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Dear Matthew and David, 

EXAMINATION OF CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN: MATTER 3  

I write on behalf of PGMI (Great Missenden) Limited, relating to their landholding known as Land to 

the Rear of the Old Red Lion, Great Missenden and identified as Site CD0098 in the Chiltern and 

South Bucks Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment January 2020 (HELAA). The 

subject site is 0.9ha in area and is classified as brownfield land, contributing to the Council’s small site 

requirement.  

Representations to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation were submitted 

on behalf of PGMI (Great Missenden) Limited, raising concern regarding the lack of policy support for 

the development sites identified in the HELAA. The Submission Version Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan (the Plan) has not been updated since Regulation 19 in this regard and therefore, this 

hearing statement provides a response to the following Stage 1 Matters: 

 Matter 3, Issue 1, Question 3: Does the Plan adequately set out an overall strategy for the 
pattern, scale and quality of development as required by paragraph 20 of the Framework? Is this 
sufficiently clear to decision makers, developers and local communities?    

 Matter 3, Issue 2, Question 1: Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities 
where new housing and economic development will be permitted? Is the Plan effective in this 
regard?  

Whilst PGMI (Great Missenden) Limited support the identification of their site within the HELAA, they 
do not consider that the Plan adequately sets out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality 
of development as required by Paragraph 20 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
NPPF Paragraph 20 requires strategic policies to “make sufficient provision for housing” but the Plan 
only provides policy support for the delivery of 5,200 homes from 11 allocations under Policy SP LP1. 
The updated Housing Trajectory provided with the January 2020 HELAA shows that these strategic 
allocations only start delivering towards the middle of the plan period (2025/26) and are only able to 
meet the annual housing need (763 dwellings per annum) in 2026/27 and 2027/28. Additional provision 
is therefore required to meet demand and the Plan cannot rely solely on the delivery of the strategic 
allocations in Policy SP LP1 to comply with NPPF Paragraph 20. 

In addition, NPPF paragraph 68(a) requires local planning authorities to ”identify, through the 
development plan and brownfield registers, land to accommodate at least 10% of their housing 
requirements on sites no larger than one hectare; unless it can be shown, through the preparation of 
relevant plan policies that there are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be achieved”. 
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Paragraph 5.1.12 of the Plan identifies that the HELAA and windfall sites combined will provide this 
10% supply. There is no accompanying policy to support this pre-amble. Paragraph 23 of the NPPF 
also requires sufficient sites to be allocated to deliver the strategic policies of an area, with allocations 
to be identified on a policies map. Whilst paragraph 5.18 and Table LPb identifies that the Council 
have considered HELAA sites in their land supply, there is no strategic policy or Policies Map which 
outlines these additional development sites. Without this, the number of homes and extent of 
development being planned for is obscured and the Plan is not effective.  

Without policy support in the Local Plan, it is unclear what status the HELAA has and whether the 
Council will periodically update this document (additions or removal of development sites). A review 
and amendment to a HELAA would not have to meet the same tests as a Local Plan and therefore 
could result in amendments to the spatial strategy without a proceeding viability assessment, 
appropriate scrutiny by the Planning Inspectorate or the public. This creates uncertainty for decision-
makers, developers and the community and is not effective.  

As these HELAA sites are relied upon to meet their housing supply, they should be supported by a 
policy in the Local Plan and shown on the Policies Map, or should be incorporated into the Brownfield 
Land Register.  

Kind regards, 

 

Katie Inglis 

Associate 

 

 

 

 

 

 


