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HEARING STATEMENT TO THE CHILTERN + SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 
EXAMINATION – MATTER 1 
 
With reference to previous representations made on behalf of Raans Estates Ltd in relation 
to ‘Betjeman Park’, ‘land to the east of Raans Road (Raans Farm), Amersham’, and 
the ‘Area North East of Chalfont St Peter (Epilepsy Centre Site)’. 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 The following statement has been prepared by Urbana Town Planning Ltd on behalf 

of Raans Estates (‘RE’) and Gorelands Lane Landowners (‘GLL’) in support of 
our participation in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination Hearing 
Sessions. 

 
1.2 Throughout the Local Plan consultation process various representations have already 

been made on behalf of RE relating to the Betjeman Park site (Green Belt 
Assessment site 4.088), and on behalf of GLL relating to the Area North East 
of Chalfont St Peter (Sustainability Appraisal Green Belt Site Assessment site 
1.10). These have broadly established that: 

 

• The displacement of such a large proportion of the Councils’ housing need to 
Aylesbury Vale is harmful to the Plan’s ability to meet the area’s development 
needs, and therefore its effectiveness and soundness. 

 

• The failure to appropriately respond to the position of Slough Borough Council 
and the outstanding question of the mooted northern extension is directly 
contradictory to the requirements of Planning Policy Guidance. 
 

• The inconsistent approach to different aspects of site assessment in various 
parts of the evidence base belies wider flaws in the way in which site selection 
has taken place. 
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2.0 Statement 
 
2.1.0 Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulations 

 
Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate 
 

2.1.1 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? 

 
2.1.2 Though this is a question directed to the Councils to consider, it is anticipated 

that the answer is clearly that the amount of housing in question has not been 
established and that there is still no agreement on how Slough’s potential unmet 
needs will be accommodated. Being able to appropriately answer the various 
elements of this question will depend upon the completion of the Wider Area 
Growth Study document and associated subsequent actions by the Councils 
involved, as commented upon below. 

 
2.1.3 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…”. 

 
2.1.4 This approach is evidently not consistent with the PPG, and in fact the submitted 

Plan very clearly accepts the likelihood that it will result in a situation in direct 
contradiction of the PPG requirements. In the paragraph referenced in this question 
the PPG goes on to highlight circumstances in which cooperation has not been 
possible, in which robust evidence must be provided ‘of the evidence [the LPA] 
has made to cooperate and any outcomes achieved’. In this circumstance it is 
not the case that there is a lack of cooperation, but rather key information (the 
Wider Area Growth Study) that is needed to deal with the key strategic matter 
in question (Slough’s unmet need and the Green Belt north of Slough) is lacking. 
As such it is contested that the submission of the Plan for Examination is 
premature as the evidence required to appropriately deal with this key strategic 
matter remains unavailable. 
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2.1.5 Q11. Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)© 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? 

 
2.1.6 It has not. Slough Borough Council (SBC) have acknowledged that they are 

seeking their proposed northern extension to be considered as part of a future 
review of the CSB Plan, but simply agreeing on certain matters -including that 
the Wider Area Growth Study should inform SBC’s approach to growth- does not 
represent fulfilment of the Duty. It remains the case that this position is not 
compliant with Duty to Cooperate advice as per the PPG, which as described 
above and as part of Q6 does not allow for key strategic matters to be deferred 
in the way that is currently proposed. 

 
Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’) 

 
2.1.7 Q1. […] 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? 
 

2.1.8 It is asserted that the Councils’ determination of the scale of housing and 
economic development to take place within the Plan area is arbitrary and flawed 
in its logic of directing development to different locations. In directing the ‘remaining 
unmet need’ to the Vale of Aylesbury the Councils willingly acknowledge that 
there is only a fixed and limited amount of land suitable for accommodating 
housing need in the districts, even when ‘additional Green Belt releases’ are 
considered.  

 
2.1.9 However, as set out within previous representations and summarised above in 

section 1.0 of this statement, the selection of certain residential sites for 
development, in terms of sustainability, Green Belt and AONB status, is flawed 
in a number of ways. It has been specifically established that there are a range 
of sites equally or more suitable for housing development than a number of those 
proposed for release from the Green Belt. This being the case the councils’ 
suggestion that they have exhausted all suitable sites in the districts is not 
accurate. As a result, the answer to the question above must be that the way 
in which the Councils determined the scale of development within the Plan area 
is flawed, being based on an inconsistent site selection process and resulting in 
an arbitrary line drawn as to what need can or cannot be delivered in the Plan 
area. 


