of the larger allocated site with the by-pass should 
ensure that any distribution traffic would be quickly directed to the primary road 
system, and thereby obviate potential congestion.   

7.4.7 I am satisfied that employment allocations in Buckingham have been carefully 
assessed and I see no reason to question the Council’s conclusions or to increase 
the amount of land allocated.  

7.4.8 I do not regard it as necessary to include specific reference to wildlife corridors and 
archaeological matters, as these are already covered broadly in GP policies and are 
unlikely to be of real significance on this site.   

7.4.9 Although there is no survey evidence before me, I understand that the proposed 
BU.5 allocation impinges on b&mv agricultural land.  Nonetheless, in this instance 
I am satisfied that the sustainability and employment advantages arising from 
extending the existing allocation outweigh any agricultural constraint.  

7.4.10 Finally, it would make development control more effective if BU.4 and BU.5 were 
combined into a shorter, sharper policy. 
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Recommendation: 
7.4.11 I recommend that: 

7.4.12 Policy BU.4 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map allocates land for employment development within and 
adjacent to the Buckingham Industrial Park, and to the south of the 
Buckingham by-pass. 

Employment proposals on these sites should relate satisfactorily to the layout 
and design of adjacent development and include appropriate pedestrian, 
cycle and public transport links and provision for suitable drainage 
infrastructure and water supply.  Permission will not be granted for direct 
vehicular access to the by-pass. 

In considering applications the Council will have regard to the conservation 
of natural features and will impose conditions, or may seek planning 
obligations, to secure substantial landscaping for the sites and their settings 

7.4.13 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy BU.5 

7.4.14 The Proposals Map be modified where necessary to identify the sites referred to in 
modified policy BU.4, and the committed employment site. 

 
 

SHOPPING 
7.5 Policy BU.6 

Supporters: 
 DD2759 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7704 Rural Development Commission 

Objector: 
 DD7286 Government Office for the South East 

Principal Issue: 
7.5.1 Whether BU.6 was too restrictive in not allowing proposals to be treated on their 

merits. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.5.2 Government Office is right to the extent that there should be no objection to shops 

that do not impair the shopping function of the town centre.  The interest is already 
safeguarded by policy GP.43 but I accept that a further reference in this Chapter 
would not be out of place.  In this case an adjustment is needed to provide the 
proper context for this protective statement. 

Recommendation: 
7.5.3 I recommend that policy BU.6 be modified by rewording as follows: 

Proposals for retail development in Buckingham should not adversely affect 
the shopping function and character of the town centre.  Neighbourhood 
shops serving the needs of local areas are acceptable in principle. 
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TOWN CENTRE 
7.6 Policies BU.9 and BU.11 

Supporters: 
 DD2762 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD2764 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7705 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7894 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD2659 G Shaw 
 DD2780 C Cumming 
 DD2811 Buckingham Society 
 DD2815 Buckingham Society 

Principal Issues: 
7.6.1 Whether the courtyard developments referred to in BU.9 should include mixed 

uses. 

7.6.2 Whether rear servicing was inconsistent with protecting the character of the centre 
and should be replaced with a restriction on servicing times. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.6.3 I see no reason why the small-scale development contemplated under BU.9 should 

not include mixed uses, but in the Central Shopping Area the emphasis should be 
on retail development.  This would not preclude other uses, the effect of which 
could be assessed individually when applications were considered. 

7.6.4 The regulation of servicing hours is not a land-use planning matter, and the need 
for alternative servicing arrangements may be important in association with the 
planned pedestrian priority areas. 

7.6.5 Policies BU.9 and BU.11 are linked with the unchallenged BU.7, BU.8 and BU.10 
and  – in a spirit of helpfulness – I feel that I ought to comment on the whole 
section.  BU.7 is not a land-use policy.  It is about encouraging people to use their 
buildings efficiently and this does not need to be said as a policy.  BU.8, to which a 
minor revision was proposed, also ‘encourages’ and indicates that permission may 
be granted in certain vague circumstances.  The accent is wrong – such changes are 
always acceptable if they do not harm planning interests.  BU.9 need not confine 
itself to infilling or small-scale development because all beneficial development 
should be permitted.  BU.10 is more justification than policy.  BU.11 has a 
planning point.  None of the policies are well explained by the preamble of 
paragraphs 6.23 – 6.25.  

7.6.6 It seems to me that the Council ought to revisit BU.7 – BU.11 and recast them as a 
more robust and relevant policy expression, retaining the essential planning 
components and avoiding corporate aspirations which could be part of the 
supporting text. 

Recommendation: 
7.6.7 I recommend that: 

7.6.8 Policy BU.7 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map defines the Buckingham Central Shopping Area. 

 16



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Buckingham 

Development that enhances the shopping function and characteristics of the 
Central Shopping Area, including appropriate residential and non-retail 
uses, will be permitted.  Proposals for new buildings or alterations to 
existing buildings, and for shop fronts and advertisements, should be 
designed to harmonise with the traditional appearance of the town centre 
and should, where possible, include or facilitate rear servicing. 

Development giving rise to excessive traffic that is incompatible with the 
historic environment or retail efficiency of the centre will not be permitted. 

7.6.9 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies BU.8, BU.9, BU.10 and BU.11. 

7.6.10 Supporting text be modified as necessary. 
 
 

7.7 Paragraph 6.27 and Policy BU.13 
Supporters: 

 DD2766 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7898 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD2660 G Shaw 
 DD2661 G Shaw 
 DD2810 Buckingham Society 
 DD7416 S O Meadows 
 DD2814 Buckingham Society 
 DD7420 S O Meadows 

Principal Issues: 
7.7.1 Whether the Primary Shopping Frontage should include Cornwell Place, parts of 

West St and Castle St, Bridge St, Nelson Street and the south side of Market Hill. 

7.7.2 Whether the figure quoted in the margin note was justified or should be less. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.7.3 It is essential for the proper working of town centre policies that Primary Shopping 

Frontages do not include secondary or otherwise diluted frontages.  In my view 
none of the additions suggested qualify as Primary, and hence I agree the Council’s 
judgement of the extent of Buckingham’s primary shopping frontages.  I also agree 
the short revision proposed to paragraph 6.27.   

7.7.4 I see no reason to disagree with the average shop size derived from the 1990 study. 

7.7.5 However, I do not regard BU.13 as an easily workable policy.  It involves too many 
tests, caveats and imponderables.  There is no adequate explanation why large 
shops outside the Primary Shopping Frontages, often amongst the most 
economically vulnerable, cannot change to non-retail uses that might otherwise 
fortify the viability of the Central Shopping Area. 

7.7.6 A solution would be to replace Policies BU.12 and BU.13 with AY.43 and AY.44 
as recommended earlier.  This would meet the point of BU.12 and BU.13 to protect 
and strengthen the trading integrity of the town centre. 
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Recommendation: 
7.7.7 I recommend that: 

7.7.8 Paragraph 6.27 be modified in accordance with ORC 143.01. 

7.7.9 Policies BU.12 and BU.13 be reworded in accordance with policies AY.43 and 
AY.44 as recommended to be modified in Part 1 of my Report. 

 
 

7.8 Paragraph 6.31 and Policy BU.14 
Supporters: 

 DD2767 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD2809 Buckingham Society 
 DD7899 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 
 DD0159 M Swinhoe-Phelan 

 DD2249 Buckingham Traders 
Association 

 DD2456  I Hopcraft 
 DD2543  Bucks Archaeol-

ogical Society 
 DD2544  Bucks Archaeol-

ogical Society 
 DD2662 G Shaw 
 DD2768  Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD2779 C Cumming 

 DD2813 Buckingham Society 
 DD5692 P Terkelsen 
 DD5880 Akeman Property Co 
 DD5942 P A Phillips 
 DD6192 D G Osborne 
 DD6219 Mrs U Robinson 
 DD7201  Bedford Group of 

Drainage Boards 
 DD7235  County Archaeol-

ogical Service 
 DD7421* S O Meadows 
  

* objection withdrawn 
Principal Issues: 

7.8.1 Whether the Retail Background Paper mentioned in paragraph 6.31 is a public 
document. 

7.8.2 Whether the BU.14 developments should be based on a mix of housing (including 
elderly persons’ accommodation), commercial and recreational uses 

7.8.3 Whether BU.14 should include criteria requiring archaeological evaluations and 
tree surveys, and whether these should be undertaken prior to the preparation of the 
planning brief.  

7.8.4 Whether the West Street site would adversely affect listed buildings. 

7.8.5 Whether those parts of the Bridge Street site within the flood plain should be 
excluded from the policy area. 

7.8.6 Whether the Bridge St site should be deleted because of increased run-off. 

7.8.7 Whether the riverside amenity area should be excluded from the BU.14 policy area 
or otherwise protected. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.8.8 The Retail Background Paper is not part of the Local Plan and it is not explained in 

detail.  Reference to this document should thus be removed from the Plan.  Bearing 
in mind that the perceived role of the town shopping is to cater for local needs and 
demands (paragraph 6.22), the amount of land for shopping expected on the BU.14 
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sites ought to be specified accurately or, preferably, simply referred to in more 
general terms.  The latter will provide the flexibility required when promoting and 
dealing with proposals.  I note the suggested Change to this paragraph. 

7.8.9 Having regard to the existing retail provision in the town centre and the draw of 
Tesco, I think demand for any substantial extra shopping floorspace over the life of 
the Plan will be limited.  I commend the aims of BU.14 to bring forward the 
development of under-used land in the town centre.  However the policy should not 
give preference to any particular use, the narrow demand for which might inhibit 
full and effective regeneration of the sites.  In the backland parts of the policy areas 
the flexibility of mixed uses would be as, if not more, appropriate than shopping 
development. 

7.8.10 I am not persuaded that the propensity of that part of the Bridge St site that lies 
within the Great Ouse floodplain to flood prevents its inclusion in the policy area.  
The area could, for example, be laid out as a riverside amenity area.  Neither can I 
see any reason why, with proper on-site control or attenuation, there need be any 
significant increase in the rate or amount of run-off from the site.  

7.8.11 The requirement for tree surveys and archaeological assessments, together with the 
protection of riverside amenity areas and other matters of detail can be incorporated 
in the planning brief. 

7.8.12 The sites proposed are extensive and the policy construction needs some attention 
to avoid the hazard of blighting land, especially since the original commercial 
interest appears to have cooled. What the Plan has to do is provide careful guidance 
via the proposed planning brief so that developers understand the position fully and 
use the market, in co-operation with the local planning authority, to come up with 
feasible options to take the vision for the BU.14 sites forward. 

7.8.13 Finally, the sites should be identified by means of their policy number on the Town 
Centre Inset Map. 

Recommendation: 
7.8.14 I recommend that: 

7.8.15 Paragraph 6.31 be modified in accordance with ORC 144.04 and by rewording the 
final sentence as follows: 

The amount of land required for additional town centre shopping is based 
upon forecasts that reflect its district centre function. 

7.8.16 Policy BU.14 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map identifies two sites where the Council will give priority to 
schemes for the regeneration of under-used or vacant land. 

For the site between West St and Moreton Road, proposals should be based 
on the retention of frontage shopping, and mixed uses including other retail, 
housing, offices or leisure uses. 

Proposals for the site bounded by Market Square, Bridge St and the Great 
Ouse should avoid broaching the floodplain and retain existing frontage 
shops, with the provision of other mixed uses. 
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In each case development should reflect planning briefs published by the 
Council as Supplementary Planning Guidance that will include requirements 
for shared car parking and a public walkway adjacent to the river. 

7.8.17 The sites be identified by their policy number on the Proposals Map. 
 
 
7.9 Paragraphs 6.34 - 6.36 and Policies BU.15 and BU.16 

Supporter: 
 DD7900 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors:
 DD0320 G Croxson 
 DD0378 Mr & Mrs G Smith 
 DD0379 Mr & Mrs G Smith 
 DD0662 HBF 
 DD0711 A & C Brooks 
 DD0714* C Norman 
 DD1903 Buckingham Canal 

Society 
 DD2110 J P Robinson 
 DD2212 A G Parkhouse 
 DD2248 Buckingham Traders 

Association 
 DD2297 Mrs U Robinson 
 DD2298 Mrs U Robinson 
 DD2457 I Hopcraft 
 DD2545 Bucks Archaeol-

ogical Society 
 DD2663 G Shaw 
 DD2664 G Shaw 
 DD2665 G Shaw 
 DD2666 G Shaw 
 DD2769 Buckingham Town 

Council 
 DD2834 Buckingham Society 
 DD2911 R Price 
 DD5629 P Phillips 

 DD5695 R J Mathewson 
 DD5706 A Jones 
 DD5941 H West 
 DD5979 Mr/s D Dow 
 DD5980 A & R Nelson 
 DD6217 Miss J Wyatt 
 DD6218 M Lammas 
 DD6223   Paragen Tool Hire 
 DD6647 C & I M Toseland 
 DD6648 C & I M Toseland 
 DD6651 C & I M Toseland 
 DD6900 Post Office Property 

Holdings 
 DD7013 Buckingham Business 

Club 
 DD7202 Bedford Group of 

Drainage Boards 
 DD7236 County Archaeol-

ogical Service 
 DD7287 GOSE 
 DD7422 S O Meadows 
 DD7423 S O Meadows 
 DD7425 I Hall 
 DD7706 Rural Development 

Commission 
  

*objection withdrawn 
Objector to Proposed Change (PC 6.5): 

 CO0091 English Heritage 

Principal Issues: 
7.9.1 Whether retail development would exacerbate flooding, introduce heavy traffic on 

unsuitable roads and adversely affect residential amenity. 

7.9.2 Whether the additional car generation would add to congestion. 

7.9.3 Whether a small-scale mixed-use development or riverside housing would be a 
more appropriate use for the site. 

7.9.4 Whether a retail warehouse would be detrimental to town centre shops. 

7.9.5 Whether the policy should include criteria requiring archaeological evaluations and 
tree surveys, and whether these should be undertaken prior to the preparation of the 
planning brief.  

7.9.6 Whether a large retail warehouse would be visually incongruous. 
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7.9.7 Whether BU.15 would damage the existing business interests of Wharf Yard. 

7.9.8 Whether the riverside walk would intrude on private land and/or be disturbing. 

7.9.9 Whether the planning brief should be subject to public consultation. 

7.9.10 Whether BU.16 should specify the types of development to which it applies. 

7.9.11 Whether the Proposed Change should include mitigation measures for arch-
aeological remains. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.9.12 If there is a requirement for a retail warehouse in Buckingham – and I have no 

reason to question the Council’s conclusion that there is, and that it would not 
adversely affect the vitality and viability of the town centre - I guess that the 
sequential credentials of this site cannot be gainsaid.  It would facilitate linked trips 
for town centre visitors and, in conjunction with other renewal, secure the 
regeneration of an area that might otherwise languish and be used less effectively.  
It is possible that heavy goods traffic could create problems but I surmise that 
common sense will lead to most delivery vehicles approaching from the east, 
possibly via the southern bypass, rather than through the town centre.  Likewise, 
additional car generation may result in some localised congestion but, given the 
scale of development proposed, insufficient to justify resisting the proposal.  

7.9.13 A matter that concerns me is the extent to which the site is affected by the 
floodplain.  This effectively rules out the redevelopment of the site for a mixed-use 
scheme or for medium/high density riverside housing.  The extent of the floodplain 
also implies that most buildings would have to be sited at the western end of the 
site, close to the Stratford Road frontage, with the remainder used for car parking 
or riverside amenity space.  I have yet to see a retail warehouse that does not look 
like a large shed - albeit at times an attractive shed - which, in the context of other 
town centre buildings in the vicinity of this part of Buckingham, would be entirely 
out of place - not least because it would be half the size of a football pitch.  
However, if the Council is assured that an acceptable design solution can be 
developed through the planning brief for the site I have no direct evidence on 
which to recommend that the proposal should not proceed. 

7.9.14 I consider that the separating distance of a riverside walk from the residential 
properties would be sufficient to ensure that no unreasonable disturbance would 
occur.  The fears expressed are not as germane as they might be because the 
dwellings and gardens would have to be acquired to progress the scheme (if that is 
not the case it could militate against the success and acceptability of the 
development).  The Council will also appreciate the potential blighting implications 
(and possible consequences) of the designation on these residential interests and the 
business interests of Wharf Yard.  There must, therefore, be certainty and 
confidence in the implementation of BU.15 for the policy to be retained. 

7.9.15 The Council has confirmed that the planning brief will be subject to public 
consultation and I am satisfied that relevant topics like trees, archaeological 
considerations, and any necessary road improvements can be included in its 
requirements.   

7.9.16 As written, BU.16 is defective and needs tying to BU.15.  I note the Changes 
proposed but suggest that the two policies are linked and redrafted for greater 
clarity and effectiveness. 
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7.9.17 Finally, the site should be identified by its policy number on the Town Centre Inset 
Map 

Recommendation: 
7.9.18 I recommend that: 

7.9.19 Policy BU.15 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map identifies a site between Stratford Road and the Great 
Ouse for mixed-use regeneration, based principally on up to 2800sqm of 
retail warehousing. 

Proposals for this site should have regard to a planning brief that the 
Council will publish as Supplementary Planning Guidance, which will 
include requirements for shared car parking and a public walkway adjacent 
to the river. 

In granting permission for any scheme the Council may impose conditions to 
regulate the range of goods that may be sold from the retail warehouse. 

7.9.20 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy BU.16. 

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

 

CAR PARKING 
7.10 Paragraph 6.37  

Objectors: 
 DD2667 G Shaw 
 DD7417 S O Meadows 

Principal Issues: 
7.10.1 Whether short-stay parking will still be needed near shopping areas. 

7.10.2 Whether there should be differentiation between short and long-stay parking. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.10.3 I do not see that comments concerning the on-going need for short-stay parking 

need precipitate any change to paragraph 6.37. 

7.10.4 While it may be possible to introduce a management regime differentiating 
between short and long-stay users in town centre car parks, in the absence of 
charging it would be impossible to enforce.  However, paragraph 6.37 will need to 
be updated to reflect the introduction of a management regime at the Cornwalls 
Meadow car park differentiating between short and long-stay users, albeit only by 
the distance of spaces from the shops.  

7.10.5 As an aside, I suggest that paragraph 6.38 be clarified, possibly by transposing the 
second and third sentences and adjusting as necessary. 

Recommendation: 
7.10.6 I recommend that paragraph 6.37 be updated to reflect the introduction of a 

management regime in the Cornwalls Meadow car park differentiating between 
short and long-stay users. 
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7.10.7 I suggest that paragraph 6.38 be clarified. 
 

 
TRANSPORT 

7.11 Policy BU.17 
Supporters: 

 DD1307 Sustrans 
 DD2770 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7010 Buckingham Business Club 
 DD7917 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0012 S F Caunt 
 DD2107 C H Broadhead 
 DD2668 G Shaw 
 DD2808 Buckingham Society 
 DD6901 Post Office Property Holdings 
 DD7424 S O Meadows 

Principal Issues: 
7.11.1 Whether cheap and reliable public transport was a better option than fewer car 

parking spaces. 

7.11.2 Whether a 20mph speed limit should be introduced in the town centre. 

7.11.3 Whether wider footpaths should be provided and verge parking prohibited on 
Gancott Road. 

7.11.4 Whether the redirection of through traffic away from the town centre should be 
completed as soon as possible. 

7.11.5 Whether operating conditions in criterion a) were clear. 

7.11.6 Whether pedestrian priority would exclude on-street parking for disabled and short-
stay users. 

7.11.7 Whether full consultation, including the business community, would accompany 
highway improvement schemes. 

7.11.8 Whether the policy should seek lack of obstruction to service accesses. 

7.11.9 Whether the policy should include traffic controls, signage and traffic calming. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.11.10 BU.17 highlights the difficulty in distinguishing between policies that should be 

part of the Local Plan and those more appropriate to other policy instruments like 
the Local Transport Plan.  The first is about land-use and its implications for 
integrated planning and transport policy.  It is intended to inform developers and 
the public about locating the right development in the right place at (hopefully) the 
right time.  It seeks to promote more sustainable transport choices, accessibility to 
jobs and services by ‘green’ transport means, and to reduce the need to travel, 
especially by car, in conjunction with the Local Transport Plan. 

7.11.11 Few, if any, of the criteria in BU.17 involve land-use.  They refer to improving 
operating conditions, restraining traffic, managing parking, reducing traffic speeds 
and improving highways.  These are primarily transport and traffic management 
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considerations for other public agencies or private operators.  They are more 
appropriately stated as corporate intentions by the Council where it has the 
responsibility, or included in other plans.  To the extent that they may impact upon 
land-use planning their objectives can be met by policies GP.19 and GP.21, and 
others, as recommended earlier. 

7.11.12 The objectors have generally accepted that BU.17 is a valid development plan 
policy.  I think they are mistaken.  It seems to me that there are no major land use 
or site specific implications of the local transport strategy in Buckingham that need 
to be addressed as policies of the Local Plan.   

Recommendation: 
7.11.13 I recommend that: 

7.11.14 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy BU.17. 

7.11.15 Supporting text be modified by the inclusion of a summary of the Council’s 
corporate transport objectives for Buckingham, cross-referenced as necessary to the 
Local Transport Plan.  

 
 

TOWNSCAPE & DESIGN 
7.12 Paragraphs 6.45 and 6.46 and Policies BU.18 and BU.19 

Supporters: 
 DD2669* G Shaw 
 DD2771 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD2772 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7902 Rural Development Commission 
 DD7903 Rural Development Commission 
 * not recorded on the data-base 

Objectors: 
 DD0519 Southern Arts 
 DD2670 G Shaw 
 DD2671 G Shaw 
 DD6650 C & I M Toseland 
 DD6902 Post Office Property Holdings 
 DD6903 Post Office Property Holdings 

Principal Issues: 
7.12.1 Whether BU.18 should include provision for public art. 

7.12.2 Whether provision should be made for footpath widening and traffic calming in 
High Street and Stratford Road. 

7.12.3 Whether BU.18 and BU.19 should protect existing service accesses and involve 
consultation with local business interests. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.12.4 I have commented in Part 1 of my Report (re policy GP.102) on the topic of public 

art, and for the reasons expressed do not regard it as an essential requirement of this 
policy.   

7.12.5 Footpath widening and traffic calming is not a direct function of the LPA, and thus 
has no place in Local Plan policy.   
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7.12.6 I note (and never doubted) that the Council has involved the public and other 
relevant interests in proposals for environmental improvement in the town centre, 
and am satisfied that it does not need to be recited in the policies.  I am confident 
that consultation with interested parties will include the protection of essential 
service accesses to commercial and residential properties.  

7.12.7 The statement of corporate intent in BU.18 does not need to be expressed as a land-
use policy because planning permission is not required for the kind of operations 
described in paragraphs 6.45 and 6.46.  It may, however, form part of the 
justification for the aims of BU.19, which should be expressed in a simpler, 
criteria-based form. 

Recommendation: 
7.12.8 I recommend that: 

7.12.9 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy BU.18. 

7.12.10 Policy BU.19 be modified by rewording as follows; 

The Proposals Map identifies streets to be improved as Pedestrian Priority 
Areas. 

Proposals for the development of sites adjacent to these Areas should have 
regard to the need to avoid interfering with pedestrian access and movement 
by providing rear access and off-street servicing, consistent with the 
conservation of the historic environment. 

7.12.11 Supporting text be modified to include the Council’s corporate intentions 
concerning the continuing development of the Pedestrian Priority Area.  
 

 

LEISURE & COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
7.13 Paragraphs 6.47 and 6.48 and Policy BU.20 

Supporters: 
 DD1904 Buckingham Canal Society 
 DD2458 I Hopcraft 
 DD2773 Buckingham Town Council 
 DD7904 Rural Development Commission 

Objectors: 
 DD0527 Southern Arts 
 DD2253 Buckingham Traders 

Association 
 DD2299 Mrs U Robinson 
 DD2459 I Hopcraft 
 DD2672 G Shaw 

 DD2818 Buckingham Society  
 DD6649 C & I M Toseland 
 DD7152 Environment Agency 
 DD7938 Buckingham Traders 

Association 

Principal Issues: 
7.13.1 Whether more social and public facilities are required to cope with the extra 

population planned. 

7.13.2 Whether a new river bridge should link housing with the town centre. 

7.13.3 Whether BU.20 should make provision for public art. 

7.13.4 Whether BU.20 should require a tree survey. 
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7.13.5 Whether the riverside walk would be insecure and lead to crime and increase flood 
risks. 

7.13.6 Whether BU.20 should require a buffer zone for development adjacent to the river. 

7.13.7 Whether the reference to playing fields in paragraph 6.48 was accurate. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
7.13.8 BU.20 is a slightly odd policy because it is not at all accounted for in the preceding 

or following justification, which are little more than an historical narrative of 
certain events that have occurred.  The only key to BU.20 is found in the final 
sentence of paragraph 6.47 but there is no information about who will provide the 
riverside walk, or when, and nothing about the proposals referred to in the policy.  
The justification is also silent on why development adjacent to the river should 
enhance its character, commendable though that may be. 

7.13.9 The Council cannot expect developers to provide the riverside walk if it has no 
connection with their proposals.  And although it may be an option for negotiation 
when schemes come forward, it will prove more difficult if there is no specification 
or vision for the perambulation.  So it seems to me that the plans for the riverside 
walk will initially have to be developed through supplementary planning guidance.  
This would be the appropriate place for any references to art, trees, personal safety 
and other matters of detail. 

7.13.10 Most of the commentators on the policy have been given a wrong impression by 
the title of the section, because BU.20 is not concerned with the provision or 
amount of leisure and community facilities.  I consider that the concept of a public 
walk in pleasant surroundings alongside the river is an excellent idea.  However to 
give the policy real purpose the explanation needs revisiting and the wording of 
BU.20 needs reworking.  There seems little point to paragraph 6.48, and even less 
in light of my recommendation that the Tingewick Road allocation be deleted. 

Recommendation: 
7.13.11 I recommend that: 

7.13.12 Policy BU.20 be modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map indicates diagrammatic additions to the Buckingham 
Riverside Walk.  Details of this route and associated amenity areas will be 
explained in Supplementary Planning Guidance to be published by the 
Council. 

Development schemes adjacent to the river, including those submitted in 
accordance with policies BU.14 and BU.15, should have regard to the 
Guidance and avoid interrupting the continuity of the footpath route.  
Proposals that are incompatible with its alignment and associated planned 
amenity areas may be refused. 

In granting permission for the development of land adjacent to the river the 
Council may impose conditions or seek obligations intended to secure public 
accessibility alongside the river. 

7.13.13 Paragraph 6.47 be modified and updated by rewording along the following lines: 

Extensive areas of public open space have been provided alongside the Great 
Ouse and a public riverside walk has been created adjacent to the River.  
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More informal recreational space has been provided with the initial stages of 
the Portfields development, together with a river bridge that connects large 
housing areas directly to the town centre.  Additional informal open space 
will be provided in connection with the latter stages of the Portfields 
development.  Further sections of the riverside walk joining and extending 
the existing footpath system are planned to create pedestrian links across the 
town.  The Council intends to prepare detailed guidance, on which public 
views will be sought, for this riverside walk and related amenity areas. 

7.13.14 The section be re-titled RIVERSIDE AMENITY FACILITIES 

7.13.15 The Plan be modified by the deletion of paragraph 6.48. 
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