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CHILTERN and SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION HEARING STAGE 1 

HEARING STATEMENT MATTER 3 ISSUES 1 AND 2 

 

Additional statement responding to the Inspectors Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1 January 

2020.  These representations do not repeat matters set out in previous representations on behalf of 

Geltex Properties Limited (Geltex) but the previous representations are cross-referenced as 

appropriate.  These representations do not seek to respond to every question raised in the 

Inspectors Schedule.  The matters set out below (in the order of the Inspectors’ questions) focus on 

particular issues which Geltex consider to be important in relation to assessing the soundness of the 

Plan. 

Geltex is the freehold owner of part of the land north east of Chesham identified under Policy SP BP2 

Chesham and proposed for a residential-led development.  The remainder of the land subject to the 

Policy is under the control of Countryside Properties (UK) Limited (Countryside) who have secured 

an option agreement with the landowner W J & M Mash Ltd.  This Hearing Statement (along with 

others submitted at Stage 1) has been produced in consultation with Countryside as part of a 

commitment to deliver the allocation in a comprehensive manner. 

 

Issue 1 - Distribution of Growth 

Q 1 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. Whilst it is a matter for the Councils to explain how they determined the level of growth 

between the administrative areas, it is agreed that the overall level of housing growth required in 

the Plan period cannot be met from within the administrative boundaries of both Councils. The 

levels of new housing growth in each of the Council's respective areas, broadly reflects, on a pro-rata 

basis, the housing need for each District. 

2. The total contribution from "proposed growth" i.e. allocated sites is 5,200 new homes (or 

5,300 see Geltex Matter 2 Issue 1 Q1 response) split 3,050 (59%) South Bucks and 2,150 (41%) 

Chiltern. 

3. The LHN of 15,480 for the Plan area (see Geltex Matter 2 Issue 1 Q2 response) is split 56% 

South Bucks and 44% Chiltern. 



4. This split between the Councils should be set out for clarity and also soundness by either 

amending Policy SP LP1 in the Building Places Chapter or by introducing a new policy in the 

Sustainable Places Chapter (see also Geltex Matter 2 Issue 1 Q1 response). 

Q 2 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 release close to train stations.  
 How has the distribution of housing and economic development proposed in the Plan 

 responded to these development options? 

5. The approach of the Councils is supported.  It is logical and appropriate to seek more 

efficient use of land, expand principal settlements which are sustainable and contain the greatest 

range of services and release Green Belt when it is served by train stations.  Paras. 6, 7, 8 below 

assess that approach in relation to SP BP2 Chesham. 

6. A more efficient use of land: The Councils estimate of the residential site capacity of 

allocation SP BP2 Chesham of approximately 500 new homes was addressed in the Reg.19 reps of 

Geltex (6267 and 6283).  In this instance, the Councils have not, therefore, sought to make the most 

efficient use of the land since the site capacity has been demonstrated to be closer to 600 new 

homes (see Geltex Matter 2 Issue 1 Q2 response). 

7. Extensions to principal settlements: Chesham is the largest settlement in Chiltern District by 

population and contains an extensive range of facilities (Settlement Capacity Study January 2020, 

Document CSBLP58).  It is clearly a principal settlement and SP BP2 Chesham is plainly an extension 

to the settlement.  Geltex supports this approach. 

8. Green Belt release close to train stations: Chesham Town Centre is served by a London 

underground station on the Metropolitan Line.  The service runs direct to central London 

terminating at Aldgate with connecting services to Watford from Moor Park Station.  The service 

also connects with Chiltern Railways at Chalfont and Latimer Station giving access to Amersham and 

stations beyond to Aylesbury.  The bus journey time from SP BP2 to Chesham Town Centre takes 

from 8 minutes.  The site is well within a 2km walk of the station which the MfS endorses as the 

distance having the greatest potential to replace short car trips.  The 2011 Travel to Work Census 

Data demonstrates that the topography of Chesham does not deter walking, with circa 9% of the 

working population walking to work. 

Q 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?  

9. It does not.  The Plan requires modification in two areas: 

 a new or amended policy is required identifying the housing contribution from the 

allocations (which should include an indicative figure of 600 homes for site allocation Policy 

SP BP2 Chesham (up from 500); and 



 the split of the new housing distribution between the Councils should be set out for clarity 

and also soundness by either amending Policy SP LP1 in the Building Places Chapter or by 

introducing a new policy in the Sustainable Places Chapter. 

 

10. These modifications are set out in further detail in Q 1 above and the Geltex Matter 2 Issue 1 

Q1 response. 

Q 4 Does the Plan identify the Principal Settlements where the Councils have sought to focus 

 development? 

11. The Plan does not.  The Councils explanation in EXAM 2 Councils' Response to the 

Inspectors' initial Questions 20th December 2019 paragraph 7.3 is acknowledged, but it is 

considered that a settlement hierarchy would add clarity to the Plan and ultimately aid the 

development management process when considering future development, especially if in future the 

Plan was not delivering development as envisaged.  Therefore, the identification of Principal  

Settlements is required to make the Plan sound. 

12. The Principal Settlements could be readily identified on the Key Diagram at 3.3 of the Plan. 

Q 6 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? 

13. Large single allocations are required since they provide a more efficient mechanism than 

smaller sites to secure the delivery of the necessary infrastructure to support development, not only 

in relation to the development itself, but also for the benefit of the wider Plan area.  Larger sites 

ensure that the necessary physical, social and other infrastructure can be in place at the appropriate 

time.  They also provide for a more stable and predictable delivery of quality new homes in 

sustainable locations as opposed to delivery from smaller developments which are spread across the 

Plan area.   

14. Large single allocations, therefore, support the Spatial Strategy of the Plan. 

15. In the case of Policy SP BP2 Chesham, the delivery of the quantum of new homes proposed 

in this suitable and sustainable location will also provide for a community hub including a primary 

school; a shopping parade and pitches for Gypsies and Travellers.  The IDP Main Report, January 

2020 (Ref. CSBLP34.1) details the improvements required over the Plan period. 

16. The shopping parade will, for example, help to redress current insufficiencies for existing 

surrounding residents.   The 2011 Census data shows there is an existing residential population of 

approximately 1,800 that currently have limited local retail facilities within the MfS 800m 

"Walkable Neighbourhood Criteria".  The allocation will redress this and help improve 

opportunities to switch to non-car based journeys which will improve the overall sustainability of 

the area for existing and future residents. 



17. In the case of Policy SP BP2 Chesham the allocation must also be viewed within the 

context provided by the SA Main Report June 2019 (Ref. CSBLP7) and the relative merits of the 

site in terms of its relatively limited Green Belt impact. 

18. A further important consideration is that the Policy SP BP2 site (situated on the eastern 

side of Chesham) lies outside the Chilterns AONB which otherwise constrains much of the 

surrounding area and in an area where the general topography is well suited for new 

development and new residential development, in particular. 

19. It is worth noting that in terms of overall housing delivery in Chesham there are also 861 

new homes proposed on other non-strategic, smaller, sites, which accordingly, the Plan makes 

appropriate provision for housing delivery on a wide variety of sites. 

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? 

20. Yes.  The Plan has sought to actively manage the locations for significant new 

development (see response to Q 2 above) and the Spatial Vision (Strategy) of the Plan and the 

Strategic Objectives are clearly set out (Sustainable Places Chapter).  Amongst these is the focus 

of new development in accessible locations. This general approach is consistent with both 

Framework paragraph 103 and soundness. 

21. In the context of Policy SP BP2 the allocation will form part of the largest settlement in 

Chiltern District which has access to a wide range of services, facilities and sustainable transport 

options.  It is a demonstrably sustainable development location.  Again, this allocation is 

consistent with both Framework paragraph 103 and soundness. 

22. The development of the SP BP2 site will also be required to improve sustainable transport 

options making the location inherently more sustainable 

23. These matters will be further discussed in the Stage 2 Hearing on individual site merits. 

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

 against the reasonable alternatives available? 

24. The spatial strategy is justified and is appropriate when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives. 

25. The reasonable alternatives to the spatial strategy of the Plan are contained within Table 

5.2 of the SA Main Report June 2019 (Ref. CSBLP7). 

26. In order to consider the outcomes of these alternatives in relation to housing delivery the 
following has been extrapolated from Table LPb: Homes - Requirement and Supply of the Plan. 
 
 
 
 



Spatial 
Spatial 
Option 

 
Description 

 
Homes 
Accommodated 

 
% of LHN 
Accommodated 

A Do nothing. 1,217 8% 

B Export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury 
and develop all suitable commitments. 

3,426 22% 

C Meet partial housing need set out in the 
Standard Methodology over the plan period 
(2016-2036) including using commitments 
and all suitable HELAA sites and exporting 
remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of 
Aylesbury. 

5,217 34% 

D Meet the housing need set out in the 
Standard Methodology over the plan period 
(2016-2036) including using all sources and 
include additional Greenbelt Strategic 
Options releases as necessary (Exceptional 
Circumstances),and all suitable HELAA sites, 
and exporting remaining unmet housing need 
to the Vale of Aylesbury. 

10,417 68% 

 

27. Without the release of Green Belt land, only around one third of the LHN could be 

accommodated within the Plan area.  This would clearly have a considerable impact on housing 

demand and general affordability.  Such an approach, which essentially relies on smaller sites for 

housing delivery, would also likely impact on the provision of affordable housing as many would 

not meet the threshold criteria for provision.  Smaller sites are also inherently less sustainable 

because they would likely be more dispersed across the Districts and consequently have to rely 

on more private car trips and would also provide significantly less opportunity to secure the 

necessary infrastructure to support development. 

 

Issue 2 - Location of New Development 

Q 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? 

28. The Plan is effective in this regard as it first sets out the overall Spatial Strategy accompanied 

by a range of Chapters which direct new development.  In the case of the housing allocations this is 

set out in the Building Places Chapter with each allocation subject to a separate Policy and each 

accompanied by a map defining its extent.  The evidence base of the Plan also includes document 

CSBLP5 Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps which details Designations to be Removed 

and New/Changed designations. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Planning Works Ltd February 2020 


