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Please return to:  
Planning Policy Team  
Chiltern District Council  
King George V Road  
Amersham  
Bucks HP6 5AW 
 
Email: Planning.policy@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk   
Tel: 01494 732950 
 
The Sustainability Assessment accompanies the draft Local Plan 2036  
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Miss 
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Central Milton Keynes 
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MK9 3BP 

Tel: 
 

01908 666276 

Email: 
 

kchristou@davidlock.com  

Organisation (if representing one)   
 

David Lock Associates, on behalf of Tarmac Trading 
Ltd. 

 
Please use this space to comment on the Sustainability Appraisal as a whole or one 
specific part of the Appraisal 

 
Please be as precise and succinct as possible. Please restrict your response to 2 sides of A5. 
 
REPRESENTATION 2 OF 3: SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
1.1 This representation is made on behalf of Tarmac Trading Ltd. (Tarmac) who are both the owner and 

development promoter of Wexham Park (previously identified as All Souls Farm Quarry - ASFQ) in 
relation to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 – Publication Version consultation document.  
The below comments to which this representation relates, applies to section 3.7 of the Local Plan, 
with regards to the Sustainability Appraisal. 

1.2 Wexham Park is located entirely within the administrative area of South Bucks District Council (SBDC).  
Tarmac’s land ownership extends to some 44 hectares.  The site-specific details are set out in the 
Vision Document at Appendix 01.  Wexham Park represents a robust and sustainable development 
location. 

1.3 Tarmac considers that Wexham Park’ presents a unique opportunity to help meet the current and future 
housing needs of the area, through a sustainable pattern of growth.  The site has capacity to 
accommodate some 800 new homes, a community hub and new primary school (see Illustrative 
Concept Layout also at Appendix 01).   
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1.4 The site is located adjacent to an existing built-up area and with strong public transport connections.  
It is an inherently sustainable location for growth.  It is within two miles of two Crossrail stations 
providing excellent rail connections to London and other Thames Valley locations and will have 
international connectivity provided via the Western Rail Link to Heathrow Airport.  Importantly, it is 
close to the increasingly buoyant employment areas in Central Slough and to the west of the town; and 
capable of being linked to these areas by a new transit network.   

1.5 Tarmac has completed a Viability Assessment (see Appendix 02) which evaluates a policy-compliant 
development with respect to affordable housing, with scope to contribute towards provision of other 
infrastructure, such as education and green infrastructure.  Other technical site assessments of 
Wexham Park have been undertaken in 2018 and 2019, including in relation to transport, flood risk and 
ground conditions. These studies confirm that the site is deliverable and there are no significant 
constraints preventing its immediate development.  Tarmac consider the site should be identified for 
Green Belt release. 

1.6 Tarmac do not consider that the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is adequate, as reasonable and 
sustainable alternatives have not been adequate considered or tested.  The Green Belt Assessments 
have incorrectly informed the conclusions of the SA, which are flawed in their methodology and present 
inconsistent findings, resulting in an unsustainable Spatial Strategy.  Limited reliance can therefore be 
placed on the conclusions of the SA. 

1.7 The decision to prepare a Joint Local Plan with Chiltern District (CDC) has produced an anomalous 
situation whereby South Bucks is now also assessed as part of the Buckinghamshire Housing Market 
Area (HMA) where its functional relationships to areas further north in the County are much weaker.  
This is also recognised by SBC who have unmet needs that are most sensibly accommodated on the 
edge of Slough.  

1.8 The Local Plan does not analyse the obvious functional housing and economic relationships which 
exist between South Bucks and neighbouring authorities on its southern boundary.  An analysis of 
these functional relationships is explored more fully in the attached report Appendix 03, prepared by 
Nicol Economics1.  The pursuit of a Joint Local Plan between South Bucks and Chiltern Districts has 
not been underpinned by robust evidence about the strong functional economic linkages between the 
two areas.  There is strong evidence which points to South Bucks being in the same housing market 
area as Slough and other parts of Berkshire. 

1.9 Ineffective joint working has resulted in the unmet development needs of neighbouring SBC being 
ignored, while exporting a significant part of its own growth requirements to Aylesbury Vale.  Sites on 
the northern edge of Slough have not been considered as a growth option in the SA.  To be robust, the 
SA should identify Wexham Park and other sites as a reasonable and sustainable alternative, to test 
the option of meeting the local housing need in full within the Plan area.     

1.10 Wexham Park and other sites would be capable of providing convenient access to future Crossrail 
Stations at Langley and Slough, due to their proximity to the Elizabeth Line.  Equally, Slough is the 
most productive urban area in the UK2 and has recently been recognised as the 13th best town/city in 
the UK for business3.  Sites to the north of Slough therefore present a sustainable growth option, 
consistent with the NPPF, which can support the wider growing economy as well as connect to public 
transport infrastructure, to reduce car dependence.  Development in this area would also be consistent 
with SA Objective 10 (Housing) which identifies that “New housing should be directed towards areas 
with good accessibility to employment opportunities, services/facilities and sustainable transport 
modes, which will help to reduce the need to travel”. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Nicol Economics (2019) Slough and South Bucks: Housing Market and Functional Economic Relationships 
2 Centre for Cities (2019) Cities Outlook 2019 
3 Management Today (24 June 2019) 21 Best Cities in Britain for Business 2019; available at: 
https://www.managementtoday.co.uk/21-best-cities-britain-business-2019/article/1588151  

https://www.managementtoday.co.uk/21-best-cities-britain-business-2019/article/1588151
https://www.managementtoday.co.uk/21-best-cities-britain-business-2019/article/1588151
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1.11 The Local Plan’s Spatial Strategy is based on a dispersed approach to development.  Tarmac consider 
this to be unsustainable and contrary to paragraphs 10 and 72 of the NPPF which recognises that “the 
supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through planning for large scale 
development” as could be readily achieved at Wexham Park.  The SA is underpinned by a Spatial 
Strategy which does not promote sustainable development, as it largely ignores the major transport 
investments, such as Crossrail.  This will further add to pressure on housing growth in Slough and 
worsen the affordability position in CDC and SBDC, if not addressed through the DtC between SBC 
and SBDC.  Furthermore, the Districts will be unable to deliver upon their sustainable and active travel 
ambitions as set out at SA Objective 9 (Transport and Accessibility) and also SA Objective 12 
(Economy), by pursuing a Spatial Strategy which does not seek to locate development adjacent to 
major public transport investment. 

1.12 As evidenced by the Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (April 2019), the Councils in many instances are 
not able to identify funding sources to support the delivery of community centres and GP surgeries to 
support the dispersed site allocations, as summarised overleaf.  Funding towards secondary school 
places is identified as being subject to developer finance, however no new secondary schools are 
proposed and instead the Spatial Strategy relies upon the expansion of existing secondary schools in 
five locations.  The selected strategy spreads the impact of development across a wide area.  The 
timing of any such expansion will be critical, as “secondary schools across Chiltern and South Bucks 
are mostly operating at capacity”4.   

1.13 Where new primary schools are proposed as part of the site allocations, these will only provide for 1FE, 
which based on experience elsewhere, are unviable to deliver at this size.  This collectively will present 
critical challenges in meeting the infrastructure needs of the dispersed site allocations, particularly 
where existing infrastructure is likely to become under greater strain if funding sources are not identified 
or existing school sites are unable to expand, to accommodate future pupils from the site allocations. 
new primary schools are proposed as part of the site allocations, these will only provide for 1FE, which 
based on experience elsewhere, are unviable to deliver at this size.  This collectively will present critical 
challenges in meeting the infrastructure needs of the dispersed site allocations, particularly where 
existing infrastructure is likely to become under greater strain if funding sources are not identified or 
existing school sites are unable to expand, to accommodate future pupils from the site allocations. 

1.14 SA Objective 10 in fact recognises the benefit of strategic development; “Large housing sites have the 
potential to deliver a greater level of supporting infrastructure such as schools and affordable housing 
due to the financial viability of building at-scale”.  The SA recognises the inadequacies of some of the 
proposed site allocations to deliver upon the SA objectives, for instance where it states: 

“A number of Building Site Allocations assessed in this report would be situated outside the 
sustainable distance from one or more necessary health services, including GP surgeries, NHS 
hospitals, leisure centres, natural spaces and the PROW and cycle network. In such cases, 
healthy and active lifestyles for some residents could be more difficult to achieve.” 

“A number of Building Site Allocations assessed in this report would be situated outside the 
sustainable distance from a primary school and/or secondary school. In such cases, it would 
restrict the ability of residents to access education services”5.  

1.15 There appears to be explicit acknowledgement that some of the site allocations will deliver adverse 
impacts on the future population and to human health. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (April 2019) 
5 Lepus Consulting (June 2019) Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan; Box 
11.1 
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Requirement6 Funding Source Priority for 
delivery 

Health - Primary 

Little Chalfont extra surgery space TBC Critical  

The Chalfont St Giles Surgery – extension TBC Not stated 

Community Centre / facility improvements and new 
provision on four strategic sites (Chesham, 
Beaconsfield, Little Chalfont and land north of Iver 
Station)  

TBC  Necessary  

Primary Education 

New 1FE School at 3 strategic sites (Holmer Green 
or adjacent development site; Little Chalfont; and at 
Chesham) 

S106 / joint funding 
across both districts / 
other 

Critical 

Secondary Education 

Expansion of an existing secondary school to serve 
the Wycombe School Planning Area (including 
Holmer Green) – 1 – 2 FE needed. 

S106/CIL Critical 

Expansion of Misbourne School (Great Missenden) 
by 1 FE 

S106/CIL Critical 

Expansion of Amersham School by 1 FE S106/CIL Critical 

Expansion of Chiltern Hills Academy (Chesham) by 
2FE 

S106/CIL Critical 

Expansion of Chalfont Community College (Chalfont 
St Peter) by up to 2FE 

S106/CIL Critical 

Public Transport 

New or extended Bus services to serve new strategic 
sites 

CIL/S106/Bus 
Operators/Other-TBC 

Not stated 

Improvements to public transport/walking and 
cycling links to increase sustainable transport 
options between employment, services, housing and 
onward travel options 

CIL/S106/Bus 
Operators/Other-TBC 

Not stated 

Green Space provision 

Proposed country park at Stoke Poges TBC Necessary 

Table 1, Selected extract from Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (April 2019) 
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Flawed Green Belt Methodology 

1.16 The Green Belt Assessments - which are a fundamental element of the conclusions of the SA - are 
flawed in their methodology and present inconsistent findings.  Tarmac consider that this further 
undermines the robustness of the SA as its conclusions are inherently linked to the Green Belt 
Assessments.  

1.17 There are evident inconsistencies in the approach to assessment of sites within the Green Belt 
Assessments.  This is exemplified in the case Wexham Park, where the Green Belt Assessment Part 
Two (October 2016) confusingly refers to the site under three different names: 

• All Souls Farm Quarry, Wexham [Site 4.3187; Figure 1 below]  

• George Green – Area to West of Wexham Park Hospital [Site 2.298; Figure 2 below] 

• Slough BC – Area South of Stoke Poges, George and Middle Green [Site 4.3389; Figure 3 
overleaf].  

  
Figure 1, All Souls Farm Quarry: Site 4.318 Figure 2, George Green: Site 2.29 

                                                 
7 Appendix 5: Volume 7 of the Green Belt Assessment Part Two, October 2016 
8 Appendix 5: Volume 2 of the Green Belt Assessment Part Two, October 2016 
9 Ibid. 
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Figure 3, Slough BC – Area South of Stoke Poges, 
George & Middle Green: Site 4.338 

 

 

 

1.18 In the first stage of the Green Belt Assessment Part Two it was concluded that it was possible to identify 
a permanent and defensible boundary for Parcel 2.29, but not for Parcel 4.318.  Only Parcel 2.29 was 
taken through to the second stage of the assessment which assessed how strongly the parcel 
functioned against the NPPF purposes of the Green Belt.  The purposes of the Green Belt, as set out 
in the NPPF (paragraph 134), are as follows: 

a) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

b) To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

c) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

d) To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

e) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 

1.19 As set out more fully within the enclosed Appendix 04 (Review of the Green Belt), SLR Consulting 
has assessed Wexham Park against the Green Belt purposes and consider that Wexham Park “scores 
relatively weakly or weakly against the NPPF Green Belt purposes and as a result further consideration 
of this site should be made for identification as a Green Belt preferred option for future residential 
development”10.  Tarmac consider Wexham is incorrectly excluded following the Green Belt 
Assessment as a site allocation in the Joint Local Plan and its evidence base.  

1.20 The conclusions of the Green Belt Assessments are not consistent with the analysis.  Defensible Green 
Belt boundaries are available and demonstrable, and this should properly be reflected in the 
assessment of Wexham Park and the wider area.  There is no sound reason for this area to be excluded 
following the Green Belt Assessment. 

                                                 
10 SLR Consulting (January 2019). Review of the Green Belt 
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1.21 Furthermore, the PPG was updated in July 201911 providing new guidance in relation to the Green 
Belt, to effects on its openness and requiring compensatory improvements to the environmental quality 
and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land, where it has been demonstrated necessary to 
release Green Belt land for development.  This new approach to openness of the Green Belt will need 
to be reflected by the joint authorities in the Joint Local Plan.   

1.22 In addition, the Court of Appeal in March 2018 in a judgment of Lord Justice Lindblom12 emphasised 
the necessity of considering visual impact when assessing the effects of potential development upon 
the openness of the Green Belt (see Appendix 04; Review of the Green Belt).  As Lord Justice 
Lindblom explained: “A realistic assessment will often have to include the likely perceived effects on 
openness, if any, as well as the spatial effects”.  As the Green Belt Assessments were prepared prior 
to both the above PPG updates and the Court of Appeal judgment, they could not take these into 
account and therefore a new Green Belt Assessment is required. 

1.23 New development at Wexham Park could deliver such compensatory improvements to existing Green 
Belt land to the north of Wexham Park (and Wexham Park Lane), through appropriate financial 
contributions.  Such improvements could involve the provision of new publicly accessible green space 
areas of managed parkland. 

1.24 Equally, as identified by SBC, strategic growth should not “just be considered against Green Belt 
policy”13.  The NPPF14 requires “sustainable patterns of development” to be taken into account, when 
reviewing Green Belt boundaries. Green Belt Assessments should form but one element of the 
evidence base to the Local Plan.  The sustainability of development allocations, their scale and their 
ability to promote sustainable travel, are also key criteria which must be considered, in supporting the 
development of a sound Plan.    

1.25 Wexham Park and other sites would be capable of providing convenient access to future Crossrail 
Stations at Langley and Slough, due to their proximity to Crossrail.  Sites to the north of Slough 
therefore present a robust sustainable growth option, consistent with the NPPF, which can support the 
wider growing economy as well as connect to public transport infrastructure, to reduce car dependence.   

1.26 Additionally, the proposed residential site allocation at Chesham (Site SP BP2) was listed by CDC in 
July 2019, as an ‘Asset of Community Value’.  This site therefore does not present a realistic or 
available site to provide for approximately 500 homes through the Joint Local Plan.  

1.27 The SA is therefore not adequate. 

 

                                                 
11 PPG paragraph 002 ref ID: 64-002 20190722 
12 Case citation number [2018] EWCA Civ 489 : see especially at paragraphs [38] to [40]. 
13 Paragraph 5.62, SBC Planning Committee Report, 3 July 2019; Representations to the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan 2036 – Publication Version 
14 Paragraph 138, National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 
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Appendices: 

Appendix O1 
Appendix O2 
Appendix O3 

Appendix O4 

Wexham Park Vision Document, 2019 
Viability Assessment, August 2019 
Nicol Economics – Slough and South Bucks: housing market and functional 
economic relationships, June 2019 
SLR Consulting – Review of the Green Belt, January 2019 

Summary of Representations made in relation to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 – 
Publication Version consultation document: 

Representation 1 of 3 – Spatial Strategy; 

• Section 3.3 - Key Diagram

• Section 3.4 - Spatial Vision

• Section 3.5 - Strategic Objectives

• Section 3.6 - Strategic Context

• Section 3.8 & Policy SP SP1 - Sustainable – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

• Section 5.1 – Homes – Need, Supply & Shortfall

• Section 10.1 & Policy SP PP1 – Metropolitan Green Belt within Chiltern and South Bucks

Representation 2 of 3 – Sustainability Appraisal; 

• Section 3.7 – Sustainability Appraisal

Representation 3 of 3 – Sustainable Travel; 

• Section 4.9 / Policy DM DP9 – Design – Reducing Reliance on the Private Car

• Section 4.14 / Policy DM DP14 – Design – Accessible Neighbourhoods


