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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 
Update7 assessed five spatial options. This included: 
 

- Do nothing; 
- Export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable commitments; 
- Partially meet housing needs over the plan period, including using commitments and all 

suitable HELAA sites, and export the remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of 
Aylesbury; 

- Meet housing needs over the plan period, including using all sources of land and 
additional Green Belt releases as necessary, and exporting any remaining unmet 
housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury; and 

- Meet housing needs in full within Chiltern and South Bucks. 
 
Part of the justification for not pursuing Option 5 (meeting all housing needs in Chiltern and 
South Bucks) is the constraints of the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (‘AONB’). However, the Plan includes strategic development sites which require 
alternations to the Green Belt boundary, and, some residential development sites that fall within 
the AONB. How, therefore, did the Councils determine the scale of housing and economic 
development that would take place within the Plan area? 
 
In response to the question raised by the Inspectors, we would welcome clarification from South Bucks 
DC on how the Council determined the scale and distribution of housing and economic development 
that would take place within the plan area – specifically in relation to the provision of gypsy and traveller 
pitches.  Whilst there is an obvious and clear requirement for general housing (Use Class C3 - both 
market and affordable) but we consider there is no clear evidence provided to justify the level or location 
of pitches for gypsies & travellers.   
 
It appears that all of the strategic sites have been identified as locations for new gypsy & traveller 
provision, yet no consideration has been given to the locational and accessibility needs of this 
community and the scale at which it should be provided.  Elsewhere in the England we are familiar with 
an approach which involves the gypsy and traveller community (e.g. through the use of a liaison officer) 
in the site selection process which means that an appropriate strategy is identified for provision.  
Clarification is sought from South Bucks on the type of employment proposed and the selection process 
that has been undertaken to determine the locations for gypsies and travellers.  From our experience 
elsewhere, the gypsy and traveller community do not always wish to be co-located with the settled 
community and often seek smaller pitch clusters than 15. 
 
The Issues & Options Sustainability Appraisal (January 2016) Chapter 7 tested 7 options for gypsies 
and travellers. Whilst Option D included ‘New pitches/plots to be required as part of residential 
extensions to built-up areas comprising 100 or more dwellings’ paragraph 7.1.10 makes reference to 
housing proposals larger than 100 dwellings being difficult to appraise. This suggests the matter is 
therefore without a conclusion. 
 
We have made previous representations on this matter and referred to the Inspector’s approach in the 
mid Devon Local Plan (2019) where the same approach was proposed to be taken and the outcome 
was the de-coupling of the gypsy and traveller allocations from the main site allocations.  In short, it is 
not considered  appropriate to locate the pitch provision on the large allocations just because they are 
large allocations.  Through engagement with the gypsy and traveller community or their liaison officer 
appropriate locations should be identified.  Furthermore, we made objections to the Council’s lack of 
justification for 37 pitches, “for ‘unknown’ Gypsies and Travellers” which is set out in the Gypsy, Traveller 
and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment (February 2017) produced by Opinion 
Research Services (‘ORS’) (CSBLP16).  
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There are several other references relating to the scale and distribution of gypsy and traveller 
accommodation we have identified in the evidence base.  These references also suggest that the 
evidence for the scale and distribution of gypsy and traveller provision is inconclusive: 
 
The Green Belt  Preferred Options Sustainability Appraisal (September 2017) (CSBLP6.2) tests Option 
9 ‘Area East of Beaconsfield’ which mentions the possibility of accommodation for gypsies and 
travellers. 
 
The Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal Report (June 2019) (paras. N22-24; 5.3.2.) (CSBLP7) refers 
to the Issues and Options SA and the uncertainties of scoring the different options, whilst p.114 refers 
to testing Policy DM LP9 (Homes – Accommodation for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Showpeople) 
in relation to meeting local housing needs and granting of new pitches, but does not refer to specific 
sites. Finally, p.D51 of the SA Appendices (June 2019) (CSBLP8) which tests Policy DM LP9 but does 
not refer to specific sites. 
 
Overall, we consider there to be no clear and robust evidence to justify the scale and distribution of 
gypsy and traveller provision in the Local 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.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? 
 
The specific requirement for a SANG to be incorporated into the allocation at the Beaconsfield site 
requires further clarification by South Bucks DC and Natural England because the detailed nature or 
scale of it does not appear to have been taken into account prior to the submission of the Local Plan.  
Reference is provided at paragraph 11.10.6 of the Draft Local Plan (CSBLP1) as to the need for 
mitigating “recreational disturbance on the Burnham Beeches SAC” with the form of mitigation to be 
determined through the masterplan.   Whilst the requirement for a SANG has been further clarified in 
the Statement of Common Ground, dated 17 January 2020 (CSBLP12.13), the site owners were not 
party to this and the SANG requirement is not detailed or explained further.   
 
However, positive dialogue between the Council and Natural England is progressing towards the 
solution for mitigating the impact on Burnham Beeches. At a recent meeting with Natural England it was 
confirmed that any development over 50 units will need to provide a SANG and not just East of 
Beaconsfield.  Furthermore, we understand that ‘on-site provision’ at Beaconsfield is not the only 
solution.  As currently written we do not consider the approach taken to the SAC mitigation to represent 
a clear and obvious solution on whether it should and can be accommodated on site without significantly 
reducing the ability to meet all of the other policy requirements set out in SP BP9.  To leave it to the 
masterplanning stage as set out in the SA (June 2019) (CSBLP8) for Policy SP BP9 (p. E67-68) without 
first identifying the options for mitigation and clarifying the appropriate location and scale of the SANG 
solution is not considered to be a sound approach to the site delivery. With further detailed dialogue 
ongoing with the Council and Natural England we consider that a solution can be reached. 
 
Additionally, the SA (June 2019) (CSBLP8) tests Policy DM NP3 – Burnham Beeches Special Area of 
Conservation, which includes a possible requirement to provide a SANG as part of major residential 
development between 500m and 5 kilometres from the Burnham Beeches SAC. However, the SA does 
not consider different options for providing a SANG within this radial area. 
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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? 
 
Please refer to the response provided to Issue 2 Question 6. 


