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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

Issue 1 – Duty to cooperate 

Q1. The Duty to cooperate Statement 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? 

1.1 The Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire 

and the surrounding areas - Report of Findings (March 2015) concluded that the four 

Buckinghamshire districts were part of a functional housing market area.  As set out in 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2012), which was extant at the time, local planning authorities 

should ensure their local plans meet housing needs in the housing market area.  This 

established the principle that housing need being met across Buckinghamshire was a 

matter for Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) to address in the emerging Vale of 

Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and established the housing need for each of the districts.  

1.2 The next area of joint evidence preparation was the Housing and Economic Development 

Needs Assessment (HEDNA) to establish the housing need in the functional HMA.  The 

methodology for this was published in March 2015 and the final report was published in 

December 2016.  Shortly after the HEDNA methodology was published, the 

Buckinghamshire councils agreed and published a joint Housing and Economic Land 

Availability Assessment Methodology (HELAA) in May 2015 to provide the basis for 

assessing the availability of development sites across their areas.  Each council undertook 

housing capacity assessments and then consulted the other councils on their findings. 

1.3 Whilst the HELAA methodology rejected any Green Belt sites as unsuitable, it was agreed 

between the district councils and the county council that the potential for sites to be 

removed from the Green Belt should be considered as part of the assessment of 

development capacity across the Buckinghamshire councils’ areas.  A Green Belt Review 

was therefore undertaken with the Part 1 Methodology being published in April 2015 and 

the Part 2 Methodology being published in July 2016. 

1.4 Following the Chiltern and South Bucks Councils’ Green Belt Preferred Options 

consultation (October to December 2016), Based on the content of that consultation 

AVDC engaged consultants to challenge the capacity expectations for the Green Belt sites 

as it had also done for with the Wycombe Local Plan sites’ capacity.  

1.5 The figure of 5,725 homes was derived by the Buckinghamshire Planning Policy Officers’ 

Group through this process and agreed by the Buckinghamshire Planning Group.  This 

latter group comprises the Planning Portfolio holders and Heads of Planning of the county 

and district councils, the Buckinghamshire Local Enterprise Partnership and the 

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership.   
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1.6 At the time of these discussions, the VALP was to provide 33,000 new homes over the 

period 2014-2033.  2,275 of these homes were to be towards meeting Wycombe District’s 

unmet needs and 5,725 towards those homes needed in Chiltern and South Bucks.   

1.7 Because of the national policy imperative to meet housing needs in full within the housing 

market area, no alternatives to meeting that need outside Buckinghamshire were 

considered. 

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

potential unmet housing and economic development needs?   

2.1 It has not been necessary to approach other local authorities outside Buckinghamshire. 

The Green Belt Preferred Options site releases indicated the likely capacity of the Districts 

to accommodate growth acceptably having regard to the Green Belt constraint and the 

existence of the Buckinghamshire Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) of July 2017 

[CSBLP12.1] and specific agreement with Aylesbury Vale District Council in terms of 

meeting unmet housing and economic development needs reflected that.   The likely 

capacity has been shown to be a reasonable estimate by the outputs of subsequent work. 

As set out in the associated Statements of Common Ground, the neighbouring 

Hertfordshire authorities of Three Rivers and Dacorum Councils did not expect CSB to 

meet any of their needs, and vice versa, and indeed were unable to do so. 

2.2 Notwithstanding the Buckinghamshire MoU, it was in any case agreed in the respective 

duty to cooperate meetings between Three Rivers and CSB, and between Dacorum and 

CSB, that any unmet housing needs would be best met in the relevant housing market 

areas.  For CSB, the ‘best fit’ housing market area comprises Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South 

Bucks and Wycombe Districts.  In terms of meeting economic development needs, the 

same geography represents the ‘best fit’ Functional Economic Market Area. 

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? 

3.1 The allocation of up to 5,725 dwellings of unmet housing need has been agreed through 

a Memorandum of Understanding and Bilateral Agreement. In July 2017, a Bucks-wide 

MoU [CSBLP12.1] was signed between all Buckinghamshire districts and the Bucks 

Thames Valley LEP.  This was reconfirmed in an MoU bilateral agreement between 

Aylesbury Vale District Council and Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District 

Council in January 2018.  This commitment is contained in Policy S2 of the Vale of 

Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP). 

3.2 As is reflected in the response to Question 7 of Matter 2, Issue 1, the CSB Local Plan makes 

additional provision to mitigate against potential non-delivery in Aylesbury Vale. 
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3.3 Aylesbury is located in the south of the district and, as a strategic settlement, is the focus 

of a large part of the housing growth in that district.  Aylesbury is in close proximity to 

Chiltern and South Bucks districts, which adjoin the south of Aylesbury Vale, providing 

strong links and connections to towns and villages within the districts.  Amersham also 

benefits from a direct and frequent rail link to Aylesbury and Aylesbury Vale Parkway rail 

stations.  

3.4 Aylesbury town is not just in the same ‘best fit’ housing market area, but also in the same 

functional housing market area as Chiltern and South Bucks, ensuring that there are strong 

catchment connections. 

3.5 The homes accepted as unmet need from CSB benefit from the same provisions to ensure 

delivery that apply to all the allocations in VALP. The NPPF 2012, under which VALP is 

produced specifies in paragraph 47 that a 5% buffer shall be provided above a local plan’s 

housing requirement. The VALP housing requirement is 28,600 homes against which it 

allocates 30,233 homes giving a buffer of 1,633 homes or 5.7%. A total of 22,197 homes 

are already committed/delivered against this requirement which equates to 78% of the 

housing requirement already being built or permitted. Delivery rates are above the VALP 

requirement of 1,430 homes per annum with the figure of 1,797 homes being completed 

in 2018 -19. That equates to a 26% over delivery against the requirement. Lastly VALP 

policy S8 Monitoring and review states that “  

3.6 The Councils will also consider housing delivery monitoring on sites in Aylesbury Vale, in 

particular those close to the town of Aylesbury.  When the new Buckinghamshire Council 

comes into effect in April 2020, housing delivery will be monitored across the whole new 

council area which is also the recognised housing market area.  

3.7 An amendment to the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 

2012, which came into effect in April 2018, introduced a requirement for local plans to be 

reviewed at least every five years.  Should the above contingencies prove to be insufficient 

to deliver the housing needed, Buckinghamshire Council will look to ensure that any under 

delivery within the HMA will be remedied by bringing forward additional suitable sites to 

meet any newly assessed need through the new Buckinghamshire Council unitary plan.   

3.8 Under the duty to cooperate, the VALP commits that under-delivery which affects the 

needs of other planning authorities will be considered when the local plan is reviewed, 

which on current evidence it is envisaged will be soon after adoption.  It is recognised that 

site allocations, committed sites and windfall sites not coming forward at the anticipated 

rates in the housing trajectory in Aylesbury Vale may trigger a review, or suitable 

alternative sustainable sites being brought forward.   

3.9 There are therefore several aspects of VALP and CSBLP that provide flexibility to ensure 

delivery of the housing requirement.   
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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.   What is the 

latest position regarding the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan, and what implications, if 

any, would this suggested change have? 

4.1 Aylesbury Vale District Council is currently preparing a response for the examination 

Inspector to the 899 representations which were submitted to the Vale of Aylesbury Local 

Plan (VALP) Main Modifications consultation that closed on 17 December 2019.  The 

Inspector has indicated that once he receives the council’s responses, he will determine 

whether he can write his final report, needs further information or will require further 

hearings.   

4.2 Chiltern and South Bucks Councils made a representation requesting reinstatement of 

some the text in Policy S2 which makes specific reference to the VALP providing 5,750 

homes to meet their needs.  The Inspector may decide to reinstate this text.  However, 

even if the Inspector does not do so, the supporting text to the policy contains the deleted 

housing figure, there is a specific MoU between AVDC and Chiltern and South Bucks, and 

the housing requirement in the plan of 28,600 only provides 19,400 homes to meet the 

needs of Aylesbury Vale.  It is therefore considered that the deletion of the figure from 

the policy will have no implications for the delivery of housing in AVDC to meet the needs 

of Chiltern and South Bucks. 

 

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? 

 

i) The latest position 

 

5.1 The latest position is that Slough Borough Council prepared an Issues and Options 

Regulation 18 Plan in 2017, but no further work has been progressed since that time.  

Consequently, the position is unchanged since CSB prepared its responses to the Initial 

Questions in December [EXAM2].  Slough BC do not appear to have commissioned any 

detailed work to assess its housing need and there are no settlement capacity studies, 

housing topic papers, housing and economic land availability studies or new ‘calls for sites’ 

in the public domain.  The Slough Northern Extension study published in September 2017 

has not advanced.   The Slough Local Development Scheme (adopted in April 2019) 

outlines that a Publication stage consultation would begin in February 2020, but as of 25 

February 2020, this has not taken place.   This somewhat places CSB in limbo given 
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Slough’s request for assistance on one hand, with the lack of activity on its Plan as a 

counter-balance. 

 

5.2 CSB understand and appreciate that Slough BC’s preference is for the need to be met as 

close to its boundary as possible, which led to the identification of sites in the Green Belt 

in South Bucks’ as a solution for the ‘Northern Extension’, known as Option J1 in its 

Regulation 18 consultation of 2017.  However, Slough BC undertook this work without 

having obtained the agreement of South Bucks District Council.  

 

ii) Has the amount of housing which cannot be accommodated in Slough been 

established? 

 

5.3 With no apparent progress having been made on the Slough Local Plan since 2017, the 

exact amount of housing (unmet need) which is unable to be accommodated in the 

Slough Borough Council area is unknown.  This is because it does not appear that Slough 

Borough Council has commenced any of the necessary evidence studies to test the 

proportion of need which can be met within the district, and therefore arrive at a formal 

figure for which it might seek external assistance to provide.    

 

5.4 Following the publication of CSB’s response to the Initial Questions in December 2019, 

CSB received an email from the lead officer for Slough Council’s Local Plan on 23 

December in which he stated “… I recognise that there is a difference between 5,000 and 

10,000 dwellings but can you explain why you were unable to test any of these scenarios in 

your Local Plan evidence or the SA? How does this fit with your suggestion in paragraph 8.4 

that testing any scale of development above the level that you are proposing would be 

unreasonable?”    

 

5.5 This reveals a clear anticipation that Slough expected CSB to test up to 10,000 homes 

more than CSB’s own Local Housing Needs figures, before Slough Borough Council has 

undertaken any detailed work to assess its own level of need.  It also overlooks the fact 

that CSB cannot meet their own need within their boundaries.  This observation also 

ignores NPPF paragraph 11, footnote 6, where national policy clearly anticipates that there 

may be circumstances in which Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) figures will not be met 

in full where constraints such as Green Belt and AONB are present.    

 

5.6 CSB are unaware as to whether or not Slough BC has formally approached any other 

Councils in respect of addressing its unmet need.  Clearly, Slough BC does not only share 

a boundary with South Bucks District Council.  In addition, the Council does not form part 

of the same housing market as the neighbouring London boroughs of Hillingdon and 

Hounslow.   In line with the duty to cooperate, Slough BC would therefore need to 

demonstrate that it has formally approached all of their neighbouring authorities, and also 

looked further afield for assistance.  These are questions which, in reality, Slough Borough 
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Council itself is best placed to answer and explain any actions taken and subsequent 

outcomes.  

 

5.7 As the Councils pointed out in response to the Initial Questions, Slough BC’s proposals for 

its ‘Option J1‘did not come out of a duty to cooperate situation; neither do they form part 

of a current draft Local Plan.  The responses to the Initial Questions on this issue also 

highlight some of the difficulties which will need to be overcome.  

 

iii) Is there agreement on how Slough’s potential unmet needs will be 

accommodated? 

 

5.8 There is presently no agreement in place between CSB and Slough BC, but it is unclear 

how ‘agreement’ can be reached with Slough on how and where any unmet needs will be 

accommodated at this point.  Neither CSB or Slough are aware of the level of ‘unmet need’ 

which Slough wants to export beyond its boundary, something which has been the case 

for three years, as Slough have not done any of the necessary evidence work.  

 

5.9 Importantly, there are also other longer term issues which will bear on the issue of unmet 

needs and how and where they are best met.  These include the proposals for a Third 

Runway at Heathrow Airport and the potential effects of new development on the 

Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation.  The uncertainty is such that the growth 

needs of Slough are best considered by the Buckinghamshire Council Local Plan which 

will be undertaken by the new Unitary Authority within five years of vestment (1 April 

2020).  This can consider the most appropriate spatial distribution of any unmet needs 

beyond the Buckinghamshire Council boundary.     

5.10 As set out in the PPG (Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 61-022-20190315) ‘Strategic policy-

making authorities should explore all available options for addressing strategic matters 

within their own planning area, unless they can demonstrate to do so would contradict 

policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework’.   Therefore, authorities must 

do what they can to meet needs in their own area and, when making a request for 

assistance under the duty to cooperate, must have firm, up-to-date evidence in place. 

5.11 Paragraph 022 continues to state that: “Where a strategic policy-making authority claims 

it has reasonably done all that it can to deal with matters but has been unable to secure the 

cooperation necessary, for example if another authority will not cooperate, or agreements 

cannot be reached, this should not prevent the authority from submitting a plan for 

examination. However, the authority will need to submit comprehensive and robust evidence 

of the efforts it has made to cooperate and any outcomes achieved; this will be thoroughly 

tested at the plan examination.”   



8 
 

5.12 Linked to this is a separate issue on the operation of the duty to cooperate and how it 

should be satisfied.   PPG Paragraph 012 Reference ID: 61-012-20190315 points out that 

a Statement of Common Ground should identify ‘the capacity with the strategic policy-

making authority area(s) covered by the statement to meet their own identified needs’ and 

‘the extent of any unmet need within the strategic policy-making authority area’.   

 

5.13 CSB are aware of the importance of complying with the duty to cooperate for plan-

making.  However, the PPG makes it clear that any duty to cooperate requests to a 

neighbouring authority for assistance are intended to be made only after an authority has 

the necessary evidence assessments in place to ascertain the existence of a shortfall.  A 

clear number or at least an evidentially justified range should be supplied to the second 

authority as part of its request.  That is particularly important where the second authority 

is a Green Belt constrained authority.  Slough Borough Council has done any of this work 

at the present time.    

 

5.14 The PPG paragraph 022, quoted above, also highlights that “Authorities are not obliged to 

accept needs from other areas where it can be demonstrated it would have an adverse 

impact when assessed against policies in the National Planning Policy Framework”.   With 

this guidance in mind, and CSB’s participation in the Wider Area Growth Study (WAGS) 

expressly to find solutions to this issue, it is apparent that although CSB’s Local Plan does 

not accommodate Slough’s unmet need at this stage, it would not mean that CSB has 

failed to fulfill the duty to cooperate.  The concepts of ‘soundness’ and SoCGs being in 

place with all neighbouring authorities are not coterminous – as noted under Question 

11.  

 

5.15 There are also other longer-term issues which will bear on the issue of unmet needs, and 

how and where they are best met.  These include the proposed Third Runway at Heathrow 

Airport and the potential effects of development on the Burnham Beeches Special Area of 

Conservation.  The uncertainty and current lack of clarity is such that the growth needs of 

Slough are best considered in a review of the Local Plan, to be undertaken by the new 

Unitary Authority.  This can consider the most appropriate spatial distribution of any 

unmet needs across a broader strategic area, following the completion of Part 2 of the 

Wider Area Growth Study discussed further under Question 7. 

 

5.16 The Localism Act 2011 and Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 are clear that the duty to cooperate is not a formal ‘duty to agree’, in the sense that 

any request for help in meeting needs is not an automatic guarantee that the authority 

receiving the request can, must or will be able to accommodate it.   Local authorities must, 

however, demonstrate they have made efforts to work closely with identified partners in 

finding solutions to strategic issues. 
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5.17 However, as noted in the responses to the Initial Questions [EXAM2], Slough BC itself 

commented that “it is not considered that Chiltern and South Bucks have failed the duty to 

cooperate, because they are participating in the joint Wider Area Growth Study”, which is 

discussed further in our response to Question 7.   The purpose of the WAGS work is to 

identify the potential locations that could accommodate the future housing growth of the 

Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead core, in line with national policy. 

 

5.18 Part 1 of the WAGS is spatial, and identifies a series of labour and housing market flows, 

not just one link between Slough and South Bucks.  Critically, WAGS Part 1 does not 

attempt to identify a precise level of unmet need, while as already mentioned, no capacity-

based assessment or needs work has been undertaken by Slough.  When commissioned, 

Part 2 of the WAGS will look wider than South Bucks for opportunities, and extend its 

scope into the nearby London Borough of Hounslow and other districts which also have 

links to Slough.  

 

5.19 Despite this, and that solutions have been proposed, at a Planning Committee meeting 

on 19 February 2020, Slough Borough Council decided to revise their earlier formal 

position to now suggest that CSB have not complied with the duty to cooperate, based 

on the fact that there had been no meetings to discuss the Northern Expansion since 

September 2017.   

 

5.20 Slough Borough Council’s justification for the Northern Expansion was to meet unmet 

housing needs in the Slough area, but the “5-10,000” figure which draft evidence studies 

referred to has not been fully evidenced, and cannot be justified until the Council 

commissions updated evidence on housing needs.  As stated in the responses to the Initial 

Questions, CSB cannot meet their own housing needs within their districts as the plan area 

is so highly constrained. 

 

5.21 Slough BC’s September 2017 “Slough Northern Expansion” report, by Atkins, included a 

covering note from CSB which pointed out that “the Councils do not agree on the approach 

being taken by Slough Borough Council regarding its aspirations for a Northern Extension 

to Slough in South Bucks District. This disagreement on approach, from Chiltern and South 

Bucks District Councils’ perspective (a position shared with Aylesbury Vale District Council, 

Wycombe District Council and Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership), is set out 

in a Duty to Co-operate Position Statement on the Councils’ websites (under the Emerging 

Local Plan Evidence Base pages). In addition, the proposal in the document is contrary to 

the evidence base being prepared to support the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, 

particularly in relation to the published Green Belt Assessment work. As such the proposal 

includes land identified for development that has not been identified for potential release 

from the Green Belt as part of the Councils’ Preferred Green Belt Options”. 

 



10 
 

5.22 The Introduction of the “Slough Northern Expansion” report (page 1) also notes that “any 

development could only go ahead if there were sufficient exceptional circumstances”.  As 

such, it is very clear that without detailed evidence work to justify the proposal, and 

therefore to justify an unmet need figure, it is not an initiative which can be supported at 

the present time. This does not change the fact that the sites which Slough wish to develop 

are in areas of highly performing Green Belt land, which helps to prevent the coalescence 

of settlements.  

 

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…” 

 

6.1 Paragraph 3.5.7 of the submitted Local Plan notes a need to address the matter through 

a ‘review’ of the CSB Local Plan (or the first Buckinghamshire Local Plan); not through an 

early review.  

 

6.2  The particular context here and the uncertainties as to what the future strategy for Slough 

BC will be and what its implications may be for surrounding districts justify reliance on a 

review to address future cross-boundary issues.  It is not a question of deferring a strategic 

matter; the strategic matter itself is not sufficiently defined to be capable of being 

addressed at this stage in accordance with the NPPF.  

 

6.3 Solutions have been proposed and agreed as CSB, Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead 

have jointly commissioned the Wider Area Growth Study (WAGS), which will identify the 

potential locations that could accommodate the future housing need of the Slough and 

Windsor and Maidenhead core, following the national policy position which requires that, 

where a local planning authority cannot meet its housing need in its own area, the 

resulting unmet need should be accommodated in neighbouring areas, where it is 

practical do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development.  Part 1 of this 

study was commissioned in 2018 and the final report was published in June 2019.  At the 

time of writing, Part 2 had not commenced. 

 

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?  

 

i)   The purpose of the Wider Area Growth Study (WAGS)  
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7.1 The purpose of the WAGS is to identify the potential locations that could accommodate 

the future housing need of the Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead core, in line with national 

policy.   In short, the study aims to identify alternative locations for people who would 

normally expect to live in these core places, but cannot do so, due to lack of capacity for 

new housing development.  Any recipient areas should meet two broad criteria: 

  

 From a demand perspective, they should match what the people concerned want and 

need.  

 On the supply side, they should be free of constraints that would preclude sustainable 

housing development, over and above what is required to meet the needs of their own 

districts. 

 

7.2 WAGS has been commissioned jointly by Slough, Windsor & Maidenhead (RBWM) and 

Chiltern & South Bucks Councils, as part of the evidence base to supporting future plan-

making and cooperation between the authorities.  As South Bucks and Chiltern both now 

form part of the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area, there is a need to identify areas 

where unmet need from South Bucks’ southern neighbours can be accommodated 

regardless of administrative boundaries, given the proximity of southern parts of South 

Bucks to both RBWM and Slough. 

 

7.3 There are two parts to the study: 

 

Part 1: The aim is to establish the geography for a Wider Area Growth Study to provide 

a sound basis for plan-making and a strategic planning framework for the duty to 

cooperate. 

 

Once the geography evidence is in place, the relevant affected authorities will be 

consulted, views requested and a facilitated process devised to secure agreement on 

the evidence and conclusions across the area. These authorities will then be asked to 

engage in Part 2.  Part 1 was completed in June 2019. 

 

Part 2: The aim will be to agree development needs and opportunities and to define 

appropriate scenario testing at a strategic level for considering any unmet needs across 

the area followed by testing of all appropriate options.  The draft consultants’ brief for 

Part 2 envisages that the final report will be submitted in October 2020.  

 

ii)  How does this relate to the strategic, cross-boundary matters of housing growth 

which have arisen during the preparation of this Local Plan?  

 

7.4 As set out under Question 6, the high level of constraints within the CSB area restrict ability 

to assist other local authorities in addressing their unmet need.  WAGS is therefore 

intended to help the process of identifying the most appropriate locations within its area 

of coverage to accommodate future housing need.   
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Q8. How are the Councils intending to consider and implement any findings from 

the Wider Area Growth Study?    

 

8.1 The WAGS will identify the area of search for suitable housing and employment land but 

in general, “suitable” is probably more dictated by local factors – including access to key 

motorway junctions, or the availability of high capacity urban office sites near to railway 

stations and town centres.  Should any large development opportunities be identified 

following completion of the work, then this will inform a review of policy with scope for 

Area Action Plans to be considered.  The study will also identify key, firm, evidence-based 

housing numbers which can be translated into future policies within the applicable and 

affected districts.  

 

8.2 Part 1 is complete, but work on Part 2 has not yet started. Part 2 will look at supply, 

capacity and constraints in the study area identified in Part 1, to identify specific locations 

within its boundary where development could be deliverable and sustainable.  Once Part 

2 has been completed, it will inform the preparation of the Buckinghamshire Local Plan 

which will commence from April 2020. 

 

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’)? 

9.1 CSB considers that its Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) conform with the PPG.  All 

of the SoCGs that have been signed with neighbouring authorities and other public bodies 

will be uploaded to the Examination websites by the deadline set out in the Stage 1 

Examination Guidance Note (i.e. by 25 February 2020).    

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

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership? 

 

10.1 The Councils have held meetings to cooperate with the Buckinghamshire and Milton 

Keynes Natural Environment Partnership (NEP) since 2016. In 2019, a specific meeting was 

held to discuss main modifications to the Local Plan’s Development Management policies. 

Since this time the Councils have prepared a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) largely 

agreeing to the NEP’s proposed modifications. The NEP is currently reviewing the SoCG 

and the list of proposed modifications.  

 

10.2 The Bucks Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) has been collaborating with 

the Councils since 2016.  In July 2017, the LEP was signatory to a Memorandum of 

Understanding    agreeing the Housing Market Area, the Housing and Economic 

Development Needs Assessment, housing distribution, affordable housing, Functional 

Economic Market Area, Part 1 of the Green Belt review and Gypsy and traveller, transport, 

infrastructure, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment, Flood Risk 
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Assessment and Water Cycle matters. Since then the LEP and the Councils have been in 

dialogue, cooperating on infrastructure and implementation including funding for the 

Beaconsfield relief road.  

 

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?  

 

11.1 Yes.  This is evidenced by the Duty to Cooperate Statement [CSBLP12], the signed 

Memorandums of Understanding [CSBLP12.1-12.4] and Statements of Common Ground 

[CSBLP12.5-12.14].  Section 4 of [CSBLP12] also specifically outlines the cooperation that 

has taken place with neighbouring local authorities, county councils and prescribed 

bodies.  

 

11.2 As it is an ‘ongoing’ requirement and not a one-off action, Section 6 of [CSBLP12] also 

draws attention to the future aspect of the duty, as required by Regulation 34 of the 2012 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations.  Particular attention 

is drawn to the need to pursue closer working relationships with the Mayor of London as, 

“Although the London Plan has no formal jurisdiction over the area, its contents will have 

an impact on those districts which are part of London’s functional travel-to-work-area”.    

11.3 It is recognised and accepted through the duty to cooperate that situations can arise 

where an invitation to cooperate is not accepted, or that agreement on shared policy 

outcomes cannot be reached.  Notably, different authorities will be at various stages in 

preparing their local plans and some will be more advanced than others.  Variances in 

timetabling can provide additional challenges in terms of collaborative working on 

strategic and/or cross-boundary issues.  In practice, this can mean that, from time-to-time, 

there may be a need for an authority to decline a request for co-working, given that plan 

preparation can be more advanced in one district or borough than in others.  It is apparent 

that the concepts of ‘soundness’ and SoCGs being in place with all neighbouring 

authorities are not coterminous.  In this context, RBWM has insisted that it would prefer 

to see the WAGS Part 2 completed before it will consider entering into an SoCG with CSB 

- which is not feasible or realistic given that the WAGS work will not be completed until 

the end of 2020.  
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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 alterations 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?  

 

1.1 From the outset of this plan-making process, the Councils have sought to meet the 

collective development needs of their area in ways that promote sustainable development 

and conserve the environment.   

1.2 Within the plan area, there is a significant gap between the level of need for additional 

housing and economic development and the land available, that is not either within the 

Green Belt or AONB, to accommodate it.  

1.3 As paragraph 3.7 of the initial Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation [CSBLP4] 

makes clear, this substantial shortfall of unconstrained land has been evident since the 

start of the plan-making process:  

In comparing the development needs (draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA) against potential 

development supply (draft HELAA) it is clear that there will be a significant gap for unmet 

development needs in the plan area, unless further site options can be identified or new 

development opportunities can be provided within the Green Belt. This position needs to 

inform the Plans Vision, Objectives and Spatial Strategy options set out below for 

consultation.  
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1.4 Successive updates of the HEDNA (now Housing and Economic Needs Assessments – 

HENA) and HELAA have consistently demonstrated that neither the quantum of need, nor 

the availability of sites has fundamentally altered since 2016.   

1.5 Having regard to the significant constraints imposed by the Green Belt and AONB, the 

Councils have explored the opportunities for addressing this shortfall in three principal 

ways: 

(a) maximising the opportunities for development that can be achieved within urban areas 

that are excluded from the Green Belt, principally through the more efficient use of 

land;  

(b) accommodating development on land that is currently within the Green Belt; and  

(c) as a last resort, channelling some development towards locations beyond the Green 

Belt in neighbouring areas.   

1.6 Exploration of the capacity of existing urban land to accommodate additional development 

has been taken forward principally through the HELAA process. Revisions to the HELAA 

methodology in June 2019 and January 2020, in light of changes to national policy and 

guidance, have used higher density multiplier figures and capacity figures compared to 

earlier drafts of the HELAA. 

1.7 The exploration of Green Belt development options has been underpinned by detailed 

assessments of the effectiveness of the current Green Belt, public consultation on options 

and the on-going sustainability appraisal process. This work has been focussed on 

identifying options that are the least damaging to the Green Belt and the AONB. 

1.8 In addition, the Councils have explored the opportunities to accommodate development 

beyond the Green Belt through the duty to cooperate.  

1.9 The Councils’ approach has been to identify and test the opportunities to accommodate 

growth in relation to all three strands of work.  

1.10 These strands of work do not all share the same geographical extent or timescales. Since 

2015/16, a range of new or revised considerations have emerged, such as revision of the 

National Planning Policy Framework and the comprehensive updating of many elements 

of National Planning Practice Guidance.  

1.11 Given these factors, the process of establishing and then testing the scale of housing and 

economic growth that can be accommodated in the plan area has been an iterative one 

and continues to be informed and refined by on-going work, such as the sustainability 

appraisal and updates to the HELAA.  

1.12 However, as indicated in the submitted plan, the capacity of the plan to accommodate 

housing and economic growth has been based on outputs emerging from the work on 

strand (a) and strand (b) identified above.  
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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? 

 

2.1 The geographic distribution of proposed new housing and economic growth has been 

directly shaped by the pattern of existing development and the significant constraints 

(both policy and environmental) that apply across the plan area. 

2.2 Unlike most other plan areas, there are no substantial urban areas or dominant 

settlements. Nor, as noted in EXAM 2, is there a legacy of brownfield sites available from 

former industrial activity.  

2.3 In Chiltern and South Bucks there is a polycentric and dispersed settlement pattern, 

comprising a series of small towns and larger villages that enjoy reasonable levels of public 

transport accessibility, interspersed with a range of smaller settlements with very limited 

facilities or access to public transport. 

2.4 The Councils’ comprehensive Townscape Study [CSBLP21] provides a useful overview of 

the historical development of the settlements in the plan area and their general character, 

as follows: 

“The settlements excluded from the Green Belt across Chiltern and South Bucks each 

have their own distinctive character, which varies from place to place. Many established 

residential areas within the towns and villages, particularly in Chiltern District, have a 

distinctive “Metro-land” character, comprising very high quality, low density housing 

with spacious detached and semi-detached dwellings set in large well-landscaped 

plots alongside leafy tree-lined streets. Metro-land housing was associated with the 

extension of the Metropolitan Line from central London. Metro-land suburbs, 

predominantly dating to 1920s and 30s, were designed as an escape from the bustle 

of London to provide the leafy, idyllic ‘countryside’ lifestyles of the smaller towns that 

orbited London but were, crucially, connected to the capital by rail. Initially marketed 

to the upper middle classes who could afford to buy the ‘cottages’ and the cost of the 

daily commute into London, the appeal of Metro-land suburbs gradually filtered down 

with more and more development aimed at other social groups. In contrast, the centres 

of some towns and villages within both districts have distinctive tightly knit patterns of 

more historic Victorian, Edwardian or even older buildings, many of which are listed 

and included within Conservation Areas.” (Paragraph 1.1.6) 

2.5 The other critically important influences on the plan area and its development are the 

Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB. All the settlements in the plan area are either inset or 

washed over by the Green Belt and much of the northern part of the plan area lies within 

the AONB.   
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2.6 The process of consideration of spatial options for the distribution of new development 

commenced in 2015. The Councils’ Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Issues and Options 

consultation [CSB LP4] identified 12 ‘spatial strategy options’.  These were assessed in the 

2016 SA Report [CSBLP6.3]. 

2.7 The spatial strategy options identified ranged from options seeking urban intensification 

(options a & b), to options that offered an increasingly dispersed pattern of settlement 

growth (options c-i). Option j considered the option of concentrating growth near railway 

stations.  

2.8 The appraisal of these options was helpful in establishing three important points:  

(a) the mixed performance against SA objectives of the urban intensification options 

(Options (a) &(b)).  Urban areas presented more positive sustainability impacts than 

other options in terms of climate change mitigation and transport objectives. However, 

intensification of development in urban areas has the potential for negative impacts in 

terms of cultural heritage, landscape and/or townscape objectives and a potential 

reduction in urban green space.  

(b) that there did not appear to be demonstrably better option(s) in terms of expansion 

of the main built areas (Options (c)-(e)).  The SA 2016 assessed some 38 locations (30 

housing and 8 employment) around 16 of the largest settlements in the plan area.  As 

the Regulation 19 SA report noted development of these sites would have mixed 

effects with regard to sustainability and, at that stage, it was not possible to identify a 

best performing option. 

(c) That Option (j) (growth near railway stations) had the potential to perform well in 

terms of climate change and transport objectives.  

2.9 The Councils consulted on these spatial options as part of the Initial Consultation 

(Regulation 18). As set out in the Councils response to the Inspectors Initial Questions 

[EXAM2] the analysis of responses to the Regulation 18 papers [CSBLP4 Summary of 

Responses to Initial Regulation 18 – Issues and Options Consultation October 2016] 

identified that the most popular of the 12 spatial development options identified were:  

 A – More efficient use of Land. 

 C – Built Area Extensions – Principal Settlements.  

 J – Green Belt – Close to stations.  

2.10 Given the importance attached by both the Government and the local communities in the 

plan area to the protection of the Green Belt, a key priority for the Councils following the 

Issues and Options consultation was to further examine alternative development options 

outside existing settlements in terms of their Green Belt impact.  

 

2.11 In view of the considerable constraints imposed by the Green Belt and AONB, the 

dispersed settlement pattern of small towns and larger villages that enjoy reasonable 

levels of public transport accessibility and the initial findings of the 2016 SA, the Councils 
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approach to spatial strategy following the Regulation 18 consultation has been focussed 

primarily on assessing sites, rather than broad areas, in seeking to identify and then 

robustly assess opportunities for development:  

(a)  in urban areas, primarily through the HELAA process; and 

(b)  on Green Belt land, mainly in locations adjoining the larger urban areas or close to 

railway stations.  The Councils have narrowed down the potential sites for development 

through the Green Belt assessments carried out by both Arup and the Councils, and 

associated SA reports.  

2.22 Conventionally the approach to testing spatial options operates sequentially from broad 

locations to specific housing sites. However, as the RTPI SEA/SA Guidance1 acknowledges 

alternatives may be considered through a ‘bottom-up’ approach.  

 

2.23 This site specific approach has underpinned the spatial strategy of the Regulation 19 

Chiltern and South Bucks Plan which, in line with the outcome of the earlier Issues and 

Options consultation, seeks to encourage effective use of land within the urban areas and 

has identified a small number of large sites to be released from the Green Belt.   

2.24 This approach to the spatial strategy is also reflected in SA undertaken for the Regulation 

19 plan [CSBLP7]. The reasonable alternatives considered therefore relate to the 

alternative options for release of Green Belt/AONB land and scale of growth that would 

be accommodated with the plan area. There are no reasonable alternative sites identified 

in the urban areas, as it is assumed that all of the identified HELAA sites deemed ‘suitable’, 

‘available’ and ‘achievable’ for residential or employment will be built out.    

 

2.25 The principal elements of the SA that address the spatial strategy are therefore set out in 

the Appendices of the Regulation 19 SA report [CSBLP8] as follows:  

 Appendix C - an appraisal of 156 sites identified within the draft HELAA.  

 Appendix B - an appraisal of 37 Green Belt alternative sites. (Further commentary on 

this appraisal is set out in response to Question 3 below). 

 Appendix E – within the Strategic Policies Assessment, an appraisal of Building Places 

Allocations SP B2- SP BP14.  

 At Appendix F and the September 2019 SA Update [CSBLP9] there is an appraisal of 5 

reasonable alternatives for the overall spatial strategy.  The SA report identified Option 

D as the best performing option, confirming the need to release Green Belt land.  

 

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 

                                                           
1 Royal Town Planning Institute (2018) Strategic Environmental Assessment: Improving the effectiveness and efficiency of 

SEA/SA for land use plans – Figure 5.  Available at: https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/2668152/sea-

sapracticeadvicefull2018c.pdf 

https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/2668152/sea-sapracticeadvicefull2018c.pdf
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/2668152/sea-sapracticeadvicefull2018c.pdf
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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?  

3.1 37 Green Belt areas were considered as reasonable alternatives following the completion 

of the Green Belt Assessment.  The 37 areas comprised of the 30 areas identified by Arup 

in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 [CSBLP15.7] and 7 sub-areas identified by Arup in 

the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 [CSBLP15.3]. The 37 areas were then appraised in the 

Regulation 19 SA Report [CSBLP7].   

 

3.2 Earlier SA work in 2016 and 2017 had already appraised several reasonable alternative 

locations in the plan area, some of which were derived from the emerging Green Belt 

Assessment and others came through the Regulation 18 Consultation (2016).    

3.3 At Regulation 19, the Councils selected 11 of the 37 reasonable alternatives and have 

incorporated them into the submission version of the CSBLP as site allocations.  A further 

two site allocations (sites SP BP11 – North of Iver Station and SP BP14 – Land adjacent to 

Taplow Station) were selected from the SA which was carried out in September 2017 

[CSBLP6.2].       

3.4 The same SA process has been used throughout the plan making process to facilitate a 

consistent and transparent approach to the testing of reasonable alternatives; the SA 

Framework consists of 12 SA Objectives and has been used to appraise all reasonable 

alternatives in the same way. 

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?  

4.1 The response to Question 2 sets out the Councils’ approach to defining the Plan’s spatial 

strategy and the approach to the identification and testing of the chosen sites and 

reasonable alternatives.  

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? 

5.1 Since the SA was last updated in September 2019 [CSBLP9],  a number of documents 

have been published, including those documents which are listed on the Local Plan 

Examination page https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/examination.  As these documents do not 

amend the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, nor significantly alter assumptions 

underpinning the plan, the latest iteration of the SA continues to provide a robust 

assessment of the plan. 

  

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. 

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.chiltern.gov.uk%2Fexamination&data=02%7C01%7CAnthony.Thompson%40chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk%7C031758ca1acb48147cae08d7ba1b819d%7C7fb976b99e2848e180861ddabecf82a0%7C0%7C0%7C637182499636047614&sdata=9ZymN3yXGnrBL3iNgYd9RqLa%2F2mUF1B8vGr8HM0MsxM%3D&reserved=0
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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? 

6.1 Policy SP BP9 Building - Beaconsfield [CSBLP1] states that future development at the site 

shall include “suitable alternative natural greenspace for recreation to mitigate the potential 

disturbance from the additional recreational impacts on the Burnham Beeches Special Area 

of Conservation”.  

 

6.2 During the appraisal of reasonable alternatives in relation to land at Beaconsfield, (see 

Appendix B of the Regulation 19 SA Report [CSBLP8]) the SA identified that the land is 

within 5km of Burnham Beeches SAC (BBSAC) and notes that development could, without 

mitigation, potentially result in a moderate negative impact on the integrity of BBSAC due 

to the potential for increased development related threats and pressures.   

 

6.3 Taking account of the likely mitigating effects of the emerging policies in the Local Plan, 

such as Policy DM NP3 (Natural: Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation) the SA 

concludes that development proposals associated with land at Beaconsfield are unlikely 

to result in any significant adverse effects on BBSAC.  Policy DM NP3 states that planning 

permission will only be granted on the basis that the Council is satisfied that proposals 

will not give rise to significant adverse effects upon the integrity of the SAC in view of its 

conservation objectives. 

   

6.4 Appendix E of the Regulation 19 SA Report [CSBLP8] appraises Policy SP BP9.  By signing 

the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG), the Councils have taken further steps to ensure 

the necessary mitigation is in place with the aim of reducing recreational impacts on 

Burnham Beeches SAC. The SoCG is not expected to alter the findings of the SA process, 

and as such, the appraisal carried out for Policy SP BP9 in June 2019 is still valid. 

 

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? 

7.1 The September 2019 SA Update [CSBLP9] states “at 2.33 people per dwelling, the 

development of 11,099 new dwellings in the Plan area could increase the local population 

by 25,528.  In 2017, Chiltern and South Bucks had an estimated total annual carbon 

emission of 1,179,400 tonnes CO2, whilst residents of the Plan area had an average annual 

carbon footprint of 7.65 tonnes CO2 per person.  The introduction of 25,528 new residents 
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would therefore be expected to increase the annual carbon emissions of the Plan area by 

195,289 tonnes CO2, or 16.6%. 

  

“Table N.4 and Table 14.1 of the Regulation 19 SA Report stated that the proposed 

development within the Local Plan could potentially increase the Plan area’s carbon 

footprint by 21%.  Taking into consideration the updated carbon emissions data (released 

in June 2019) and correct housing number, this percentage increase is now calculated to be 

16.6%.  This re-calculation does not significantly change the assessments”. 

  

7.2 Based on the 2018 dwelling stock and 2011 census, the average people per dwelling 

across the two districts is 2.31 people (2.33 in Chiltern, 2.28 in South Bucks). The total 

carbon emissions for the two districts is 1,179,400 tonnes CO2 (2017 figures). The carbon 

emissions per capita is correct at 7.65 tonnes CO2 (4.2 in Chiltern and 11.1 in South Bucks, 

as per 2017 figures). The ‘total supply’ figure for housing number which at the time of the 

recalculation was estimated at 11,099 dwellings. So, at 2.31 people per dwelling, the 

development of 11,099 dwellings could increase the local population by 25,639.69. 

Multiplied by 7.65, this means an increase in carbon emissions of 196,135.99 tonnes CO2, 

which equates to 16.6%. 

  

7.3 This figure differs from the 21% stated in the Regulation 19 SA report due to the updates 

in carbon emissions estimates and the number of dwellings to be built across the Plan 

period.  The 21% increase is based on Chiltern and South Bucks’ housing need, including 

that being exported to Aylesbury Vale, whereas the updated calculations only consider 

development within the Plan area.   

  

7.4 This assessment of the projected increase in carbon emissions reinforces the importance 

of taking forward the Plan’s Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives, which directly 

acknowledge the importance of promoting sustainable development and tackling climate 

change. These overarching objectives are also underpinned by detailed policies which 

seek, amongst other things, to focus new development in accessible locations that reduce 

the need to travel and promote walking, cycling and public transport; encourage the 

provision of on-site renewable or low carbon technologies and climate responsive forms 

of development. 

  

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

taking into account the reasonable alternatives available?  

8.1 The Regulation 19 SA Report appraises 66 Development Management (DM) policies and 

24 Strategic Policies (SP) in Appendices D & E [CSBLP8]. 
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8.2 The DM policies set out a detailed, but non-site specific, policy framework that, in the 

main, seeks to give local expression to key elements of national policy, such as securing 

good design, ensuring that housing provision meets the needs of different groups in the 

community and securing appropriate protection for areas of acknowledged heritage and 

nature conservation value. 

  

8.3 Table D.1.1 in the SA Appendices [CSBLP8] demonstrates that the impact of these policies 

is broadly neutral to positive. The Councils did not consider it necessary to undertake an 

assessment of DM policy alternatives. 

  

8.4 The Strategic Policies in the plan are more varied in scope and purpose.  They seek to 

address matters of national policy and include for example, overarching vision, strategic 

objectives and the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development.  Table E.1.1 in the 

SA Appendices [CSBLP8] demonstrates that the impact of these policies is broadly 

neutral to positive.  With the exception of the building site allocations, the Councils did 

not consider it necessary to undertake an assessment of Strategic Policy alternatives. 

  

8.5 Policies relating to the building site allocations have been selected from a detailed 

assessment of a range of alternative sites and have been subject to SA at Appendix E of 

the Regulation 19 SA Report [CSBLP8]. 

  

8.6 For the reasons set out in the answer to Matter 1, Issue 2, Question 2 above, the Councils 

consider that the strategy set out in the Plan is justified and appropriate having regard to 

the reasonable alternatives that are available.  

 

Issue 3 – Public Consultation 

 

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

Statement of Community Involvement, the NPPF, the PPG and requirement of the 

2004 Act and 2012 Regulations? 

 

1.1 Yes. This is set out in the Statement of Consultation [CSBLP3] and Duty-to-Cooperate 

Statement [CSBLP12].  [CSBLP3] sets out how consultation was undertaken, when it 

occurred, with whom and how it has influenced the plan.  It also provides details on how 

consultation was carried out at Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stages.  

 

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

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

 

1.2 Yes, as set out by the Statement of Consultation [CSBLP3] and Duty-to-Cooperate 

Statement [CSBLP12].  
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Q3.  What was the justification for extending the period of public consultation at 

Regulation 19 Stage?  Were adequate opportunities provided for participants to 

make comments on the Plan? 

 

3.1 Paragraph 3.3 of [CSBLP3] states the following: “following concerns expressed that the six-

week period for consultation was too short, and that the public would need more time to 

make their representations, the Councils extended the consultation period by another five 

weeks until 23:59 on 23rd
 August 2019”.   

 

3.2 After the consultation began in June 2019, it was brought to CSB’s attention that, although 

the documents had been made available and the websites contained the necessary 

information to enable consultees to respond, a formal Statement of Representations 

Procedure had not been published.  This was subsequently corrected and, in tandem with 

concerns from parish councils about the inadequacy of the length of the original 6-week 

consultation, a decision was taken to extend the consultation period.     

 

3.3 The 11-week consultation period resulted in the Councils receiving over 7,000 comments, 

so it is considered that participants were offered more than adequate opportunities to 

respond.   

 

3.4 Comments could be submitted using CSB’s Objective consultation portal, by email, or by 

posting a completed response form or letter.  

 

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? 

 

4.1 This is covered in our response to Question 31 of the Inspectors’ Initial Questions 

[EXAM2]. 

 

Issue 4 – Local Development Scheme (‘LDS’) 

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

1.1 Yes, the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme.  

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

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

2.1 The two District Councils have worked in partnership for several years to produce a joint 

Local Plan to cover the period to 2036.  The Plan is critical to delivering the needs of the 

districts, including the supply of new homes (including affordable homes), floorspace for 

economic development, new sites for Gypsy and Travellers, the promotion of low carbon 
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lifestyles and renewable energy, while at the same time protecting and enhancing the 

natural and built environment and biodiversity of the area. 

2.2 The Councils do not have an up to date Local Plan and, at the current time, neither of 

them can demonstrate a five-year supply of housing land.  Their suite of existing Local 

Plan documents is old, and some policies are not being afforded significant weight by 

Inspectors in their determination of appeals.  The Councils are determined to rectify this 

situation and ensure that they plan for the needs of their residents and communities 

including the need for affordable housing.  They thoroughly believe in the plan-led system 

and consider having an up to date Plan in accordance with the latest version of the NPPF 

to be essential. 

2.3 The Local Plan is intended to complete an up to date suite of local plans for 

Buckinghamshire which will provide the basis for decision-making to promote and 

manage growth to assist the new Buckinghamshire Council.  The new Council will use 

these local plans for decision-making whilst it prepares a new Buckinghamshire-wide 

Local Plan looking ahead to 2050.  It is therefore vital that up to date Local Plan coverage 

is achieved for Chiltern and South Bucks to ensure the proper planning of the County 

whilst the new plan is prepared. 

2.4 As part of the Structural Change Regulations2 relating to the transition to the new 

authority, the new Council is required to prepare and adopt a local plan covering the 

whole of the new authority area within five years of vesting day – i.e. by 1 April 2025. 

2.5 There is no approved Local Development Scheme for the forthcoming Buckinghamshire 

Local Plan which will need to be prepared after April 2020.  The new Buckinghamshire  

2.6 Local Plan would be expected to deal with the scale of housing growth and how this might 

best be met.  This would involve, for example, taking into account any emerging strategic 

planning framework for the Oxford-Cambridge Growth Arc and the findings of Part 2 of 

the Wider Area Growth Study.  Pending this, it is essential that there is an up to date suite 

of development plan policies against within which the development management 

function can be exercised. 

Issue 5 – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

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

(‘HRA’)1 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 

                                                           
2 Regulation 19 of the Local Government (Structural Changes) (Transitional Arrangements No.2) Regulations 2008 

(as amended) 
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pressure. The Addendum to the Regulation 19 HRA Report2 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?  

 

1.1 Visitor survey data was drawn together by Footprint Ecology to determine public access 

and disturbance impacts a Burnham Beeches SAC. 

 

1.2 The draft Footprint Ecology3 report was prepared in April 2019 and noted that public 

access and disturbance risks will be highest from housing close to the SAC boundary. It 

therefore recommended a presumption against development within 400m.  This report 

was updated and finalised in August 20194. Following a review of updated visitor survey 

data, the report concluded that “visitors living within 500m are much more likely to visit 

the SAC. One house within 500m of the SAC would be expected to generate a similar number 

of visits to 57 dwellings at 4km”. Development directly adjacent to Burnham Beeches SAC 

was therefore considered to pose a very particular risk. As such the report recommended 

a presumption against development within 500m of the SAC boundary. This reflects the 

zone within which many residents were clearly shown to walk to the site.  This update was 

captured in the Addendum to the Regulation 19 HRA Report5.  References throughout the 

Plan should therefore refer to the 500m distance. 

 

1Document CSBLP32 
2Document CSBLP33 
3Liley, D. (2019) Impacts of urban development at Burnham Beeches SAC: update of evidence and potential housing 

growth, 2019. Unpublicised report by Footprint Ecology for Chiltern and South Bucks Councils. Version: Draft for 

comment. 
4Liley, D. (2019) Impacts of urban development at Burnham Beeches SAC and options for mitigation: update of 

evidence and potential housing growth, 2019. Unpublished report by Footprint Ecology for Chiltern and South 

Bucks Councils. Version: Final 
5Document CSBLP33 

 

 

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?  

 

2.1 The Regulation 19 HRA Report notes that Policy DM NP3 of the Regulation 19 Local Plan 

contains provisions for developer contributions from developments which propose a net 

gain in housing within a zone of influence from 400m6 to 5.6km from the SAC. It notes 

that contributions will go towards the Burnham Beeches Access Management Scheme 

(AMS), or any subsequent scheme that replaces paragraph 8.5.3. 
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2.2 Since publication of the Regulation 19 HRA, extensive work has been undertaken to 

develop a Strategic Recreation Mitigation Strategy which will meet this requirement 

(replacing the AMS). This has been prepared in consultation with Natural England and the 

City of London Corporation. It should be noted that the 500m zone within which there will 

be a presumption against development reflects the most recent Footprint Ecology survey 

work. 

2.3 The Strategic Recreation Mitigation Strategy sets out a strategy to ensure that the 

requirements of the Habitats Regulations are met regarding the effects of increased public 

access and disturbance impacts at Burnham Beeches SAC arising from new development. 

The strategy is intended to address both the requirement to avoid, or mitigate adverse 

impacts on the integrity of Burnham Beeches SAC from Local Plan led development and 

the requirement to prevent further deterioration of the SAC features. The Strategic 

Recreation Mitigation Strategy is comprised of three components: 

1. Presumption against development with 500m of Burnham Beeches SAC; 

2. Financial contributions from all net new development within a defined zone of 

influence (500m – 5.6km) towards a Strategic Access Management and Monitoring 

Strategy (SAMMS) at Burnham Beeches SAC; and 

3. Provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at the strategic allocation 

at Beaconsfield (Local Plan Policy SP BP9). 

2.4 The strategy contains a list of projects required to deliver effective SAMMS at Burnham 

Beeches SAC. Each of these projects are costed on the basis of best available information 

and evidence, in consultation with the City of London Corporation who manage the SAC. 

It also contains guidelines for the provision of SANG at the strategic site at Beaconsfield 

(Local Plan Policy SP BP9). 

6Note: Please refer to answer to Q1 above. The Plan should refer to a 500m distance (rather than 400m). 

 

 

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?  

3.1 As noted in answer to Question 2, the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Strategy is 

comprised of three components: 

 Presumption against development with 500m of Burnham Beeches SAC; 

 Financial contributions from all net new development within a defined zone of 

influence (500m – 5.6km) towards SAMMS at Burnham Beeches SAC; and 
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 Provision of SANG at the strategic allocation at Beaconsfield (Local Plan Policy 

SP BP9). 

3.2 The 5.6km Zone of Influence is underpinned by the Footprint Ecology evidence base7. In 

order to identify the outer boundary of the zone of influence it was necessary to identify 

spatially the area within which visitors originate and where further housing will generate 

additional recreation. Any zone of influence clearly needs to exclude outlying postcodes. 

This exercise was undertaken through a detailed review of data collected by the following 

visitor surveys. Together these surveys provided 906 visitor postcodes. 

 The 2013 visitor survey of Burnham Beeches SAC involving face-to-face 

interviews with visitors (Liley, Floyd & Fearnley 2014); 

 A further visitor survey involving face-to-face interviews and recording routes 

of visitors using GPS units (Panter & Liley 2016); 

 A visitor survey to inform the potential introduction of Public Space Protection 

Orders relating to dogs (Liley & Panter 2017). 

3.3 The 75th percentile (i.e. the distance within which 75% of interviewees lived) from the 

interview data provides a good measure of a potential overall zone of influence and this 

has been used widely at other European sites to define a zone of influence within which 

additional development will be likely result in increased levels of access. Application of 

the 75th percentile to the plotted postcode data provided a zone of influence of 5.6km for 

Burnham Beeches SAC. 

3.4 Financial contributions will be required from development located within this zone of 

influence in line with Policy DM NP3 of the Local Plan. These contributions will enable the 

delivery of SAMMS measures as set out in the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Strategy. 

The level of financial contribution is set out for each SAMMS project in the Strategic 

Recreation Mitigation Strategy. 

3.5 These costs have undergone extensive review with Natural England and the City of London 

Corporation and represent accurate costs required to deliver SAMMS. All costs are 

comparable to similar examples across the UK. 
7Liley, D. (2019) Impacts of urban development at Burnham Beeches SAC and options for mitigation: update of 

evidence and potential housing growth, 2019. Unpublished report by Footprint Ecology for Chiltern and South 

Bucks Councils. Version: Final 

3.6 The Local Plan allocates thirteen strategic sites for homes and economic space to meet 

identified needs in the Plan area. Of these thirteen sites, the site known as ‘Area East of 

Beaconsfield’ (Policy SP BP9) is located within 5.6km of Burnham Beeches SAC and is 

allocated for approximately 1,600 homes. Due to the large strategic nature of this site, it 

will be required to provide SANG in line with the requirements of the Strategic Recreation 

Mitigation Strategy and SANG Guidelines. Chiltern and South Bucks Councils have 

engaged with the promoters of this site regarding the requirement to provide SANG. 
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3.7 The feasibility and viability of sites set out in the Local Plan, taking into consideration these 

costs, has been examined by Dixon Searle Partnership. They have confirmed that sites 

allocated in the Local Plan remain viable taking into consideration education and transport 

Section 106 contributions. Whilst no specific financial contributions towards 

SAMMS/SANGs were allowed for in this viability testing exercise, Dixon Searle Partnership 

concluded that an additional cost of £2,000-£4,000 per dwelling would readily be 

accommodated at this site.  

3.8 Similarly, looking at the likely viability of housing sites more generally, the above noted 

typologies-based review undertaken within the viability assessment [CSBLP50] showed 

the overall positive, and indeed in most relevant cases, strong outcomes (as set out in the 

results tables at Appendix IIa to the assessment – CSBLP52). This means that a range of 

developments will, where relevant, have the capacity to bear more Local Plan or other 

relevant policy cost impact – such as the influence of SAC related mitigation in some 

instances (in the form of SAMM, estimated at a potential £2-4,000/dwelling, but with costs 

unlikely to exceed those indicative levels).  

3.9 More specifically, there are three sites within the HELAA Appendix 2 Stage 2 results scope 

(within the tables of CSBLP 19.03) that provide between 10 and approximately 30 

dwellings within the Burnham Beeches SAC 5.6 kilometre buffer zone. These sites are 

considered likely to generate housing sales values in the viability assessment range not 

less than VL6 to 8 (as per the details summarised in CSBLP 51) and are considered to be 

sufficiently represented by the range of highly positive residual land value results, 

considered against the assessment benchmark land values. Based on the review of 

typologies within the viability report and Appendices CBSLP 50-52 it is considered that 

broadly the same outcome can be drawn out in respect of windfall housing sites that may 

come forward within the 500 metre to 5.6 kilometre buffer zone. 

3.10 There will be no change to the allocations set out in the Local Plan as a consequence of 

the requirement to implement the Strategic Recreation Mitigation Strategy. 

 

 

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?  

 

4.1 The Addendum to the Regulation 19 HRA Report [CSBLP33] notes: “In order to better 

define impacts associated with traffic flows on the minor road network surrounding 

Burnham Beeches SAC, further work is being undertaken. This is likely to include the 

consideration of real time traffic monitoring at these road links to verify model assumptions 

and a more detailed analysis to confirm that the modelling outputs represent the best 

available approach to understand anticipated effects from air pollution on the minor roads 
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of interest. Findings will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate as soon as they are 

available” [Paragraph 4.2.1]. 

 

4.2 Since publication of the Addendum to the Regulation 19 HRA Report, traffic monitoring 

data has been obtained for the minor road network which runs around Burnham Beeches 

SAC. The traffic data used to inform the Air Quality Assessment (Air Quality Consultants, 

2018. Burnham Beeches South Bucks District Council Air Quality Assessment) has been 

reviewed in the context of this traffic monitoring data by independent traffic consultants: 

David Tucker Associates (DTA). 

 

4.3 DTA has adopted a revised approach using the traffic monitoring data to establish a more 

realistic set of flows for future plan scenarios. This review is summarised in DTA, Burnham 

Beeches SAC, Review of Air Quality Flows (2020). This review has been taken in the context 

of the HRA and reported upon in the HRA Update (Lepus, February 2020). 

 

4.4 In summary, the DTA review illustrates that the effect of the Local Plan, alone and in- 

combination, will not result in a change in AADT flows over the Natural England guidance 

1,000 AADT screening threshold on the minor road links surrounding Burnham Beeches 

SAC 

 

4.5 It is noted that this threshold should not be relied upon in isolation. The Regulation 19 

HRA Report provides a detailed consideration of Burnham Beeches SAC conservation 

objectives, known threats and pressures, background trends, other evidence and the 

impacts of small increments in pollution loading. 

 

4.6 Taking these factors into account in the context of the flows set out in the DTA Review, it 

is concluded that air pollution generated by increased levels of traffic from the Local Plan 

alone and in combination with other plans and projects on these minor road links is 

unlikely to have an Adverse Impact on Site Integrity (AIOSI) at Burnham Beeches SAC. 

4.7 This additional work has been presented to Natural England. They have agreed, through 

a Statement of Common Ground, that the findings of the study carried out by David 

Tucker Associates confirms that atmospheric pollution can be screened out of the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. 

 

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

development?  

1.1 This response covers both questions 1 and 2 since they are very closely inter-related.  

1.2 The Local Plan has followed a risk – based, sequential approach to the location of 

development as part of its work in allocating new site allocations. The aim has been to 

avoid areas with high levels of flood risk, including an allowance for climate change. The 

evidence for the consideration of flood risk for potential allocations is published as the 

Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) [CSBLP14.1] and the Level 2 SFRA [CSBLP 

14.2 a - d]. This evidence was prepared in close co-operation with the Environment 

Agency. The Environment Agency has agreed a Statement of Common Ground with the 

Councils in respect of the Local Plan evidence for flood risk [CSBLP12.6]. 

1.3 There are a very limited range of choices for Green Belt Local Planning Authorities however 

the Councils’ were able to ensure that most of the allocations were outside Flood Zones 

2 and 3 (including an allowance for climate change) in accordance with the sequential 

approach. Appendix A of the Level 1 SFRA [CBSLP14.1] shows how the emerging site 

allocations were assessed in terms of whether they complied with the sequential 

approach, the flood zones which were effected and what measures could be taken to 

mitigate flood risk (as part of the exception test). Following on from this, the Councils 

commissioned the Level 2 SFRA [CSBLP14.2 a – d] to ensure that flood risk would be 

satisfactorily mitigated.  

1.4 The SFRA evidence has supported the Local Plan in responding to the Green Belt 

assessment and its opportunities and in the context of limited land supply.  

1.5 Three sites are allocated for new development in the Local Plan which include land which 

falls partly within Flood Zone 2. One site has land partly within Flood Zones 2 and 3. The 

sites are as follows;  

 Policy SP BP4 – Amersham Old Town – London Road West,  

 Policy SP BP14 – Land adjacent to Taplow Station, and, 

 Policy SP EP3 – Library / Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter 

1.6 Details of the extent of flood risk in these sites and mitigation required by the Level 2 SFRA 

and associated Local Plan policies are set out in the response to Q3 below.  

Q3. 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? 

Policy SP BP 4– Amersham Old Town – London Road West 

3.1 The parts of this site allocation which are subject of Flood Zones 2 and 3 are mapped in 

Figure 4.2-1 of CSBLP14.2a. The land area within the site covered by different fluvial flood 

zones, together with the percentage coverage, is shown in Table 4.2-1 of CSBLP14.2a.  

3.2  Table 4.2-2 and Fig 4.2-2 show the impacts of modelled climate change.  
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3.3 As a worse-case scenario, Table 4.2-2 shows that 16% of the site would be affected and 

so the flood risk advice in section 4.2.5.3 of CSBLP14.2a was prepared to explain how risks 

could be mitigated as part of the detailed design of the development. A key principle is 

to ensure that any new buildings, access roads and other infrastructure within the site are 

located away from these zones and that the scheme incorporates a green buffer corridor 

along the River Misbourne.  

3.4 These requirements are incorporated in the Local Plan under criteria 12 of Policy SP BP 4. 

The site would also be subject to the requirements for flood protection and SUDs under 

Policy DM NP8 – Natural – Flood Protection and SUDs.  

Policy SP BP 4 – Land adjacent to Taplow Station 

3.5 At the time of preparing the Level 1 and 2 SFRAs, there was some uncertainty about the 

status of this site because the flood risk zones of the nearby River Thames were subject of 

a re-modelling project by the Environment Agency. As a precautionary approach the SFRA 

took a worse – case scenario approach to this site. This meant that it was assumed that 

the site was subject of Flood Zone 2, whilst the precise location of that zone was still under 

consideration by the Environment Agency. This matter was a key part of the Statement of 

Common Ground with the Environment Agency [CSBLP12.6]. 

3.6 The proportions of this site allocation which are subject of Flood Zone 2 are mapped in 

Figure 4.11-1 of CSBLP14.2a. The land area within the site covered by different fluvial 

flood zones, together with the percentage coverage, is shown in Table 4.11-1 of [CSBLP 

14.2a].  

3.7  Table 4.11-2 and Fig 4.11-2 show the impacts of modelled climate change.  

3.8 As a worse – case scenario, Table 4.11-2 shows that 15% of the site would be affected and 

so the flood risk advice in section 4.2.5.3 of [CSBLP14.2a] was prepared to explain how 

risks could be mitigated as part of the detailed design of the development.  

3.9 These requirements are incorporated in the Local Plan under criteria 9 of Policy SP BP 14. 

The site would also be subject to the requirements for flood protection and SUDs under 

Policy DM NP8 – Natural – Flood Protection and SUDs.  

3.10 The Environment Agency have now completed the review of the Lower Thames and the 

Flood Zones can be viewed on flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk. A print out from 

this website has been added within Appendix A to the Councils’ Statement to show that 

the extent of Flood Zone 2 is considerably smaller than that shown in CSBLP14.2a 

Fig 4.11-1, but the site specific flood risk assessment would still need to ensure 

satisfactory mitigation for this smaller area.  

Policy SP EP 3 – Library / Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter 

3.11 As part of the work in responding to these MIQs, it has come to the Councils’ attention 

that a very small part of this site allocation is within Flood Zone 2. The boundary of the 
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flood zone extends along Chalfont St Peter High Street in the location close to the site 

and there is a very minor extension of the Flood Zone into this site allocation. A map has 

been added within Appendix A to this Councils’ Statement to show this.  

3.12 With regards to flood risk, this site is already developed and is not greenfield. The Local 

Plan is not proposing a vulnerable use on this site location. However, the Councils 

contacted the Environment Agency for advice on this issue and their reply is added as 

Appendix B to this Statement.  

3.13 In the event that a retail proposal is submitted, it would provide an opportunity for new 

development to be set back further from the flood zone and for the design to improve 

the drainage characteristics of this site. This could be addressed under [CSBLP1] Policy 

DM NP8.  

3.14 A copy of this part of the Councils’ statement will be circulated to the Environment Agency 

for confirmation that they are in agreement with the approach. 

3.15 The following Appendices are attached at the end of the hearing statement: 

Appendix A – Extracts from the Flood Map for Planning to show the Taplow site SP 

BP14 and to show the site at Library / Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter 

Appendix B – Correspondence with the Environment Agency about the site at Library 

/ Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter 

 

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?  

 

1.1 Two Equality Impact–related assessment tools are part of the Local Plan evidence base. 

These are the Equality Impact Assessment screening tool [CSBLP13] and the Integrated 

Impact Assessment screening form3.   These documents show that the Local Plan is not 

anticipated to have any negative effects on people with specified protected characteristics, 

including age, disability, gender reassignment, etc., as set out in section 149 of the Equality 

Act 2010. Taking into account all the policies and proposals in the Local Plan, it is 

anticipated to be neutral or to have no negative effects on many of these protected 

characteristics.  

1.2 With regards to age and disability, the provision of new residential accommodation which 

is proposed by the Plan would be to serve all age groups and there are specific policies 

relating to the need for specialist accommodation [CSBLP1 Policy DM LP7 – Homes – 

                                                           
3 https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13073/Integrated-Impact-Assessment/pdf/Joint_Local_Plan_2036_-

_Integrated_Impact_Assessmnt_screening_form.pdf?m=636934259651300000 

 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13073/Integrated-Impact-Assessment/pdf/Joint_Local_Plan_2036_-_Integrated_Impact_Assessmnt_screening_form.pdf?m=636934259651300000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13073/Integrated-Impact-Assessment/pdf/Joint_Local_Plan_2036_-_Integrated_Impact_Assessmnt_screening_form.pdf?m=636934259651300000
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Older Persons, Specialist and Supported Living and Policy DM LP6 – Homes – Accessibility 

and Adaptability]. The provision of new pitches and plots for households in the travelling 

community are referred to in CSBLP1 Policy SP LP2 – Homes, Gypsies, Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeople’s Pitches and Plots. The three Public Sector Equality Duty aims: 

removing / minimising disadvantages, taking steps to meet needs which differ according 

to protected characteristics and encouraging participation in public life, are also given due 

regard by the Local Plan.  
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Matter 1 Appendix A 

 

Extracts from the Flood Map for Planning to show the Taplow site SP BP14 and 

to show the site at Library / Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter SP EP3 in 

relation to Flood Zone 2 
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Matter 1 - Appendix B  

 

Correspondence with the Environment Agency about the site at Library / 

Ambulance Station, Chalfont St Peter Site SP EP3 

 
To: Helen Harding 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] - RE: Retail opportunity allocation Ambulance Station and Library Chalfont St Peter 

Date: 29 January 2020 15:22:03 

Attachments 

 

 

Afternoon Helen 

Sorry for the delay. Thanks for sending me the information – I have had a 

look at the site, and yes your suggested paragraph would ensure any future 

development is safe and hopefully provide adequate reassurance for the 

inspector. I don’t have anything else to add. 

If you need anything else 

please let me know.  

 

Regards 

 
Kai Mitchell 

Planning Specialist 

Sustainable Places, Hertfordshire & North London 

Tel: 0203 0259074 Email: HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk 

Environment Agency, Alchemy Office, Bessemer Road, Welwyn 

Garden City, AL7 1HE Pronouns: he/him/his (why is this here?) 

LGBT 
 

 

 
Does Your Proposal Have Environmental Issues or Opportunities? Speak To Us Early! 

If you’re planning a new development, we want to work with you to make 

the process as smooth as possible. We offer a bespoke advice service 

where you will be assigned a project manager who will be a single point of 

contact for you at the EA, giving you detailed specialist advice. This early 

engagement can significantly reduce uncertainty and delays to your 

project. More information can be found on our website here. 

Please note – Our hourly charge is now £100 per hour plus VAT from 1st April 2018. 

mailto:Helen.Harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
mailto:HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.ryerson.ca%2fryerson-works%2farticles%2fworkplace-culture%2f2018%2fwhy-include-pronouns-in-your-email-signature%2f&c=E%2C1%2C-sRceZcuwMG44GO2ZSc1TE6PXI_WiefrDxr3pMfLzCert4bKFJtj_eGiBP9KsndHe9nuPK-2J0z7-noDN4BjTJTuJOQkdFzK6SMF5vwlZw%2C%2C&typo=0
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-proposals
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From: Helen Harding [mailto:Helen.Harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk] 

Sent: 28 January 2020 17:47 

Subject: Retail opportunity allocation Ambulance Station and Library Chalfont St Peter 

 

Dear Kai 

I wondered if I could have your advice please. 

 

I have noticed that one of the retail sites listed under Policy EP SP 3 – 

the Chalfont St Peter Library and Ambulance Station site, which is 

included in the submission Local Plan, has a very small area of FZ2. 

 

The FZ2 boundary is along the High Street – but there is a very small 

smudge of light blue extending into the site. 

 

I attach a map. The site boundary of the Library / Ambulance station is shown on 

page 16 of this link https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13375/Policy-Changes- 

Mapping/pdf/FINAL_Policy_Changes_Mapping_V3_03062019.pdf?m=6369654826828

00000 This site is shaded light blue 

 

The site is already developed and the Local Plan envisages this as a potential 

opportunity for new retail (approx. 500 sq.m). 

 

We are not assuming that all retail sites will definitely come forward – they 

are opportunities rather than allocations which the Local Plan strategy 

depends on. 

 

Would you consider agreeing the following (or similar wording) as a 

position on this matter for the Local Plan?  

The site is PDL. If the site was subject of an application in future there would 

be a requirement for a FRA which could address the implications of the FZ2, 

including climate change, for example by requiring development to be set 

back further into the site and for the provision of other measures to mitigate 

potential flood risk. There is no EA objection in principle to the site. 

If this is possible, it is something which could be of use as part of my 

Examination Hearing answer to MIQ Matter 1 Issue 6 previously circulated 

to you. 

Happy to discuss if that 

mailto:Helen.Harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.chiltern.gov.uk%2fmedia%2f13375%2fPolicy-Changes-Mapping%2fpdf%2fFINAL_Policy_Changes_Mapping_V3_03062019.pdf%3fm%3d636965482682800000&c=E%2C1%2C79TzztEeWWN3ck-GpH0YVPhAXBidoIzGtwSrixeEHtpoIM4QysI9588Hh9jbbrMMEwgvA7BJgEBRASLBMxqesbHbrIncDSG_YSlVcAARrmQr6w%2C%2C&typo=0
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.chiltern.gov.uk%2fmedia%2f13375%2fPolicy-Changes-Mapping%2fpdf%2fFINAL_Policy_Changes_Mapping_V3_03062019.pdf%3fm%3d636965482682800000&c=E%2C1%2C79TzztEeWWN3ck-GpH0YVPhAXBidoIzGtwSrixeEHtpoIM4QysI9588Hh9jbbrMMEwgvA7BJgEBRASLBMxqesbHbrIncDSG_YSlVcAARrmQr6w%2C%2C&typo=0
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.chiltern.gov.uk%2fmedia%2f13375%2fPolicy-Changes-Mapping%2fpdf%2fFINAL_Policy_Changes_Mapping_V3_03062019.pdf%3fm%3d636965482682800000&c=E%2C1%2C79TzztEeWWN3ck-GpH0YVPhAXBidoIzGtwSrixeEHtpoIM4QysI9588Hh9jbbrMMEwgvA7BJgEBRASLBMxqesbHbrIncDSG_YSlVcAARrmQr6w%2C%2C&typo=0
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would assist you  

 

Kind regards 

Helen Harding 

Principal Planner 

(Planning Policy) Tel: 

01494 732271 

Email Helen.harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk 

I work on a part time basis (from Monday mornings to noon on Wednesdays) 

Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils 

 
 

 
Joint Logo (2016) emails 

mailto:Helen.harding@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
mailto:image001.png@01D5CD29.4C1CB280

