
Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 
Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate 

 
Q1.The Duty to Cooperate Statement2 confirms that Aylesbury Vale District 

Council has agreed to accommodate 5,725 dwellings from Chiltern and South 
Bucks. What is this figure based on, how has it been calculated and what 
alternatives were considered as part of the preparation of the Plan? 

 
Q2. Have the Councils approached other local authorities to assist in meeting 

any potential unmet housing and economic development needs? 
 
Q3. How will the Councils ensure that the proposed number of dwellings agreed 

with Aylesbury Vale District Council will be delivered? What mechanisms are in 
place should the relevant sites not come forward as expected? 

 

Q4. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils highlighted 
that Main Modifications are being sought to the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
to delete policy criteria relating to the unmet needs of Chiltern and South 

Bucks.3 What is the latest position regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan, and what implications, if any, would this suggested change have? 

 
Q5. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, it was confirmed that 

Slough Borough Council had approached Chiltern and South Bucks to 
accommodate some of their unmet housing needs. However, the “exact 
level of the shortfall needs to be clarified”. What is the latest position? 

Has the amount of housing which cannot be accommodated in Slough been 
established? Is there agreement on how Slough’s potential unmet needs 

will be accommodated? 
 
Q6. Paragraph 3.5.7 of the submitted Plan refers to the potential need to 

further consider the Green Belt boundary north of Slough in an early review 
of the Plan. Is this approach consistent with the PPG, which states that 

“Inspectors will expect to see that strategic policy making authorities have 
addressed key strategic matters through effective joint working, and not 
deferred them to subsequent plan updates…”5 

 

 

Q7. What is the purpose of the Wider Area Growth Study which is being 
prepared on behalf of Slough Borough Council, South Bucks District Council 
and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead? How does this relate 

to the strategic, cross-boundary matters of housing growth which have 
arisen during the preparation of this Local Plan? 

 
Q8. How are the Councils intending to consider and implement any findings 
from the Wider Area Growth Study? 

 

Q9. Have all the necessary Statements of Common Ground been prepared and 

do they cover the scope expected in the Planning Practice Guidance (the 

‘PPG’)? 

Q10. How have the Councils cooperated with other relevant organisations, such 

as Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership? 



Q11. Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 2004 

Act and Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, having regard 

to advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘Framework’) 

and the PPG? 

 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’) 

Q1. The Inspectors’ Initial Questions asked how the scale and distribution of 

growth has been determined as part of the plan-making process and what 

alternative strategies have been considered as part of the SA. In response, 

the Councils confirmed that the September 2019 SA Update assessed five 

spatial options. This included: 

• Do nothing; 

• Export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable 

commitments; 

• Partially meet housing needs over the plan period, including using commitments 

and all suitable HELAA sites, and export the remaining unmet housing need to the 

Vale of Aylesbury; 

• Meet housing needs over the plan period, including using all sources of land and 

additional Green Belt releases as necessary, and exporting any remaining unmet 

housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury; and  

• Meet housing needs in full within Chiltern and South Bucks. 

Part of the justification for not pursuing Option 5 (meeting all housing 

needs in Chiltern and South Bucks) is the constraints of the Green Belt and 

the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (‘AONB’). However, the 

Plan includes strategic development sites which require alternations to the 

Green Belt boundary, and, some residential development sites that fall 

within the AONB. How, therefore, did the Councils determine the scale of 

housing and economic development that would take place within the Plan 

area? 

A lot of the historical material is no longer accessible on the Councils 

website, when the Council first started this plan making process, it 

had preconceived ideas of where the Council wanted the 

development to take place. The current distribution follows very 

much what the Council wanted in the very early stage of the plan 

making process and later, the evidence has been created to support 

the Council’s decision made sometime in 2014/15. If I recall 

correctly, before or during Regulation 18 Consultation took place, the 

Council held open sessions with the community and there were two 

sets of drawing showing possible site for housing, one which the 

Council produced and another which showed the land allocation 

identified by ARUP. At this point the Council had already decided the 

level and sites which will deliver the housing. 



 

Q2. The five options referred to above all relate to the scale of growth that will 

occur in Chiltern and South Bucks, comparing it with options for exporting unmet 

needs to Aylesbury Vale. Once the scale of development had been established 

within Chiltern and South Bucks, where does the SA consider the spatial 

distribution of this growth and test it against reasonable alternatives? I.e. where 

does the SA consider the geographic distribution of proposed new housing and 

economic development? 

The plan has not tested against any reasonable alternatives, the Council 

has produced a new SA in September 2019. Reading the updated SA 

Objective for Option E “meet all housing needs within the Council’s 

area”, the SA seem to highlight that meeting all of the objectively 

assessed needs will have a positive impact. Just reading afew 

statements for the SA below. 

• SA Objective 1 - Cultural Heritage – part of paragraph 9 state 

Given the scale of the proposed development under Option E, it is likely that the magnitude of 

impact on features of cultural heritage importance would be greater when compared to the 

magnitude of impact associated with Options C and D. 

• SA Objective 9 - Transport and accessibility – paragraph 17 of the SA. 

Development in the Plan area could potentially help to ensure new residents have good access to 

services and amenities by placing more residents in closer proximity to them. However, there could 

potentially be over-capacity issues at some facilities in some locations depending on the scale of 

development. The impact on local congestion is likely to be more severe from larger scale 

developments, with larger numbers of new residents accessing the site from the same roads and 

access points. The extent to which development proposed under this option would facilitate 

sustainable and public transport modes uptake is largely uncertain as this stage in the assessment 

as it is dependent on location 

The Council now just need to reconsider sustainable sites closer to 

train stations. 

Q3. Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of the 37 sites identified 

as ‘reasonable alternatives’. What process did the Councils follow to determine 

which sites were taken forward into this stage of the assessment? In creating 

the list of 37 sites to be tested through the SA did the Council consider sites on a 

consistent and transparent basis? 

The Council has not tested these 37 sites in a consistent and 

transparent basis. 

It would be much more consistent and transparent if assessment was 

based on clear criteria with a scoring table like below. The higher the 

score of the site, the greater sustainability of the site. Just having a 

tip of a site within the distance should not be considered sustainable, 



alteast 50% of the site should be within the distance to justify 

scoring the points. 

  Points 

  3 2 1 

Distance to train Station 800m 800 to 1500s over 1500m 

Distance to Bus Stop 400m 400 to 800m over 800m 

 

Q4. Were the sites chosen to be taken forward and tested as ‘reasonable 

alternatives’ based on an established, and tested, spatial strategy? Where is this 

set out? 

No, the only way to confirm this would be to review the evidence. The 

scoring has mistake, which resulted with site getting lower score. A 

simple and transparent approach would have been to draw circles 

around key services which would have avoid errors in the assessment 

process and help identify most sustainable site with transparency. 

Q5. Has there been a material change in circumstances since the latest iteration 

of the SA? If so, what implications does this have on the robustness of the 

assessment? 

Q6. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils have signed a 

Statement of Common Ground with Natural England and the City of London 

Paragraph 4.3 states that the strategic allocation at Beaconsfield (Policy SP BP9) 

will be required to incorporate a suitable alternative natural greenspace ‘SANG’). 

How has this been taken into account as part of the SA process and assessment 

of reasonable alternatives? 

Q7. Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the September 2019 SA Update estimates that the 

growth proposed as part of the Plan will increase carbon emissions by 16.6%. 

How has this been calculated, is it accurate and how has it been taken into 

account in shaping the Plan’s strategy for growth? Why does it differ from the 

figure of 21% in the Regulation 19 version SA? 

To reduce carbon emission as much as possible, the Council need to 

build home closer to train stations and not select sites which require 

travel by car. 

Q8. Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate 

strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives available? 

 

 

 



Issue 3 - Public Consultation 

Q1. Has public consultation been carried out in accordance with the Council’s 

Statement of Community Involvement, the Framework, the PPG and the  

requirements of the 2004 Act and 2012 Regulations? 

Q2. Were adequate opportunities made available for participants to access and 

make comments on the Plan, and other relevant documents, in different 

locations? 

Q3. What was the justification for extending the period of public consultation at 

the Regulation 19 Stage? Were adequate opportunities provided for participants 

to make comments on the Plan? 

The Council changed the structure of all the documentation on the 

Website. This was not helpful for ordinary person who has been 

following the process closely and understood where the document 

where, changing the layout and only allowing the consultation period to 

understand what new material has been introduced, it was not 

appropriate. I don’t believe ordinary people like me were given enough 

chance to review the material.  

One example I identified after the consultation period had closed was 

for site SB0530, which had been reject both at stage 1 and 2, yet seems 

to find it way to being released from Green Belt in the submitted 

documents without any assessment. 

 

 

Q4. How were representations made at the Regulation 18 Stage taken into 

account? How did comments from representors help shape the preparation of 

the Plan? 

It is not clear where all the representation are. There is a list of some on 

the Councils Web site, however, not all are published or considered. 

 



Issue 4 – Local Development Scheme (‘LDS’) 
 

Q1. Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the LDS? 

Q2. What is the justification for progressing a joint Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan, as opposed to a new, composite Plan for Buckinghamshire? 

Issue 5 – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Q1. The Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 

Plan (‘HRA’)9 states that increased recreational pressure has the ability to change 

the structure and function of habitats at the Burnham Beeches Special Area of 

Conservation (‘SAC’). The greatest risk is posed from new residential 

development within 400m of the SAC. Elsewhere, new housing within 5.6km of 

the SAC is considered likely to have an impact on the integrity of the site from 

increased visitor pressure. The Addendum to the Regulation 19 HRA Report 

states that there should be a presumption against any new development within 

500m of the SAC. To ensure that the Plan is justified, should references  

throughout the Plan therefore refer to the 500m distance? 

 Q2. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils confirm that a 

mitigation strategy is in preparation to mitigate against the impacts of additional 

recreational disturbance on the Burnham Beeches SAC. What is the current 

position regarding the mitigation strategy and when is it expected to be 

completed? 

Q3. What are the likely implications of the necessary mitigation strategy on the 

policies and allocations in the submitted Plan? For example, where the provision 

of SANGs will be required, how has this been considered from a deliverability 

and viability perspective? 

Q4. The Councils also confirm that further sampling and modelling work is being 

undertaken and assessed by Natural England, the City of London, 

Buckinghamshire County Council and the Councils own consultants. What is the 

purpose of this additional modelling work and when will the results be available? 

  



Issue 6 – Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (‘SFRA’) 
 

Q1. Do any of the sites allocated for development in the Plan fall within Flood 
Zones 2 or 3 (or have significant areas falling within Flood Zones 2 or 3)? 

If so, are the allocations and policies consistent with paragraph 157 of the 
Framework which states that Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk based 
approach to the location of development, taking into account current and future 

impacts of climate change, to avoid where possible flood risk to 
people and property? 

 
The site allocated at “Amersham Old Town, London Road West”, the 
flood information is from the Councils Flood reports by Jacobs 

  
 

The village of Dorney Reach, which is being released from Green Belt. 
 

 
 
 

Q2. How has the Council taken a sequential approach to identifying sites for new 

development? Where land allocated for development does fall within areas at 

risk of flooding, what measures does the Plan include to ensure that any residual 

risks are appropriately managed? 

Issue 7 – Public Sector Equality Duty (‘PSED’) 
 
Q1. In what way does the plan seek to ensure that due regard is had to the 

three aims expressed in s149 of the Equality Act 2010 in relation to those 
who have a relevant protected characteristic? 

 
No, I don’t believe the Council has given due regards. 
 

 


