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Overview 

1. This statement has been prepared by Nexus Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

2. Inland Homes has various land holdings within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts (“the Plan area”), 

including land South East of Whielden Street, Old Amersham (allocation ref, BP5), as well as the 

following omission sites: 

 

• Burial Ground, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0120); 

• Homewood Terrace (HELAA site ref. CD0122); 

• Land north of London Road, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0123); 

• Land north of School Lane, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0124); 

• Land north of High Street, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0133); 

• Land at Gore Hill, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0127); 

• Brays Wood, Hyde Heath (HELAA site ref. CD0126); 

• Penn Road, Hazlemere (HELAA site ref. CD0170); 

• Stony Lane, Little Chalfont (HELAA site ref. CD0535); 

• Land at 148 Swallow Street, Iver (HELAA site ref. SB0003); 

• Land west of Fulmer Road, Gerrards Cross (HELAA site ref. SB0323); and 

• Springfield Road (HELAA site ref. CD0145). 

 

3. We provide a summary of the key matters that are of direct relevance to each of the relevant 

Questions of this Matter below, but continue to rely upon our Regulation 19 representations for a 

detailed analysis of the soundness of the Plan. 

 

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? 

What is the figure based on and how has it been calculated? 

1. The unmet needs figure derives from a Duty to Cooperate Memorandum of Understanding 

(“MOU”) between Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), Chiltern District Council and South Bucks 

District Council (“the Councils”) (January 2018) (CSBLP12.4). This MOU demonstrates that AVDC 

has agreed to take 5,725 dwellings of unmet needs from the Plan area. 

 

2. It is important to note that the objectively assessed housing needs figures referenced in 

Buckinghamshire MOU (CSBLP12.1) follow the guidance within the 2012 Framework, rather than 

using the Government’s standard method for calculating housing needs, as advocated at 

paragraph 60 of the 2019 Framework. Most notably, AVDC’s housing requirement increases by 
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49% following the application of the standard method. The implications of this are explored in 

detail in response to Q3 under this issue.  

 

What alternatives were considered? 

3. The Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) (CSBLP7) identifies four spatial strategy 

reasonable alternatives (Table 5.2), with Spatial Option D selected.  

 

4. In reviewing the spatial options it is somewhat striking that the SA fails to include an option which 

meets the Councils’ housing needs in full within the Plan area. It is difficult to understand how the 

SA can justify this not being a reasonable alternative, having regard to the requirement of national 

policy for strategic policies to, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing 

(paragraphs 11b and 35a of the Framework) and the need to support the Government’s objective 

of significantly boosting the supply of news homes (paragraph 59 of the Framework). It is not 

therefore possible to conclude that the Plan comprises an appropriate strategy, and thus justified. 

 

5. It is noted that the Councils then retrospectively assessed the option of meeting their needs in full 

within the Plan area through the SA Update (September 2019 - CSBLP9), which was produced after 

the Regulation 19 consultation. This approach is at odds with paragraph 32 of the Framework.  

 

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? 

1. The Councils have no control over whether AVDC will deliver their unmet housing needs. Instead, 

they are wholly reliant upon the provisions within the emerging VALP which makes no clear 

distinction which sites will address unmet needs and any monitoring regime in this regard. The 

VALP includes a review mechanism (see MM026), with criteria ‘c’ referencing changes in national 

policy which means policies in the VALP are not up to date.  

 

2. Critically, the VALP is proceeding under transitional measures with a housing requirement for the 

District alone of 1,030dpa, against a standard method figure for AVDC of 1,531dpa. Paragraph 33 

of the Framework is clear that in such circumstances a review within five years will be required. 

This raises significant uncertainly as to whether it will remain sustainable to accommodate the 

Councils’ unmet housing needs within Aylesbury Vale District. 

 

3. Indeed, we note that the Wessex Economics Housing Delivery Study for Buckinghamshire (August 

2017) indicated that AVDC could just about support planned levels of growth but only through a 

number of new initiatives. Further growth in housing pressures in this area places even greater 

uncertainty on the ability of AVDC to deliver unmet needs.  
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4. The only mechanism within the Plan to account for any failed delivery of sites is a 10% buffer to its 

housing requirement. However, the Councils, by their own admission, state that this is to address 

the potential non-implementation of allocated sites, rather than address shortfalls in delivering 

unmet housing needs, which in any event, as discussed within our Matter 2 Examination 

Statement, does not provide sufficient flexibility. To address this, the Plan should at the very least 

include a clear review mechanism to address the distinct possibility of the VALP failing to deliver 

the unmet needs.  

 

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 the suggested changes have? 

1. A consultation on modifications to the VALP concluded on 19th December 2019. As these 

modifications were agreed with the appointed Inspector, it is anticipated that the VALP will be 

found sound and adopted in 2020. 

 

2. Policy S2 of the VALP submission version included a criterion stating that it would make provision 

for the delivery of 5,750 homes to help meet the needs of the Plan area. However, main 

modification ref. MM010 to the VALP proposes to remove this criterion and simply refer to a 

universal housing requirement of 28,600 dwellings. The Councils have therefore objected to this 

modification (see paragraph 2.5 of EXAM2). 

 

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? 

1. Slough Borough Council (SBC) has made it clear to the Councils that it has unmet housing needs, 

with a broad indication of the shortfall identified in a Regulation 18 Issues and Options 

consultation document in 2018 at circa 6,000 – 8,000 dwellings. It is therefore clear that significant 

unmet housing needs exist in Slough. 

 

2. The ‘Northern Extension’ of Slough has been put forward by SBC as a potential way in which its 

unmet needs can be met, or unmet housing needs of South Bucks can be met, although the Plan 

clearly does not include such a proposal.  

 

3. No SoCG exists between the Councils and SBC. 
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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…” 

1. Paragraph 3.5.7 of the Plan offers a very loose reference to “potentially” further consider the Green 

Belt boundary north of Slough in a review of the Plan. No reference is made to this being an ‘early’ 

review and it would, at present, have little enforceability.  

 

2. Paragraph 139e of the Framework is clear that when defining Green Belt boundaries they should 

not need to be altered at the end of the Plan period, let alone during it.  

 

3. Some discussions have taken place between the Councils and SBC but demonstrably no 

agreement has been reached in respect of unmet needs. Furthermore, the Wider Area Growth 

Study is only at an initial stage, with Part 2 expected to be published later this year. Delaying the 

Plan to await the resolution of these issues would be contrary to the Government’s aim for a plan-

led system with up-to-date plans (paragraph 15 of the Framework) and would delay the delivery 

of much needed market and affordable housing in the Plan area.  

 

4. Accordingly, it is considered that the most practical solution in this instance would be for a clear 

requirement for an early review based upon a number of scenarios to be included in the Plan, 

including the clear quantification of unmet housing needs from SBC and to address the 

implications of the Wider Area Growth Study. Importantly, however, this review should not simply 

be limited to the Green Belt north of Slough as there is demonstrably insufficient evidence to 

geographically constrain a review of the plan, namely to the uncertainty surrounding the ability to 

bring forward development in a sustainable and timely manner in this location. The review should 

therefore cover the Plan area as a whole. 
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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? 

1. After a successful bid to the MHCLG Joint Working Fund, Royal Borough of Windsor & 

Maidenhead, South Bucks District Council, Chiltern District Council and SBC have agreed to 

produce a joint study to address issues arising from growth that is anticipated across the area. Part 

1 of the study is clear that: 

 

“Slough currently considers it will not be able to meet all of its existing and future housing 
needs within its boundary. So we need to identify areas where this ‘need’ can be 
accommodated regardless of administrative boundaries.” (Paragraph 1.1) 

 

2. Accordingly, it is demonstrable that this study is critical to better understanding cross-boundary 

matters of housing growth but that the study has not yet reached any conclusions on how unmet 

housing growth should be met across the area. 

 

Q8 - How are the Councils intending to consider and implement any findings from the Wider Area 

Growth Study? 

1. It is striking that the Plan does not include any specific reference to the Wider Area Growth Study, 

despite the Councils’ key role in its preparation and its significance for the Plan area. The 

implications of this are that there is nothing with the Plan that would bind the Councils to act 

upon the findings of the study. 

 

Q9 - Have all the necessary Statements of Common Ground been prepared and do the cover the 

scope expected in the Planning Practice Guidance (the ‘PPG)? 

1. No. 

 

2. There is no Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) or MOU between the Councils and SBC. This 

results in a plan which fails to be positively prepared or effective given that Slough’s administrative 

boundary adjoins the Plan area, that there is a strong functional commuting relationship (see 

paragraph 37 of our Regulation 19 representations to Table LPb), and significant unmet housing 

needs within Slough Borough.  

 

3. The DtC does not mean a duty to agree but the PPG is clear that: “Inspectors will expect to see 
that strategic policy making authorities have addressed key strategic matters through effective 
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joint working, and not deferred them to subsequent plan updates” (ID 61-022-20190315). The 

Councils’ approach is clearly contrary to this guidance.   

 

4. In this instance (unlike for example the Wealden District Local Plan Examination) we do not 

advance that a legal failure of the DtC arises, but instead one of soundness in the form of a failure 

to demonstrate effective joint working to consider the cross boundary strategic matter of meeting 

Slough’s unmet housing needs (the ‘effective’ test). 

 

 

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 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 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? 

Process of Assessing Reasonable Alternatives 

1. Paragraph ref. ID 11-017029149396 of the PPG states that: “Reasonable alternatives should be 
identified and considered at an early stage in the plan making process”. Paragraphs 19-22 of our 

Regulation 19 representations to the SA demonstrate that meeting the identified housing needs in 
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full within the Plan area’s boundaries must be considered as a reasonable alternative (as evidenced 

by case law). 

 

2. The SA Update (September 2019) (CSBLP9) was published following the conclusion of the 

Regulation 19 consultation, and this is the first occasion where the Councils have assessed the 

spatial strategy option of meeting their housing needs in full within the Plan area. The PPG states 

at paragraph ref. ID 11-001-20190722 that: 

“Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process informing the development 
of the plan.” (Emphasis added) 

 

3. Further, paragraph 32 of the Framework states that spatial development strategies should be 

informed throughout their preparation by a SA. 

 

4. By virtue of the publication date of CSBLP9, the assessment of the reasonable alternative of 

meeting the Plan area’s housing needs entirely within its boundaries has played no role in 

‘informing the development of the Plan’. The Councils’ approach in this respect is clearly 

inconsistent with the PPG.  

 

5. Moreover, Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 

2012 (“LP Regulations”) states that local planning authorities must make each of the proposed 

submission documents available. Regulation 22(1a) identifies the SA report as a submission 

document. Despite this, the SA Update was not made available for consultation during the 

Regulation 19 consultation.  

 

Justification for not meeting needs in full within the Plan area 

6. Notwithstanding the above, the Councils’ assessment has clearly been carried out as a cursory 

effort to address the numerous criticisms of the Regulation 19 SA raised through representations. 

The superficial nature of this assessment is evident in the ‘uncertain’ score afforded to half of the 

SA objectives that Spatial Option E is assessed against, which clearly fails the PPG requirement that 

the assessment of all reasonable alternatives is undertaken with the same level of detail 

(paragraph ref ID. 11-038-20190722). 

 

7. The Councils have defended the initial failure to assess a spatial option to meet its full identified 

housing needs within the Plan area by referring to its AONB and Green Belt constraints as the 

reason why it cannot meet its requirement in accordance with the Framework (throughout EXAM 

2). However, as detailed above, the SA has not robustly assessed this alternative against the 

selected option to establish whether the level of harm that would arise on these designations 

outweighs the benefits of meeting its housing needs in full within the Plan area, in accordance 

with the Framework.  
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8. The Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 2019) (CSBLP15.1) concludes that 

it would be impossible to meet the Plan areas housing needs (even with the agreed offloading of 

unmet needs) without Green Belt release (paragraph 5.7). This is a conclusion we support, 

although further releases can be made. 

 

9. In addition to Green Belt releases, some of the draft residential allocations are located within the 

AONB. This is necessary to ensure sustainable patterns of growth given that much of the Plan area 

is washed over by the designation.  

 

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? 

1. At paragraph 7.3 of EXAM2, the Councils confirm that the Plan does not contain a settlement 

hierarchy, stating that this is unnecessary given that all settlements are surrounded by Green Belt. 

From paragraphs 8.2-8.5 of EXAM2 it is clear that the scale and distribution of development within 

the Plan area has been determined by its environmental constraints, i.e. a constraints led plan. 

 

2. The considerations of spatial strategy reasonable alternatives within CSBLP7 is limited to four 

options that relate to varying amounts of unmet needs to be offloaded to Aylesbury Vale (table 

5.2). Fundamentally it does not consider the promotion of sustainable patterns of development, as 

required by paragraph 138 of the Framework. If, for example, the Plan offered a weighting towards 

locating growth at the most sustainable settlement, it may have reached a different conclusion on 

the merits of current omission sites. For this reason, the Plan is not justified. 

 

Q3 - Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of the 37 sites identified as ‘reasonable 

alternatives’. What process did the Councils follow to determine which sites were taken forward into 

this stage of the assessment? In creating the list of 37 sites to be tested through the SA did the 

Council consider sites on a consistent and transparent basis? 

1. The sites identified at Appendix B of the SA (CSBLP8) appear to have been determined by the 

Councils’ Green Belt reviews (CSBLP15.3 and CSBLP15.7).  

 

2. As outlined in our Regulation 19 representation to Policy SP LP1, the Housing and Economic Land 

Availability Assessment (‘HELAA’ - CSBLP19) immediately discounted sites located within the 

Green Belt, and therefore failed to assess all Green Belt sites during Stage 1 of the assessment. 
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Only 37 sites were assessed against the SA objectives, with a number of the sites identified at the 

beginning of this Examination Statement having not been assessed. 

 

3. The process of selecting these sites failed to have regard to the provisions of paragraph 138 of the 

Framework, which states that: 

“Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, 
plans should give first consideration to land which has been previously-developed and/or is 
well-served by public transport.” (Emphasis added) 

4. This is evidenced within paragraph 7.4, of EXAM2, which outlines that the Green Belt Part 1 review 

was not influenced by settlements. Therefore the first consideration was not to identify land that is 

well-served by public transport. In-line with the methodology advocated by the Framework, and in 

accordance with the Councils’ own conclusions at paragraph 9.7 of EXAM2, more sites should have 

been allocated at Amersham (discussed further in our Matter 3 Examination Statement), including 

those listed at the beginning of this Examination Statement. 

 

5. Further, paragraph 1.3 of the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation (October 2016 - 

CSBLP15.4b) states that: 

“This consultation is limited to the Councils’ preferred development options in the Green Belt 
(1 hectare or more in size)”.  

6. Subsequently, paragraph 2.6 of the Green Belt Development Options Appraisal - Post Preferred 

Green Belt Options Consultation (November 2017 - CSBLP15.4a) states: 

“It is important to note that this document only considers potential strategic Green Belt 
changes (sites of 1 ha or more in size with significant development potential).” 

7. Sites of less than 1ha in size do not appear to have been considered in the Inner Green Belt 

Review (CSBLP15.6a and CSBLP15.6b). Accordingly, it appears as though a number of sites have 

not been assessed and therefore the consideration of reasonable alternatives cannot be robust. 

 

8. Paragraphs 12-14 of our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP PP1 demonstrate that the 

conclusions of the Councils’ Green Belt Assessments were not reviewed in light of the later 

decisions to remove selected villages from the Green Belt. Again, this suggests that the 

assessment process is not robust. 

 

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? 

1. No, as the Plan does not include a clear spatial strategy.  
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2. As an example, the Councils have identified in EXAM2 that Amersham and Chesham are the two 

most sustainable settlements in the Plan area, yet only three of the 37 sites considered as 

reasonable alternatives are at Amersham. This is discussed further in our Matter 3 Examination 

Statement. 

 

Q8 - Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate strategy taking into 

account the reasonable alternatives available? 

1. No. 

 

2. In light of our responses to the above questions under this issue it cannot be concluded that the 

Plan is justified in accordance with paragraph 35b of the Framework. 

 

Issue 3 - Public Consultation 

Q2 - Were adequate opportunities made available for participants to access and make comments on 

the Plan, and other relevant documents, in different locations? 

1. No. 

 

2. As discussed in our response to Q1 under Issue 2 of this Matter, CSBLP9 has not been made 

available for consultation.  As such, a further Regulation 19 style consultation will need to be 

undertaken on this document. 

 

Issue 4 - Local Development Scheme (‘LDS’) 

What is the justification for progressing a joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, as opposed to a 

new, composite plan for Buckinghamshire? 

1. The Buckinghamshire Unitary Authority will comprise Wycombe District, Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern 

District and South Bucks District. 

 

2. Wycombe District benefits from an up to date and recently adopted local plan, whilst AVDC is 

likely to adopt its emerging local plan later this year (post creation of the unitary authority). As 

such, it would be entirely logical for the Councils to continue to progress their plan. A single 

Buckinghamshire plan can then be prepared at a future review stage. 

 

3. Furthermore, given the Green Belt constraints of the Plan area, delaying the Plan would be 

contrary to the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of new homes 
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(paragraph 59 of the Framework), which is particularly pertinent given the Plan area is one of the 

least affordable in the country.   
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