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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 - Distribution of Growth 

Q1 - How did the Councils determine the level of growth between the administrative areas of Chiltern 

and South Bucks? Does the level of growth proposed in each area reflect the housing need for both 

authorities? 

1. The Plan does not determine the level of growth between the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. 

 

2. For clarity, the respective local housing need figure for each of the individual Districts are as 

follows: 

 

• Chiltern District - 6,740 (337dpa - 44%); 

• South Bucks District - 8,540 (427dpa - 56%). 

 

3. However it is now possible to establish the distribution through analysing the Settlement Capacity 

Study (January 2020 - document ref. CSBLP58), which demonstrates that 5,338 dwellings are to be 
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provided within Chiltern District (79% of its identified housing needs) and 5,891 dwellings are to 

be provided within South Bucks District (69% of its identified housing needs).  

 

4. Whilst the PPG states that the distribution of development within a joint plan area is at the 

discretion of the policy making authority (paragraph ref. ID 2a-013-20190220), demonstrably this 

must be based upon a sustainable pattern of growth which must with the basic principle of 

locating housing where the need emanates and, for example, locating development to minimise 

journey lengths (paragraph 104a of the Framework). The Plan has failed to provide any 

commentary in this regard to justify the distribution of growth.  

 

5. We consider that the Councils’ approach will have particularly adverse impacts in light of the 

chronic affordability problems which affect the Districts. Moreover, the weak functional 

commuting relationship between South Bucks and the Vale of Aylesbury, and the fact that the 

southern part of South Bucks District is in a different housing market area to the Vale of Aylesbury 

(outlined within paragraphs 36-38 of our Regulation 19 representation to Table LPb), further 

demonstrates that the Plan has failed to provide housing land where it is needed (as required by 

paragraph 8a of the Framework).   

 

6. As demonstrated by our Matter 1 Examination Statement, the Councils have not considered all 

reasonable alternatives in preparing the Plan, and therefore the Plan’s strategy is not justified, as 

required by paragraph 35b of the Framework. 

 

Q2 - Paragraphs 8.9 - 8.10 of the Councils response to the Inspectors Initial Questions states that in 

exploring options for growth, the Councils focussed on: 

• A more efficient use of land; 

• Extensions to principal settlements; and 

• Green Belt releases close to train stations 

How has the distribution of housing and economic development proposed in the Plan responded to 

these development options? 

1. Fundamentally it is unclear how the Plan has had regard to the spatial options listed within this 

question. 

 

2. Indeed, the Plan does not identify a settlement hierarchy (as acknowledged by the Councils at 

paragraph 7.3 of their response to the Inspectors Initial Questions - document ref. EXAM2), 

therefore it difficult to understand which settlements are considered to comprise ‘Principal 

Settlements’. Logic would suggest that this would encompass the largest settlements in the Plan 

area with the greatest services and facilities, but the Settlement Capacity Study (CSBLP58) clearly 

shows that the scale of housing allocations has no correlation with settlement size. For example, 
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Gerrards Cross (one of the most sustainable settlements in South Bucks) has no housing 

allocations, whilst Iver has over 1,400 dwellings. Furthermore, only 95 dwellings are proposed on 

the edge of Amersham (one of the most sustainable settlements in Chiltern District), whilst 700 

dwellings are proposed at Little Chalfont and 300 dwellings at Little Missenden. 

 

3. Turning to the Councils’ purposed strategy of Green Belt releases close to train stations, the 

Councils identify in EXAM 2 that Chesham and Amersham are the settlements that are best served 

by rail connections (paragraph 9.7), yet only 95 dwellings are allocated for release from the Green 

Belt at Amersham (see Settlement Capacity Study - CSBLP58). This approach conflicts with the 

need to take into account sustainable patterns of development in releasing land from the Green 

Belt (as required by paragraph 138 of the Framework - discussed in greater detail within out 

Matter 2 Examination Statement). 

 

Q3 - 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? 

1. No. 

 

2. As set in detail in our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP LP1, the Plan does not in any way 

identify an overall strategy for development within the Plan area. 

 

3. Essentially, the spatial strategy appears to be a collection of strategic allocations and other 

housing supply sources, which have limited or no regard to the need to promote sustainable 

patterns of development; or other important factors such as meeting individual communities 

demographic and housing needs over the plan period. Accordingly, it is contrary to paragraph 20 

of the Framework. 

4. We consider that the Councils must, as a minimum, present evidence which demonstrates that the 

proposed housing delivery strategy has at least had regard to promoting sustainable patterns of 

development and, where possible, meets current and future housing needs within individual 

parishes and settlements across the Plan area. 
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Q4 - Does the Plan identify the Principal Settlements where the Councils have sought to focus 

development? 

1. No. 

 

2. As per our response to Q3 under this issue, the Councils acknowledge that the Plan does not 

contain a settlement hierarchy (paragraph 7.3 of EXAM2). Further, the phrase ‘Principal 

Settlement(s)’ is not included anywhere within the Plan. 

 

3. In light of this, the Plan fails to demonstrate that it has sought to focus significant development in 

sustainable locations. It therefore cannot be demonstrated that the Plan accords with paragraph 

103 of the Framework. 

 

4. To rectify this issue, the Plan should include a settlement hierarchy, which includes the 

identification of Principal Settlements and other lower categories.   

 

 

Q5 - How did the Councils decide on the scale and level of growth attributed to the towns and villages 

in the Plan? For example, why do the allocations in the Plan propose significantly more new dwellings 

in Beaconsfield than Amersham? What was the process and what alternative strategies were 

considered? 

1. In light of the absence of a settlement hierarchy it is not possible to establish how the scale of 

growth apportioned to towns and villages was determined and this has simply resulted in a 

constraints led plan. Given the Green Belt constraints of the Plan area, it is difficult to understand 

how it has been possible to review Green Belt boundaries in a manner which is consistent with 

national policy when it is clear that this must include a consideration of the need to promote 

sustainable patterns of development (paragraph 138 of the Framework). If this was taken into 

consideration as required by the Framework, it cannot be ruled out that the Councils may have 

concluded that exceptional circumstances exist to release additional sites from the Green Belt, 

thus the overall strategy is not justified.    

 

2. In EXAM2 the Councils identify Amersham as one of the settlements best served by rail 

connections (paragraph 9.7), and the town contains a wide-range of services and facilities. Further, 

as detailed in our Regulation 19 representations to Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the Plan, household 

projections demonstrate that Amersham should be apportioned 9% of the growth provided across 

the Plan area to maintain its currently status in the District. 

 

3. Despite this, Amersham is only allocated to deliver 95 dwellings (1.9% of the total number of 

houses allocated in the Plan). Whilst the Councils’ Settlement Capacity Study (CSBLP58) identifies 

that a further 503 dwellings would be delivered through other sources (resulting in a total of 598 

dwellings being delivered in the settlement over the Plan period), this still falls well short of the 
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settlement’s objectively assessed housing requirement as a proportion of the Plan area’s needs 

(1,397 dwellings). 

 

4. Further, Gerrards Cross is not allocated any development through the Plan. Gerrards Cross is 

served by a wide-range of services and facilities (as detailed at paragraph 76 of our Regulation 19 

representations to Policy SP LP1), and is clearly one of the most sustainable locations for 

development within the Plan area. 

 

5. Overall, the Plan fails to provide housing where it is required (paragraph 8a of the Framework), or 

focus significant development in locations that are sustainable (paragraph 103 of the Framework), 

and fails to address one of the key objectives of the Plan “to meet the development needs of all of 
our communities, both known and expected within the Plan period” (paragraph 3.4.3 of the Plan). 

 

6. In order to address this deficiency, more housing land should be allocated at Amersham, Gerrards 

Cross and other sustainable settlements in accordance with our Regulation 19 representations to 

Policy SP LP1. This should be achieved through an uplift in housing delivered within the Plan area. 

 

7. As an example, Inland Homes have sites at both Amersham and Gerrards Cross (as identified at 

the beginning of this Examination Statement), which are demonstrated within our Regulation 19 

representations to Policy SP LP1 to be appropriate locations for growth.. 

 

Q6 - What is the justification for the scale of development proposed on individual sites at Beaconsfield 

and Chesham? Why does the Plan seek to allocate large, single allocations, rather than several smaller 

sites in and around the towns? 

1. Our Regulation 19 representation to Policy SP BP2 raise a number of significant concerns 

surrounding the  deliverability of allocation ref. SP BP2 (Building - Chesham) due, inter alia, to its 

multiple landownerships, the failure to identify a durable Green Belt boundary, and the failure to 

fully take into account ecological and infrastructure constraints in identifying a developable area. 

At the very least, this will result in the allocation not being able to deliver the currently assumed 

capacity and thus the Plan would not be effective. The Omission Site list (EXAM 5) shows that 

there are a large number of smaller sites that could help make up this shortfall, including those 

controlled by Inland Homes. 

 

Q7 - Is the spatial strategy and distribution of development consistent with paragraph 103 of the 

Framework, which states that the planning system should actively manage patterns of growth and 

focus significant development in locations which are, or can be made sustainable? 

1. No - please see out response to previous questions. 
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Q8 - What role have the Councils played in the spatial distribution of development in the emerging 

Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan? Are specific sites identified in the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan to meet 

the unmet needs from Chiltern and South Bucks, and if so, are they located in areas close to where the 

need arises? 

1. As far as we are aware, the Councils have had no role in informing the location of its unmet needs 

within the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).  

 

2. The VALP focuses development at Aylesbury, which is some 40km from the Plan area. This physical 

distance, along with the weak functional commuting relationship between the Vale of Aylesbury 

and the Plan area (as detailed in our Regulation 19 representations to Table LPb), illustrates that 

the offloading of such a proportion of the Plan area’s housing needs is an unsustainable approach. 

Critically, it fails to provide housing where it is required (paragraph 8a of the Framework) and fails 

to address one of the key objectives of the Plan in meeting the development needs of all the 

communities (paragraph 3.4.3 of the Plan).  

 

3. Furthermore, not only does the VALP fail to identify specific sites that will address the unmet 

needs from Chiltern and South Bucks, main modifications to the VALP remove any specific 

reference to meeting this unmet need within the policy wording itself. This all points to significant 

uncertainty that the unmet need will actually be delivered with no mechanism within the Plan to 

address/acknowledge this. Thus the Plan is not positively prepared or effective.  

 

 

Q10 - Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent an appropriate strategy when considered 

against the reasonable alternatives available? 

1. For the reasons set out in response to previous questions within this Statement, there is no spatial 

strategy and therefore it is simply not possible to determine that it is justified.  

 

2. Whilst a number of allocations are logical and located on the edge of sustainable settlements, 

collectively the allocations do not form a coherent strategy that address the underlying issues 

across the Plan area as identified in the Plan. Instead, they read as a collection of ad-hoc housing 

supply sources. 

 

3. To rectify this issue, the Plan should identify a clear spatial strategy based upon proportionate 

evidence. This would in turn enable a thorough re-appraisal of omission sites against the 

objectives of this strategy and potentially the conclusion that exceptional circumstances exist to 

support the release of additional sites from the Green Belt.    
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Issue 2 - Location of New Development 

Q1 - Is it clear to decision makers, developers and local communities where new housing and 

economic development will be permitted? 

1. Table LPb sets out in a rather complicated manner the housing requirement for the Plan area and 

the areas of supply. Policy SP LP1 then outlines a limited number of housing allocations. However, 

Table LPb expects a substantial contribution from HELAA and windfall sites, although no indication 

is given within the Plan as to where this HELAA total will be delivered. Instead, it is provided within 

the recently published updated Settlement Capacity Study (CSBLP58) and even then only identifies 

figures in a very broad sense.  

 

2. Furthermore, there is no commentary on the roles the settlements in the Plan area are expected to 

play over the Plan period, including where development will be focussed. 

 

3. Given the above, the Plan fails to contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous 

(paragraph 16d of the Framework) and fails to contain strategic policies that set out an overall 

strategy for the pattern of development. This results in a Plan that is not justified or consistent 

with national policy.    

 

4. To address this issue of soundness, the Plan should incorporate a clear and coherent strategy for 

the pattern, scale and quality of development over the plan period.     
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