
 
20	February	2020	
	
Ian	Kemp	Programme	Officer	
Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Local	Plan	Examination:	
	
Dear	Ian	
	
Please	see	attached	comments	in	respect	of	the	Local	Plan	Examination.	
	
CHILTERN	AND	SOUTH	BUCKS	LOCAL	PLAN	EXAMINATION-HEARING	STATEMENT:	
BACKGROUND	COMMENT:	THE	PLANS	SPATIAL	STRATEGY:	
Unfortunately,	the	Plan	suffers	from	a	lack	of	clarity.	
	
It	 is	 hard	 to	 grasp	 the	 basic	 essence	 of	 this	 plan	 without	 spending	 significant	 amounts	 of	 time	
reading	through	many	chapters	the	titles	and	 logic	of	which	are	somewhat	confusing.	The	 lack	of	
overall	geographic	detailed	large	area	policy	plans	showing	simply	the	proposed	allocations,	areas	
of	 Green	 Belt,	 AONB	 and	 other	 policy	 notations	 etc.	makes	 the	 plan	 difficult	 to	 understand	 and	
hard	to	follow	even	for	professional	observers.	
	
The	absence	of	any	sustainable	analysis	of	local	plan	settlements	at	the	outset	of	the	plan	process	
and	 the	 lack	 of	 any	 simple	 settlement	 hierarchy	means	 the	 plan	 fails	 the	 basic	 requirements	 of	
Paragraph	16	of	the	NPPF.	Quite	simply	the	plan	is	hard	to	understand.	
	
We	mention	 these	 aspects	 because	 understanding	 the	 logic	 of	 the	 plan	 is	 fundamental	 and	 any	
obfuscation	in	Local	Plans	should	be	avoided.	
	
MATTER	2:	OBJECTIVELY	ASSESSED	HOUSING	NEEDS	ETC.	
Issue1-Housing	Needs:	
Noting	the	above	difficulties	in	attempting	to	ascertain	basic	plan	information	it	is	then	extremely	
annoying	 to	 find	 in	 the	 Local	Plan	 text	 (albeit	with	 some	difficulty)	 that	 the	plan	 seeks	 to	under-
allocate	at	the	outset	of	the	plan	process	the	full	required	2019	housing	need	provision.		
	
The	Standard	Local	Housing	Need	for	this	two-district	plan	should	be	19,520	units	(not	15,260).		
	
The	 figure	 is	 a	 minimum	 number	 and	 the	 plan	 needs	 to	 urgently	 re-instate	 the	 22%	 planned	
housing	shortfall	(the	4,255	units)	as	a	total	strategic	policy	figure.	Any	failure	on	this	aspect	at	this	
sort	of	level	given	the	acute	housing	needs	in	the	two	districts	must	render	this	plan	unsound.	
	
The	 required	 housing	 supply	 figure	 is	 not	 set	 out	 in	 any	 policy	 and	 the	 plan	 ignores	 the	
requirements	of	paragraphs	20,21,22	and	23	of	the	NPPF.		
	
The	correct	housing	need	 figure	will	mean	that	even	more	housing	sites	will	have	 to	be	 found	 in	
this	 plan	 (not	 in	 any	 review)	 to	 cater	 for	 the	 additional	 4,255	 units	which	 are	 the	 joint	 districts	
minimum	required	housing	needs.	
	



It	 is	 important	 that	 clarity	 is	 provided	 concerning	 the	 situation	 at	Aylesbury	Vale	District	 Council	
(AVDC)	and	the	current	agreement	which	has	AVDC	only	having	the	potential	to	meet	up	to	5,725	
units	of	the	Chiltern	and	South	Bucks	Housing	Need	requirement	(Paragraph	5.1.14	Local	Plan).	
	
Given	 that	 the	AVDC	plan	 is	 at	 a	 very	 advanced	 stage	 in	 the	 plan	 process	 and	 the	 standard	 two	
district	housing	need	figure	is	19,520	units	there	is	clearly	a	pressing	housing	problem	which	must	
be	resolved	immediately.	
	
Additional	 to	 this	 is	 the	problem	of	 the	provision	of	housing	needs	being	met	outside	of	 the	 two	
districts	 (Chiltern	 and	 South	 Bucks)	 and	 possibly	 away	 from	 employment	 locations	 (although	we	
have	 no	 real	 survey	 information	 on	 this	 aspect)	 and	 with	 material	 implications	 for	 the	 overall	
planned	sustainability	of	development	and	accord	with	Government	Planning	Policy.	
	
The	issue	regarding	Slough	Borough	Councils	(SBC)	Local	Plan	Objection	concerning	Housing	Needs	
must	be	addressed	in	the	current	plan.	Taking	note	of	the	above	points	it	is	evident	that	there	are	
fundamental	housing	need	issues.	
	
The	 lack	 of	 any	 settlement	 hierarchy	 in	 the	 submission	 local	 plan	 is	 regrettable	 in	 terms	 of	 plan	
policy	clarity.		
	
Buckinghamshire	County	Council	in	their	Replacement	County	Structure	Plan	of	2003	for	the	period	
(2001-2016)	 defined	 the	 urban	 areas	 for	 each	 district	 in	 their	 Housing	 Potential	 Study-there	 is	 a	
degree	of	clarity	in	their	planning	hierarchy	which	is	absent	in	this	Local	Plan.	
	
There	was	a	draft	settlement	hierarchy	published	in	the	November	2017	Joint	Local	Plan	Green	Belt	
Development	Options	Appraisal	 (Post	Preferred	Green	Belt	Options	Consultation)	 -	 see	attached.	
There	was	 logic	 to	 the	 proposed	 2017	 settlement	 hierarchy,	 but	 this	 aspect	 of	 the	 plan	was	 not	
carried	forward	in	the	submission	Local	Plan-quite	why	is	hard	to	understand.	
	
Clearly	 a	 settlement	 hierarchy	 would	 enable	 housing	 needs	 to	 be	 considered	 properly	 and	
distributed	according	 to	 settlement	 role	and	population.	We	are	unsure	how	 this	aspect	 is	being	
addressed	 now	 which	 has	 both	 implications	 for	 Neighbourhood	 Planning	 and	 the	 overall	
sustainability	of	local	plan	policymaking.			
	
The	 total	 housing	needs	 (unconstrained)	 should	of	 course	be	 reviewed	 at	 the	outset	 of	 the	plan	
process,	 not	 as	 an	 afterthought.	 All	 policy	 constraints	 should	 be	 set	 aside	 as	 this	 gives	 the	
opportunity	at	an	early	stage	in	the	plan	process	to	review	fully	the	implications	of	meeting	housing	
needs,	how	much	and	where	and	what	the	implications	are	likely	to	be	for	individual	communities	
and	settlements-this	is	a	logical	way	of	progressing	the	plan.		
	
There	is	a	clear	suspicion	that	the	two	districts	have	set	aside	planning	policy	logic	so	basic	planning	
information	 can	 be	manipulated	 and	 housing	 needs	 not	 fully	 addressed-hence	 the	 limited	 policy	
options,	which	 include	a	do	nothing	option-which	of	 course	 is	 not	 an	option	 for	 a	 local	 planning	
authority.	
	
Yours	sincerely	
STEPHEN	LUCAS	MRTPI	
LUCAS	LAND	&	PLANNING	
Attachment:	Settlement	Hierarchy	2017:	
										Moulton	Park	Business	Centre	Redhouse	Road	Moulton	Park	Northampton	NN3	6AQ	
																																																																info@lucasland.co.uk	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


