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Overview 
 
This Statement has been prepared by Igloo Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

Igloo Planning represent Inland Homes in relation to the land at and adjacent to 

Wilton Park, Beaconsfield (part of the SP BP9 draft allocation).  Igloo Planning also 

represents Inland Homes in relation to an omission site south of Holtspur, 

Beaconsfield. 

 

Below we respond directly to the questions raised by the Inspectors, but continue to 

rely upon our representations made at the Regulation 19 stage.   

 

 
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 We note that a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed by the 

Buckinghamshire authorities and Local Enterprise Partnership back in July 

2017 (doc ref. CSBLP12.1).  In relation to unmet housing need, the Councils 

agreed that the housing need within the Housing Market Area (HMA) should 

be met within each plan area based on the needs of each individual plan area, 

and only if this proved ‘impossible’ would the unmet need be met elsewhere 

within the HMA (where reasonable and consistent with achieving sustainable 

development). 
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1.2 It is considered very important to acknowledge this agreed principle early in 

the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination hearing process. 

 

1.3 Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (and indeed the other planning 

authorities in Buckinghamshire) set a very high bar.  The MoU wording 

suggests a ‘no stone unturned’ approach to finding sites to accommodate 

future development needs within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, before 

looking to rely upon Aylesbury Vale District Council to assist in meeting any 

unmet housing needs. 

 

1.4 We would assert that the figure of 5,725 dwellings was ‘fixed’ too early in the 

Joint Local Plan process - long before the evidence base was refined, and 

long before a detailed assessment of all of the sites potentially available to 

contribute towards future housing needs had been completed. 

 

1.5 Nearly all of the evidence base submitted in support of the Joint Local Plan 

post-dates the aforementioned MoU, including most importantly the Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2, which was not completed until April 2019.  Further, 

whilst the Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal (doc ref. CSBLP7) 

considered four spatial strategy reasonable alternatives, none of these 

involved meeting the Councils’ housing needs in full within the Plan area. 

 

1.6 There has been a retrospective assessment of the option of meeting housing 

needs in full within the Plan area (doc ref. CSBLP9) but this was prepared and 

published after the Regulation 19 consultation. 

 

1.7 In response to the last part of the Inspectors’ question above, the alternative 

of meeting housing needs in full within the Plan area has not been considered 

as ‘part of the preparation of the Plan’. 
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Overview 
 
This Statement has been prepared by Igloo Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

Igloo Planning represent Inland Homes in relation to the land at and adjacent to 

Wilton Park, Beaconsfield (part of the SP BP9 draft allocation).  Igloo Planning also 

represents Inland Homes in relation to an omission site south of Holtspur, 

Beaconsfield. 

 

Below we respond directly to the questions raised by the Inspectors, but continue to 

rely upon our representations made at the Regulation 19 stage.   

 
Matter 1 –  Compliance with the Act and Regulations 
 
Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal 
 
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 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, 
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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 Chiltern 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 As per our response to Issue 1, Q1, we do not believe that the fifth option 

above (of meeting the housing needs in full within Chiltern and South Bucks) 

was considered as part of the Plan preparation process.  The September 

2019 Sustainability Appraisal Update was the first version of the Sustainability 

Appraisal to reference this option, and this was published after the Councils 

had prepared (and published) the Regulation 19 draft Joint Local Plan. 

 

1.2 The assessment of Option 5 is ‘lightweight’ – in that the September 2019 

Sustainability Appraisal Update comments in very simple terms that higher 

levels of development (in South Bucks and Chiltern) will result in more waste 

being generated, more pressure on local services, more pollution and greater 

risks of flooding from surface water run-off.   

 

1.3 As importantly the Sustainability Appraisal fails to acknowledge that the 

negative impacts associated with Option 5 do not disappear under the 

preferred Option – it is simply that the negative impacts are exported to 

Aylesbury Vale…! 

 

1.4 We believe that the scale of housing and economic development proposed in 

Chiltern and South Bucks Districts has been too heavily influenced by the 
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agreement made with Aylesbury Vale District Council in 2017 to export some 

5,725 units of unmet housing need to Aylesbury Vale.  See Memorandum of 

Understanding (MoU) (doc ref. CSBLP12.1).   

 

1.5 That MoU agreement was made prior to the introduction of the standard 

housing methodology, and therefore prior to the far higher level of local 

housing need now to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale.  The agreement 

also pre-dates all of the further and more detailed site assessment work 

undertaken in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts - and yet the amount of 

housing to be exported to Aylesbury Vale has remained almost a constant. 

 

Q2 The five options referred to above all relate to the scale of growth that 
will occur within 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 Settlement Capacity Study dated January 2020 (doc ref. CSBLP58) 

provides some information on the services, facilities and accessibility of 

settlements in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, but it is unclear how these 

considerations have influenced the spatial distribution of development 

proposed in the Plan area. 

 

2.2 The date of the latest Settlement Capacity Study (January 2020) means that 

this document cannot have influenced the Publication Draft Joint Local Plan.  

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

identified as ‘reasonable alternatives’.  What process did the Councils 
follow to determine which sites were taken forward into this stage of the 
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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 We believe that the Councils’ site selection and appraisal process has 

identified some ‘good’ sites that are suitable and available, and capable of 

delivering sustainable development.  One such site is the proposed allocation 

of land East and South of Beaconsfield (draft Policy SP BP9). 

 

3.2 Overall, however, we do not consider that the Council considered all available 

sites on a consistent, transparent and robust basis.  There are sites in 

addition to the 39 sites tested through the Councils’ Sustainability Appraisal 

that should have been subject to assessment, and in our view, should have 

been allocated for development, to reduce or indeed remove the need to 

export housing numbers to Aylesbury Vale.  

 

3.3 Part of the concern flows from the flaws we have identified in the Councils’ 

appraisal of potential Green Belt development sites.  By way of example, one 

site did not progress through the draft Green Belt Assessment Part 2, purely 

on the basis of the Councils’ Assessment that it made a strong contribution to 

Green Belt Purpose 2 (preventing neighbouring towns from merging).  The 

development of the site in question would not have narrowed the physical 

separation between two settlements, with topography, mature site boundaries 

and the M40 all serving to further ensure separation between the two relevant 

settlements.  

 

3.4 Nonetheless, the referenced site was given no consideration in the Councils’ 

Sustainability Appraisal process - despite being adjacent to the largest and 

most sustainable settlement in South Bucks, adjacent to a frequent bus 

service (with existing stop) and within walking distance of a primary school, 

shops, recreation facilities and other services.   

 

3.5 The approach to assessing Green Belt sites inevitably involves an element of 

subjectivity.  There will of course be some sites that perform very strongly 
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across several of the Green Belt Assessment criteria, which cannot therefore 

be considered ‘reasonable alternatives’.  However, in the context of seeking to 

do everything ‘possible’ to meet local housing needs locally, (refer MoU doc 

ref. CSBLP12.1) sites like the one referenced above (and others) should have 

been considered in the Councils’ Sustainability Appraisal process, and should 

have been allocated to help meet more of the local housing need within the 

Plan area.  

 


