
Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Wendover 

8 CHAPTER 7 - WENDOVER 
 

HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT 
8.1 Policies WE.1 and WE.2 

Supporters: 
 DD0041 Mrs E Millington 
 DD0750 MAFF 
 DD0793  Mr & Mrs I Gibson 
 DD0803 K W Miller 
 DD1125 Vale of Aylesbury 

CPRE 
 DD1308 Sustrans 
 DD1417  Bierton with 

Broughton Parish 
Council 

 DD1628 Bierton & Broughton 
Action Group 

 DD2460 I Hopcraft 
 DD4344 Chiltern District 

Council 
 DD5623 Wendover Free 

Church 
 DD5624 Wendover Free 

Church 
 DD6466 W W H Carlyle 
 DD6999 Mr & Mrs J P 

Chantler 
 DD7811 Chiltern District 

Council 

Objectors:
 DD0005 M N James 
 DD0008 M N James 
 DD1055 Ramblers Association 
 DD1056 Ramblers Association 
 DD1640 Defence Estate 

Organisation SE and 
Germany 

 DD1641 Defence Estate 
Organisation SE and 
Germany 

 DD16442 Defence Estate 
Organisation SE and 
Germany 

 DD1938 Taywood Homes 
 DD1939 Taywood Homes 
 DD1959 Wendover Parish 

Council 
 DD1962 Wendover Parish 

Council 
 DD2191 Bellway Homes 
 DD2282 Bucks County Council 
 DD2350 Annington Property 

Ltd 
 DD2372 McCann Homes 

 DD2465 Wendover Society 
 DD2488 Weston Turville 

Parish Council 
 DD2546 Bucks Archaeol-

ogical Society 
 DD2555 Old Road Securities 

plc 
 DD2712 Banner Homes Ltd 
 DD2856 Barker Parry Town 

Planning 
 DD4242 Haddenham 

Protection Society 
 DD4298 Hawes & Webb 
 DD5821 Mrs Y I Butler 
 DD6674 Crest Strategic 

Projects Ltd 
 DD6915 Crest Homes Ltd 
 DD7039 Station Road Trust 
 DD7070 Old Road Securities 

plc 
 DD7164 Dacorum Borough 

Council 
 DD7237 County Archaeol-

ogical Service

Objectors to Proposed Change (PC 7.1): 
   CO0081 Halton Community Combined School 
   CO0071 Defence Estates South East and Germany 
    CO0199 Wendover Parish Council 

Principal Issues: 
8.1.1 Whether more or fewer houses than the 230 presently proposed should be built on 

the former Princess Mary’s Hospital site. 

8.1.2 Whether the proposed development will exceed the capacity of, or be detrimental to 
the quality of, existing social and community facilities. 
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8.1.3 Whether the proposed development will precipitate an undesirable increase in 
demand for car parking in the centre of Wendover that cannot be met.  

8.1.4 Whether the policy requirement for a hotel and leisure uses, and sports field and 
associated pavilion, are excessive.  

8.1.5 Whether some 2ha of the site should be allocated for employment use. 

8.1.6 Whether development of the site will result in undesirable traffic congestion at the 
A41/A4011 junction on Tring Hill.  

8.1.7 Whether there should be an archaeological evaluation of the site.  

8.1.8 Whether the site should be investigated for and, if needs be, cleared of any 
contamination prior to development.  

8.1.9 Whether segregated pedestrian and cycle routes should be provided within and to 
the site and linked to the existing network, and the route of the existing public 
footpath safeguarded. 

8.1.10 Whether substantial landscape belts should be provided on all boundaries. 

8.1.11 Whether the amount of development should be reduced in order to allow more 
housing at category 3 settlements.  

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.1.12 Policies WE.1 and WE.2 propose and include detailed criteria requirements for the 

development of land at the former Princess Mary’s Hospital, RAF Halton, 
Wendover, for up to 230 dwellings, a hotel and leisure uses.  The Hospital was 
closed in 1996 and has been declared surplus to the MoD’s requirements. 

8.1.13 The former hospital lies approximately 1.25km north-east of the centre of 
Wendover, with existing service personnel housing to the north, west and south.  
Immediately to the east are extensive areas of woodlands on the steep westerly 
facing escarpment of the Chiltern Hills.  The main part of the site presently 
contains a range of redundant hospital buildings, which cover some 25% of the 
objection site area.  Some 30% of the site is occupied by internal roads, hard-
standing and car parking, with the remaining 45% comprising maintained 
grassland, open space and trees. 

8.1.14 There is no doubt that the former hospital comprises a brownfield site within a 
settlement (Wendover) that satisfies sustainability criteria in that it has a reasonable 
amount and range of employment and other services, and enjoys reasonable public 
transport links with Aylesbury and beyond.  The site itself likewise satisfies broad 
sustainability criteria in terms of its proximity to Wendover village centre shops 
and facilities.  Redevelopment of the former hospital thus fully accords with 
Government policy concerning the re-use of brownfield sites and the Rural Areas 
Development Strategy for which I have earlier (in Part 1 of my report) expressed 
support. 

8.1.15 The DDLP suggests that the former hospital site extends to some 22.5ha, of which 
some 10.9ha, comprising the buildings’ footprint and hard-standing but excluding 
landscape buffers, tree groups and ecological sensitive areas, has been defined as 
developable. The Council and the objector promoting the development of the site 
have subsequently agreed that the total site area extends to some 19.9ha (ORC 
149.01).  Of this, the objectors maintain 11.5ha are available for development, 
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while the Council suggest that 10.9ha are available; the latter to include provision 
for a hotel and sports field.  The difference appears to have arisen primarily as a 
result of amendments to the southern and western boundaries of the proposed site, 
and the inclusion (or exclusion) of existing service roads and hard surfaced areas 
within the suggested development area.  It is not possible for me to resolve this 
dispute without the benefit of a joint or otherwise agreed site survey.  However, as I 
have earlier, in Part 1 of my Report, recommended against the inclusion of precise 
site areas in policies on grounds that such policies are unduly prescriptive, I shall 
assume that some 11ha of the site will be available for development.  

Amount and Density of Development 

8.1.16 The Council acknowledges that PPG3 encourages LPAs to promote housing 
development that makes more efficient use of land, with between 30 and 50 
dwellings per hectare net.  However, the Council maintains that the circumstances 
of this site are untypical of most brownfield sites.  Wendover and RAF Halton lie 
on the edge of and are almost surrounded by the Metropolitan Green Belt and the 
Chilterns AONB.  Parts of the site have been identified on the ALERT maps as 
biologically and ecologically sensitive areas.  The site is in an elevated and visually 
exposed position relative to both Wendover and RAF Halton, while the steeply 
sloping open grassed edges, substantial tree belts and individual specimen trees 
reflect the character of the nearby AONB.  

8.1.17 I understand that development densities throughout Wendover, including those 
areas immediately adjacent to the site, are traditionally about 25d/ha.  The Council 
maintains that a significantly higher development density on the objection site 
would be uncharacteristic and potentially harmful to the setting of both the site and 
Wendover.  Conversely, a reduction in the number of houses proposed would be 
untypical of the area and may affect the viability of the scheme. 

8.1.18 I realise that the combination of these various environmental constraints makes this 
a very sensitive site to develop.  However, I am not persuaded that either 
individually or combined they justify setting aside firm Government guidance 
concerning the redevelopment of brownfield sites.  It must be recognised that while 
abutting the Metropolitan GB and Chilterns AONB the site does not lie within 
either.  It would thus be fundamentally wrong to seek to impose policy constraints 
that may be applicable within those areas to development that lies outside of their 
boundaries, - although neither am I persuaded that there is blanket justification for 
lower densities in Green Belts or AONBs as a matter of course.  The proximity of 
these allocations, and in particular the landscape quality of the AONB, must of 
course be taken into account in the development of the site.  But there is no reason 
to believe that development at a higher density cannot be successfully achieved 
without causing harm to the visual character of the Area.  The presence of 
surrounding tree belts and specimen trees will assist integration with the local 
landscape, while sensitive biological and ecological areas can continue to be 
protected by an appropriate criterion and in accordance with details established in 
the proposed planning brief.  

8.1.19 Furthermore, I am not persuaded that a higher density of development would be out 
of character with the immediate area or Wendover as a whole.  Subtle changes in 
density can (and do) make an important contribution to the visual character of an 
area.  And I can see no reason why, with careful design, variations in density 
throughout the site should not make a positive contribution to the character of the 
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development and area while maintaining an overall net density that accords with 
PPG advice.   

8.1.20 As noted above, PPG3 suggests densities of between 30 and 50d/ha.  There may be 
scope on parts of the site for densities above the recommended minimum.  
However, it seems to me that in order to secure the retention and successful 
integration of exiting trees and other planting within the proposed development, a 
net density at the lower end of the recommended scale would be appropriate.  I thus 
recommend that the area available for development be developed at a net density of 
30d/ha.  This, together with my conclusions below, leads me to conclude that the 
site should be developed for a minimum of 300 dwellings; the precise number to be 
determined by means of the proposed planning brief.  

8.1.21 My conclusion that the net density of development should be increased causes me 
to reject those objections suggesting that the density of development or number of 
dwellings should be reduced, whether for environmental reasons or in support of 
proposals for development in category 3 settlements.  With regards to the latter I 
have, in any event, earlier rejected the principle of development in category 3 
settlements by expressing my support for the Rural Areas Development Strategy in 
Part 1 of my Report, - other than in accordance with policies RA.18 and RA.20 as 
recommended to be modified, which I deal with later in this part of my Report. 

Community Facilities 

8.1.22 Concern has been expressed that, arising from an increase in demand, the proposed 
development will be detrimental to the quality of existing social and community 
facilities, including health care and education 

8.1.23 The South Bucks Health Authority has confirmed that existing facilities are 
sufficient to meet existing and future needs.  Accordingly I am satisfied that there is 
no need to include a policy criterion requiring a contribution towards an 
improvement in health care provision. 

8.1.24 With regards to education provision, ORC 151.04 introduces criteria m) and n) 
requiring contributions towards a primary school in the area and contributions 
towards a two-classroom extension and infrastructure at a nearby secondary school.  
I have no objection to this ORC in principle.  But would suggest – as I have in Part 
1 of my Report – that such criteria should be less specific, and hence more flexible 
for use during negotiations.  The precise amount and type of contributions required 
should be determined during preparation of the planning brief, having regard to the 
requirements of C.1/97 and evolving site circumstances.  It is possible, for 
example, that my recommendation concerning the number of dwellings on the site 
may necessitate a re-evaluation of educational requirements.  For clarity of 
purpose, the suggested criteria should be combined to form a single criterion.  

Impact on Existing Car Parking Provision 

8.1.25 I understand that a car parking survey commissioned by the DC indicated some 426 
public parking spaces in the centre of the village.  However, this survey has 
subsequently been discredited; a more accurate total appears to be just over 200 
spaces.  Public perception is that this number is insufficient for current needs, 
precipitating concern that the proposed development would exacerbate parking 
problems.  Overspill parking from the Wendover Parkway railway station on 
nearby roads reinforces the perception of a shortage of parking spaces throughout 
the village.  
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8.1.26 The former hospital is some 1.25km from the centre of Wendover.  Although 
within walking distance for most pedestrian trips, I fear the site may be beyond a 
reasonable limit for many residents wishing to make a return journeys, especially 
the elderly, those with children or those returning with heavy shopping.  
Furthermore, Tring Road rises some 22m (from 122m to 144m or thereabouts) 
between its junction with Aylesbury Road and the entrance to the site, with a 
further rise of some 18m (from 144m to 162m or thereabouts) to the centre of the 
site, a total rise of some 40m at an average gradient of over 1:30. 

8.1.27 I am satisfied that, as stated above, the site is in a sustainable location.  However, it 
must be recognised that the distance and intervening gradient between the site and 
village centre will be a significant deterrent to persons wishing to cycle and, in 
particular, walk to local shops and facilities.  This will inevitably result in a high 
percentage of these journeys being made by car, with a consequential increase in 
pressure on existing parking spaces and public demand for greater provision.  

8.1.28 It appears that existing parking provision is operating at capacity, although it is 
possible that improved management may produce a modest increase in availability.   
But this would require rigorous and consistent enforcement.  In response to 
objectors’ concern the Council have suggested an additional policy stating that the 
Council will seek with others to investigate the potential for additional short-stay 
public car parking in the centre of Wendover, and that proposals that would result 
in the development or other use of land that otherwise could be exploited to 
address any parking shortfall will only be permitted if an equivalent or enhanced 
alternative is provided (FPC 154.01 and ORC 154.02).  However, the opening 
sentence of this suggested policy is no more than a statement of intent.  The second 
part seeks to impose a wholly unreasonable burden on prospective developers in 
Wendover alone, requiring the possible acquisition and subsequent surrendering of 
other land for public parking prior to undertaking a legitimate development 
proposal - given that the suggested policy would only bite in respect of proposals 
that are otherwise acceptable in planning terms.   

8.1.29 It seems to me that if the Council is anxious to provide additional public car 
parking in the centre of Wendover they should do so by more legitimate means, 
recognising that this may necessitate the use of their CP powers.  I have no doubt 
that the provision of adequate spaces will be a difficult problem to resolve, and I 
comment further on this issue in response to objections to para. 7.18 of the Plan.  
Not-withstanding the depth of local residents’ concern, it seems to me that the 
problem is no greater that that encountered in many other tightly knit village 
centres, and thus not so severe as to cause me to delay or otherwise set aside the 
principle of development on the former hospital site.  But the location / distance / 
gradient factors, combined with the aforementioned parking problem and 
consequential environmental impacts reinforce my conclusion that the density of 
proposed development should be towards the lower end of the range advocated in 
PPG3.  

Hotel 

8.1.30 Policy WE.1 requires the provision of a hotel and leisure uses within the 
development, although (unlike the requirement for a sports field and associated 
pavilion) this is not elaborated upon in the detailed criteria in WE.2.  The Council 
maintain that the Southern Tourist Board and private hotel developers have 
indicated that there is a significant local shortfall of hotel accommodation in the 
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tourist and commercial sectors in the area, and that the objection site would be an 
attractive location to provide new facilities.  They suggest that some 1.6ha of the 
site should be reserved for a country-house style hotel, or possibly less for a 
commercial/business hotel.   

8.1.31 The Chilterns are undoubtedly an attractive part of the country attracting both day 
and longer-stay visitors alike.  However, there is no substantial evidence before me 
of a genuine shortfall in bed-spaces throughout the area for visitor or business 
travellers sufficient to support the construction and operation of a new hotel.  For 
reasons of sustainability, new business hotels should be directed towards Aylesbury 
and other centres of population and commerce, with preferred locations on arterial 
routes.  Likewise, notwithstanding its attractive setting in the local landscape, I 
question whether a county-house style hotel would wish to share the objection site 
with modern residential development, preferring instead a more rural location 
afforded by the conversion of an existing manor house, rural residence, and the 
like.  The evidence before me leads me to conclude that the commercial rationale 
for seeking to allocate part of the site for hotel use is highly questionable, and that 
the proposal is unlikely to be financially viable.  As such it would conflict with 
advice in PPG12 that proposals for economic development, and the allocation of 
land for that purpose, are realistic.  

8.1.32 An objector has suggested that the nearby listed Halton House, formerly the 
Officers Mess, would be a more appropriate location for a country-house style 
hotel.  Although not before me as a proposal (and thus neither visited nor 
considered in detail), it seems to me that these premises would be more appealing 
to hoteliers and customers alike, and hence more likely to be commercially viable, 
than the site suggested by the Council.  And in principle would accord with policies 
GP.70 and GP.96 as recommended to be modified. 

Sports Field and Associated Pavilion 

8.1.33 Policy WE.2 criterion f) requires the provision of open space at a rate equivalent to 
2.4ha per 1000 people, together with the provision of a sports field and associated 
pavilion (with changing rooms and meeting room), play areas and associate 
equipment.  An objector maintains that the requirement for the sports field and 
associated pavilion is excessive.  And I agree. 

8.1.34 Circular 1/97 requires planning obligations, including those sought by means of 
plan policies, to be, inter-alia, directly, fairly and reasonably related in scale and 
kind to the proposed development.  No objection is raised to the application of the 
NPFA 2.4ha/1000 person standard.  However, application of these standards to the 
proposed development, whether undertaken at the Council’s suggested or my 
recommended increased density, would not require the provision of a sports field, 
let alone a pavilion with changing and meeting rooms.  Furthermore, the Council 
acknowledges that these facilities are not required to overcome a local shortfall in 
provision, and have failed to produced survey evidence in support of their proposal.  
I can thus find no justification for the criterion requirement. 

8.1.35 My conclusions regarding this issue are reinforced by the availability of a range of 
sports facilities on a dual-use basis at nearby RAF Halton.  I appreciate that these 
may not be as conveniently located or as freely available for use by local residents 
as a sports field on the objection site.  But in my view the range and quality of 
facilities compensates for those shortcomings.  Furthermore, I note that the RAF is 
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prepared to dedicate an existing sports field to the public in association with the 
redevelopment of the hospital site.  No doubt the Council will wish to peruse this 
offer during the preparation of their planning brief. 

Employment Use 
8.1.36 An objector has suggested that some 2ha of the site should be allocated for 

employment use on grounds that the absence of a specific employment allocation 
will create an imbalance that will lead to additional commuting to the main areas of 
employment, contrary to sustainable planning policy.  In response the Council 
maintain that the suggested hotel and leisure uses would provide a degree of local 
employment sufficient to meet this objective.  However, my recommendation 
above that the requirement for a hotel be deleted negates the Council’s response.  

8.1.37 I note that the Council’s Economic Background Paper (CD 105) comments that the 
site is too small to make a strategic impact in investment terms.  However, I also 
note that policy WE.2 criterion e) requires the provision of community facilities, 
including a small convenience store.  And it seems to me that it would be entirely 
appropriate to include the provision of a number of small B1 business premises 
within the proposed neighbourhood centre.  These would provide a modest amount 
of employment and introduce a mix of compatible uses in accordance with PPG 
advice.  I thus recommend that some 1-1.5ha of the site be identified for 
community and employment uses. 

Traffic and Highways 

8.1.38 I note that BCC as HA have not objected to the Plan proposal on traffic generation 
or access grounds.  I have considered the implications of an increase in the amount 
of development proposed, and am persuaded that a satisfactory means of access to 
the site and existing development to the south and east can be provided by means of 
a roundabout at the Upper Icknield Way / Tring Road junction, as required by 
criterion b).  However, concern has been expressed that the proposed 
redevelopment will result in an increase in traffic congestion at the A41/A4011 
junction on Tring Hill.  The  heavy flow of traffic on the A41 presently results in 
right-turning traffic queuing on the main road waiting to enter the A4011, thereby 
creating a hazard for other road users, and traffic wishing to join the A41 queuing 
on the A4011.  However, completion of the Aston Clinton By-pass, which is 
presently under construction, will result in a significant reduction in the number of 
vehicles using this stretch of the A41, thereby facilitating turning movements and 
easing congestion.  

Archaeology 

8.1.39 The Council’s FPC 151.01 requiring an archaeological evaluation to be undertaken 
as part of the preparation of the planning brief resolves those objections concerning 
the need to recognise and record the potential archaeological value of the site. 

Miscellaneous Issues 
8.1.40 Policy WE.2 criterion a) requires redevelopment of the site to be carried out in 

accordance with an agreed planning brief.  The brief will provide the appropriate 
means to deal with a number of miscellaneous issues raised by objectors which, 
while not inconsequential, are not so significant as to require criterion recognition.  
These include investigation for and, if needs be, clearance of any contamination 
prior to development, integration with adjoining development (including retained 
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amenity areas), and on-site landscaping requirements.  With regards to the latter, I 
share an objectors curiosity as to why criterion i) fails to make mention of the 
western boundary of the site, when that boundary is the most exposed. 

8.1.41 Criterion c) fully satisfies objections concerning the need for segregated pedestrian 
and cycle routes linked to the existing network.  And the route of the existing 
public footpath through the site can be safeguarded, if necessary, by means of the 
planning brief. 

8.1.42 FPC 151.03 relates to criterion d) and concerns the provision of low cost and 
affordable housing.  I am satisfied that this criterion as suggested to be changed 
accords with my recommended modifications concerning policy GP.2 and 
supporting text.  

8.1.43 Also, criterion k) is bland, imprecise and serves no useful purpose, - what, in any 
event are the local characteristics not already embraced by criteria h) and i)?  The 
policy would be improved by its deletion. 

8.1.44 Finally, I can see no reason why policies WE.1 and WE.2 should not be combined 
into a single policy.  And the site identified by that policy number on the Proposals 
Map.  

Recommendation: 
8.1.45 I recommend that; 

8.1.46 Policies WE.1 and WE.2 be combined to form a single policy. 

8.1.47 The combined policy be reworded to include reference to the provision of a 
minimum of 300 dwellings, community and employment uses.  And that reference 
to hotel and leisure uses, sports field and associated pavilion be deleted.  The total 
number of dwellings to be determined by means of a planning brief to be prepared 
by the Local Planning Authority. 

8.1.48 The combined policy be modified in accordance with FPC 151.01 and FPC 151.03. 

8.1.49 The combined policy be modified in accordance with ORC 151.04, subject to the 
combining of suggested criteria m) and n) to form a single criterion, and the 
deletion of reference to specific classroom requirements.  

8.1.50 Criterion e) be modified to include reference to B1 business premises. 

8.1.51 Criterion f) be modified by the deletion of reference to sports field and associated 
pavilion. 

8.1.52 Criterion i) be modified by the substitution of site in place of southern, northern 
and eastern boundaries.  

8.1.53 Criterion k) be deleted. 

8.1.54 No modification be made in accordance with FPC 154.01 and ORC 154.02.  

8.1.55 Supporting text be modified as necessary and in accordance with ORC 149.01. 

8.1.56 The Proposals Map be modified accordingly, and by the identification of the site by 
its policy number. 
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RAF HALTON POLICY OMISSION 

8.2 OM701 Policy Omission: Major Developed Site in the Green Belt, 
RAF Halton 
Objector: 

 DD1643 Defence Estate Organisation South East and Germany 

Principal Issues: 
8.2.1 Whether the Plan should identify RAF Halton as a Major Developed Site (MDS) in 

the Green Belt.  

8.2.2 Whether the Plan should include a policy confirming that the LPA will consult with 
the MoD on applications for planning permission within the area identified on the 
Safeguarding Map for RAF Halton Airfield. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
  Major Developed Site in the Green Belt  

8.2.3 Objection is raised to the omission of a policy recognising the developed character 
of RAF Halton.  The site is presently washed over by Green Belt, and it is 
suggested that it be designated as a MDS, in accordance with the guidance 
contained in Annex C to PPG2. 

8.2.4 I understand that RAF Halton is a key training facility, with a throughput of over 
21,500 students per annum.   At the time of the inquiry into objections to the DDLP 
a Defence Training Review (DTR) was being undertaken for the whole of the 
MoD.  This was likely to lead to the rationalisation of Defence training throughout 
the UK.  The final DTR report was scheduled for publication in Spring 2001, but 
had not been released before the close of the inquiry in June 2001.  I have not been 
informed of the outcome of the Review and cannot, in any event, take its 
recommendations into account, given that they would constitute evidence 
submitted after the close of the inquiry.  However, the objector suggests that, 
pending receipt of this report, designation of the site as an MDS would recognise 
the built-up character of the station, and provide a suitable planning policy 
framework against which future development proposals to meet operational 
requirements or rationalisation, or if necessary alienation (ie disposal), can be 
judged. 

8.2.5 RAF Halton is a substantial site, extending to some 360ha.  It contains some 440 
buildings, including workshops, training buildings, living accommodation, sports 
and messing facilities, together with a grass airfield.  Built development has a total 
footprint of some 120,000sqm.  The Council comment that this comprises less than 
3.5% of the total site.  However, the suggested MDS does not embrace the whole of 
the station omitting, for example, the airfield and other undeveloped land.  The 
Council’s percentage calculation is thus unrepresentative of the suggested MDS 
and must be viewed with caution.  Nonetheless, the proposed MDS still includes 
extensive areas of undeveloped land, including sports fields and the attractive 
woodland setting to Halton House, together with the hamlet of Halton and other 
pockets of residential development.  In my view these are neither the type nor 
intensity of development that can reasonably be construed as appropriate for 
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inclusion in a MDS.  While para. C1 of Annex C to PPG2 includes reference to 
military establishments and civil airfields, it seems to me that, when read in the 
context of other forms of development mentioned, this is not intended to imply that 
extensive areas of undeveloped land should be included within a MDS.  Rather, it 
seems to me that a MDS should be distinguished by the physical scale and intensity 
of development it contains, with the inclusion of the minimum amount of incidental 
undeveloped land.  This approach properly recognises and lends weight to both the 
purpose of MDS designation and the Government’s intention to preserve the 
openness of the Green Belt, which is identified in PPG2 as its most important 
attribute.  

8.2.6 My conclusions on this matter are reinforced by the uncertainties surrounding the 
future of RAF Halton.  It would, in my view, be inappropriate to designate any part 
of the station as a MDS pending the outcome of the DTR, or in advance of final 
decisions as to whether the station is to remain operational, be rationalised or 
alienated.  I understand that the future of the station has been in doubt for a number 
of years, - indeed it may still be unresolved.  To designate the site in advance of the 
MoD Review would thus be premature and could possibly be prejudicial to the 
final Review process.  I thus suggest that, if (and only if) the MoD Review has 
been completed and final decisions made as to the future of the station, the 
designation of appropriate parts as a MDS could be considered at the Review stage 
of the Local Plan.  Meantime, I am confident that the Council will continue to 
support operational development proposals submitted under C.18/84 

Safeguarding Map 

8.2.7 C.2/92 and the Aerodrome’s Direction 1992 require the LPA to consult with the 
Civil Aviation Authority or Secretary of State for Defence, as the case may be, 
before granting planning permission for development on land forming the site of, or 
in the neighbourhood of, an aerodrome for which a Safeguarding Map has been 
prepared.  A Safeguarding Map has been prepared for RAF Halton by the MoD, 
and the objector suggests that the Plan should include a policy confirming that the 
aforementioned consultation process will be carried out in respect of development 
proposals within the identified area.  

8.2.8 I fully recognise the importance of the requisite consultation process.  However, I 
am not persuaded that it is necessary for the extent of the safeguarding zone to be 
indicated on the Proposals Map, or for a policy confirming that consultation will 
take place to be included in the Plan.  The Circular and Direction require 
consultation to be undertaken.  They do not indicate or provide any form of 
guidance as to the type or scale of development that would or would not be 
acceptable within the safeguarded area.  The relevant Safeguarding Map thus forms 
the basis for an administrative process, rather than providing the planning guidance 
required in a legitimate local plan policy against which applications for planning 
permission can be assessed.  

8.2.9 The objector has drawn attention to the mention in para. 5.16 of PPG12 to 
safeguarding zones.  However, this is in the context of transport policies in local 
plans, specifically in connection with polices and proposals for the overall 
development of the transport network and related services.  Clearly that is not the 
issue in this case.  Rather I prefer the advice in para. 3.6 that development plans 
should not seek to designate, by means of policies or proposals, areas where … 
special consultation arrangements will apply.  

 37



Inspector’s Report Part 2 : Wendover 

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

EMPLOYMENT POLICY OMISSION 
8.3 OM702 Policy Omission: Employment Allocation at Wendover 

Objector: 
 DD7514 Thames Valley CCI 

Principal Issue: 
8.3.1 Whether a specific employment allocation should be made at Wendover. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.3.2 The objectors argue that, having regard to the scale of new development proposed 

and the current high level of out-commuting, consideration should be given to a 
new employment allocation in Wendover to help to re-dress the employment 
imbalance. 

8.3.3 While acknowledging the objector’s concerns, I agree the Council’s comment that 
Wendover already possesses and has experienced significant employment 
development in the past.  Nonetheless, I have earlier recommended the inclusion of 
a number of small B1 workshops within the proposed neighbourhood centre as part 
of the Princess Mary’s Hospital redevelopment, which will provide a modest 
amount of additional employment.  And while not seeking to encourage excessive 
out-commuting, it must also be recognised that Wendover is well placed to take 
advantage of employment opportunities at the nearby Triangle Business Park, and 
at Tring, Chesham, Amersham, Princess Risborough and Aylesbury. 

8.3.4 Finally, and realistically, having regard to the GB, AONB, accessibility and other 
policy constraints, it would be difficult to identify a site suitable for a significant 
amount of employment development within or immediately adjacent to the built-up 
area of Wendover.  Indeed I note that none is suggested.  

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

SHOPPING 
8.4 Paragraphs 7.12 and 7.14, Policies WE.3, WE.4 and WE.5 

Inspector’s Note: 
8.4.1 The Council proposes changes to paras. 7.12 and 7.14 and policy WE.3 for 

consistency with PPG6.   

8.4.2 No objection has been raised to these paragraphs or policies, or to the PCs.  
However, for consistency, I invite the Council to reconsider these policies and the 
PCs for the reasons explained in relation to paras. 9.6 and 9.7, and Winslow 
policies WI.3, WI.4 and WI.5.  It seems to me that similar factors apply to retail 
development outside the Central Shopping Area of Wendover, and that proposals 
for new shops in other parts of the settlement could be decided independently 
against the GP policies. 
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8.4.3 I thus suggest that: 

8.4.4 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies WE.3 and WE.5. 

8.4.5 Policy WE.4 be renumbered and modified by rewording as follows: 

The Proposals Map defines the Central Shopping Area. 

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

8.4.6 No modifications be made in accordance with ORCs 151.05 and 152.01. 

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

 

CAR PARKING 
8.5 Paragraph 7.18 

Objectors: 
 DD1958 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD2469 Wendover Society 

Objector to Proposed Change (PC 7.2): 
 CO0200 Wendover Parish Council 

Principal Issues: 
8.5.1 Whether there should be a policy committing the Council to investigating 

additional car parking sites. 

8.5.2 Whether the Proposed Change should safeguard land for extra parking. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.5.3 Paragraphs 7.18 – 7.20 consist of a narrative with no policy conclusion. 

8.5.4 The Council proposes the introduction of a new policy under FPC 154.01 and ORC 
154.02 indicating that it would investigate the potential for more public parking.  
However, this is not a land-use policy, it is full of uncertainties, and I have earlier 
recommended that no modification be made in accordance with these Changes. 

8.5.5 While I accept that local people are anxious to see an increase in public parking, 
the Council has neither funds nor plans to provide more parking, and no site is 
available or shown on the Proposals Map. 

8.5.6 I adhere to my view that parking problems in Wendover are no greater than those 
encountered in many other tightly knit village centres.  However, in recognition of 
local concern I recommend that supporting text be expanded along the lines 
suggested in PC 7.02, with additional reference to the possible use of CP powers. 

Recommendation: 
8.5.7 I recommend that paragraph 7.20 be modified by the addition of the following text: 
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The Council will investigate with others the potential for additional public car 
parking in the centre of Wendover and, in the event of identifying a suitable site, 
will consider the use of Compulsory Purchase powers for its acquisition.  

TRANSPORT 
8.6 Policy WE.6 

Supporters: 
 DD1309 Sustrans 
 DD7686 Chiltern District Council 

Objector: 
 DD1957 Wendover Parish Council 

Principal Issue: 
8.6.1 Whether segregated facilities should be provided for walkers and cyclists. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.6.2 WE.6 expresses a corporate intention.  Because it indicates no more than an aim to 

support unidentified measures that have no geographical resolution it is not an 
appropriate planning policy.  The objectives can be secured more effectively by the 
policy recommended to replace GP.32 – GP.34. 

Recommendation: 
8.6.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WE.6. 

 
 

TOWNSCAPE & ENVIRONMENT 
8.7 Policies WE.9 and WE.12 

Supporters: 
 DD1971 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD1974 Wendover Parish Council 
 DD7831 Chiltern District Council 
 DD7833 Chiltern District Council 

Objectors: 
 DD0520 Southern Arts 
 DD2468 Wendover Society 
 DD6904 Post Office Property Holdings 

Principal Issues: 
8.7.1 Whether WE.9 should be worded more strictly. 

8.7.2 Whether WE.12 should require provision for public art. 

8.7.3 Whether WE.12 should protect existing service accesses and require public 
consultation, including the Post Office. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.7.4 These issues arose from generally supportive commentaries.   

8.7.5 In relation to WE.9, my remarks concerning the identical policy at BU.9 are 
relevant: all schemes that improve the town centre should be permitted.  My 
recommended wording is more relevant because it addresses situations that harm 
planning interests. 
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8.7.6 With regard to the second point, the Council referred to the proposed Arts section 
of the Plan, which I considered in detail in Part 1 of my Report. 

8.7.7 I agree with the Council that it is not necessary for WE.12 to spell out the 
organisations and personalities likely to be engaged in the consultation process for 
town enhancement schemes.  The question of accessibility will be part of that 
process.  However, WE.12 has insufficient land-use focus to represent a planning 
policy and would be more appropriate as justification. 

8.7.8 Although there are no objections to policies WE.7, WE.8, WE.10 and WE.11 I 
draw the Council’s attention to my review of the parallel policies at BU.7 – BU.11.  
The Wendover policies would benefit from the same kind of reconsideration. 

Recommendation: 
8.7.9 I recommend that: 

8.7.10 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policies WE.7 – WE.11 and their 
replacement with a new policy worded along the lines of my recommended 
replacement policy BU.7. 

8.7.11 The Plan be modified by the deletion of policy WE.12. 
 
 

LEISURE & COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
8.8 Paragraph 7.27 

Objector: 
 DD2470 Wendover Society 

Principal Issue: 
8.8.1 Whether planning briefs should be prepared for the improvement of leisure and 

community facilities, and for shopping and parking. 

Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 
8.8.2 This orphan paragraph has no dynamic purpose because it does not generate a 

planning policy.  I have earlier recommended that the criterion requirement for a 
sports field and pavilion as part of the Princess Mary’s Hospital redevelopment 
scheme should be deleted.  

Recommendation: 
8.8.3 I recommend that the Plan be modified by the deletion of paragraph 7.27. 
 
 

Community Hall Policy Omission 
8.9 OM703 Policy Omission: Community Hall & Facilities  

Objector: 
 DD0272 Wendover Memorial Hall Committee 
 DD0273 Wendover Memorial Hall Committee 

Principal Issue: 
8.9.1 Whether support should be indicated for a new community hall, for which 

permission had been sought. 
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Inspector’s Considerations and Conclusions: 

8.9.2 I would not expect such a facility to be part of the Plan unless it involved policy 
protection for the selected site.  Given that planning permission has subsequently 
been granted this does not seem to be the case. 

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