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Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 
 

We support the responses relating to this Matter made under separate cover on behalf of the 

Beaconsfield Landowners consortium (IDs - 1224878, 1224430, 1224099, 1224528, 1226279, 

1224554, 1224499). In addition we make the following comments on behalf of Jellybaby Ltd (ID: 

1226279):  

 

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? 

 

A clearer understanding of the basis and rationale for the proposal to accommodate 5725 dwellings in 

the neighbouring Aylesbury Vale District is desirable. Were other LPA areas considered in addition? 
Has the opportunity to increase the capacity for development within the Local Plan allocation sites 

areas been fully considered? 

 

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

and Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership? 

 

Does the list of consultees under duty to cooperate include the Chilterns Conservation Board? If so, 

what has been their response in relation to the allocation sites? 

 

Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal 

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.8 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? 

 

SANG is normally provided in the form of a block of land located proximate to the development site, 

but not necessarily contiguous with it, to which there would be public access for the benefit of 

residents of the proposed housing for the purpose of quiet recreation and relaxation.  It is highly 

unlikely the Councils target for BP9 of 1600 homes plus supporting facilities and employment space 

along with a proportionate area of SANG could be accommodated within BP9 for lack of space and 

certainly not in a single area.  

 

Clarification is required on whether SANG can be provided outside, albeit proximate to, the allocation 

sites. Clarification should also be sought on the interaction between the provision of POS and SANG 

and whether there is intended duplication or one can be offset against the other. 
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Issue 5 – Habitats Regulations Assessment 

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? 

 

A draft of the Mitigation Strategy issued by CSBDC appears to require development within a 

catchment zone of 5.6km of the Burnham Beeches SAC to provide approximately 30ha of SANG 

along with the appropriate infrastructure and long-term maintenance of the same. In addition, the 

Strategy suggests that a financial SAMMS contribution must also be made. We consider the SAMMS 

provision to be unnecessary and in effect, double counting, if the SANG is being provided to mitigate 

the affects of residents from new developments within the catchment zone who would otherwise be 

expected to use Burnham Beeches.  

 

It is noted that many parts of CSBDC’s updated IDP tables1 remain incomplete in terms of providing 

cost estimates. Accordingly it is difficult to assess the likely impact of these and other emerging 

policies on the economic viability of development of the proposed allocation sites. Furthermore the 

impacts of SANG and/or SAMMS do not appear to have been considered in CSBDC’s Local Plan and 

CIL Viability Assessment. 

 

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? 

 

With regards to further modelling work, if required we would welcome the opportunity to work closely 

with SBDC and its advisors with regard to existing and future modelling requirements.  

lopment. 

 
1 Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils Local Plan 2036 (2016 – 2036), Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Post 
Submission Update, Jan 2020 


