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           Matter 5 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CATESBY ESTATES  

Matter 5 – Residential and Employment Site Allocations  

Preamble 

This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, Catesby Estates, in advance of making 

verbal representations to Stage 1 of the Examination in Public into the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan.   

 Catesby Estates have interests in two sites in Stoke Poges, which they have promoted  for 

housing through the preparation of the Plan.  These two sites are: Land off Rogers Lane and 

Land off Gerrards Cross Road (omission sites 1224463).  Each site has a capacity to deliver 

130 homes.  These sites are not included in the Plan as draft allocations and are proposed to 

remain in Green Belt.   

 Issue 1  

Q1.  Is the approach taken to the assessment and selection of allocated residential 

sites, as set out in response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, justified?  

Does the submitted evidence demonstrate that the sites have been selected 

based on a robust, consistent and objective approach? 

1. No. As set out in our response to Matter 1 Issue 2 Questions 3 and 8, it is considered 

that the SA does not justify the housing allocation policies in the Plan as it comprises 

areas of weaknesses, which include the assessment of cumulative impacts and the 

assessment and selection of reasonable alternatives.  

2. As set out in our response to Matter 1 Issue 2 Question 3, with regard to reasonable 

alternatives, we consider that it would be helpful to include more justification within 

the SA for the reasoning behind the site selection iterations of the SA.  For example 

Section 5.4 of the 2019 SA Report states that “during January 2016, a total of 38 Green 

Belt locations were identified by the Councils as reasonable alternatives to be appraised 

through the SA process; in 2017 this list was narrowed down by the Councils to a 

shortlist of 15 preferred sites.  As part of the most recent round of reasonable 

alternatives (2019), a total of 37 Green Belt locations were assessed to inform the Local 

Plan”.  It is considered that the Councils should outline the reasoning and method for 
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the 15 sites becoming 37 sites, as it raises questions regarding the robustness of 

selecting new sites. 

3. Furthermore, the impact matrices for the Green Belt site assessments present in the 

2017 Regulation 18 Green Belt Preferred Options report (Chapter 4) show different 

results to the 2019 SA Report (Appendix B) when comparing the same sites (for the 15 

sites that are also present within the 37 of the SA, see above comment).   There is no 

explanation as to why the matrices are different for this site and suggests a lack of 

consistency in the assessment approach and reporting.  

4. In addition, post-mitigation assessments of the alternatives within the 2017 Regulation 

18 Green Belt Preferred Options were not undertaken.  For example, Option 3 Area East 

of Hazlemere was not assessed for post mitigation impacts but was not taken forward 

into the 37 options in the 2019 SA Report, in which post mitigation assessments were 

undertaken for each of the options.  It is therefore unknown whether Option 3 Area 

East of Hazlemere would present a better alternative with mitigation considered, than 

the other options with mitigation.  More justification is needed in Chapter 5 as to why 

this site (and any others) was discounted from the next stage of the SA without more 

details and including mitigation being taken into account.  

5. As set out in our Review of the SA, we are also concerned about the scores awarded to 

Site 1.01 Area North East of Chesham (Policy SP BP2 Chesham) and Site 1.10 Area North 

East of Chalfont St Peter (Policy SP BP7 Chalfont St Peter).   Our response to Matter 1 

Issue 2 Question 3 and our Review of the SA sets out  our concerns regarding the 

reasonableness in the scoring of these sites.   Furthermore, as set out in our Review of 

the SA, alternative sites such as omission sites 1224463 (Land at Rogers Lane and Land 

at Gerrards Cross Road) perform well overall in the site appraisal against the twelve SA 

objectives, and make either a limited or very limited contribution to Green Belt 

purposes, and could have equally been considered for allocation in the Plan, yet their 

exclusion is not properly justified. 

6. Paragraph 11.2 of the Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2] also 

identifies that in response to the questions relating to the overall Strategy and scale 

and distribution of growth, that “the only other ‘reasonable alternative’ to the approach 

taken under the Local Plan 2036 would be attempting to meet more of the district’s 

housing and employment needs within CSB.  However, doing so would not be 

permissible under the NPPF given that it would risk causing significant and irrevocable 

harm, both to the Green Belt and to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty ”.  We do 
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not agree with this given that our SA Review, together with the Land off Rogers Lane, 

Stoke Poges: Preliminary Landscape and Visual Appraisal & Green Belt Review and Land 

off Gerrards Cross Road, Stoke Poges: Preliminary Landscape and Visual Appraisal & 

Green Belt Review (submitted as part of Catesby’s Representations to the Chiltern and 

South Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 19 Consultation) identify that omission sites 

1224463 (Land off Rogers Lane and Land off Gerrards Cross Road) make either a limited 

or very limited contribution to Green Belt purposes and score well agains t the twelve 

SA objectives.  Therefore, these sites should be released to help meet the need for 

housing in South Bucks.  

Q2.  How was the scale and spatial distribution of allocations determined?  For 

example, why do some settlements have allocations, but others do not?  How 

were the allocations informed by the spatial strategy of the Plan? 

7. The SA was used to determine the spatial distribution of the allocations.   As we have 

set out in our response to Question 1 above, our Review of the Sustainability Appraisal 

identifies that the SA comprises some weaknesses, including the assessment of 

cumulative effects and the assessment and selection of reasonable alternatives.  As 

such, it is considered that additional work is required in line with our  comments on the 

SA in our Review to ensure the SA is robust.  We are not aware this work has been 

carried out by the Councils. 

8. In addition to the above, the SA identifies that the site allocation at Holmer Green 

(Policy SP BP3) (Site 1.03) is located approximately 5 kilometres from the nearest train 

station and outside the 400m target distance of a bus stop providing hourly services.  

Therefore, it is considered that the Council did not follow their approach of releasing 

Green Belt close to train stations or the strategic objective of focusing development in 

accessible locations for this allocation.  As such, it is unclear as to why the settlement 

of Holmer Green is allocated for housing whereas Stoke Poges has no allocations despite 

omissions sites 1224463 (Land at Rogers Lane and Land at Gerrards Cross Road) being 

located within 400m of a bus stop and scoring well against the twelve SA objectives.   

In addition, Land at Rogers Lane is located approximately 3.5 kilometres and Land at 

Gerrards Cross Road is located approximately 4.5 kilometres from the nearest train 

station.  

9. It is considered that the Spatial Strategy that has informed the housing allocations is 

not clear or justified as it has not followed a settlement hierarchy which sets out the 

clear direction for future development.  For example, no housing has been allocated in 
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Stoke Poges despite being classified as a ‘secondary settlement’ in the adopted South 

Bucks Core Strategy (2011) and having significant community infrastructure including a 

primary school, secondary school, doctor’s surgery, post office, convenience store, pub, 

recreation grounds and regular bus services.  These range of services are also confirmed 

in the Settlement Capacity Study Update (January 2020) [CSBLP58].  Furthermore, the 

Hierarchy of Economic Sites in the Plan identifies that two Strategic Economic Sites are 

located in the town (which are Sefton Park and Wexham Springs).   

10. In addition, it is considered that the scale and distribution of housing allocations does 

not meet the housing needs of some of the individual settlements where no housing is 

proposed.  For example, Stoke Poges.  As part of Catesby’s Representations to the 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 19 Consultation, we submitted a 

Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment.  The Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs 

Assessment concluded that the minimum housing need for Stoke Poges should be set 

at 334 homes (2016-2036), whilst recognising that an uplift for affordability would 

require between 468 and 635 new homes (2016-2036).  As set out in Paragraph 2.7 of 

the Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment, homes are needed over Plan period 

to ensure that the resident working age population of Stoke Poges grows over this 

period to provide some of the labour force needed to fill jobs at the two Strategic 

Economic Sites and limit unsustainable commuting patterns. Paragraph 3.22 of the 

Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment identifies that the provision of no new 

homes over the plan period will result in the demography of the settlement being 

unbalanced.  In addition, no new homes would fail to meet the aspirations of the 2005 

Parish Plan and the requirements of the Framework to establish mixed and balanced 

communities which are inclusive. 

11.  It is therefore considered that further housing allocations are required  in other locations 

to meet the housing needs of the Councils and those specific needs relating to individual 

settlements.  

Q3.  Has the site selection process for the residential site allocations been based 

on sound process of Sustainability Appraisal and the testing of reasonable 

alternatives?  Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting 

others clear and justified?  Do the reasons given in the SA and other evidence 

available comprehensively and consistently explain why the site allocations 

were selected or rejected? 

12. Please refer to our response to Matter 5, Issue 1, Question 1, above.  
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Q4. What is the justification for excluding sites in the Green Belt from the Housing 

and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update (January 2020) (HELAA)?  

Is the approach consistent with guidance in the PPG? 

13. Table 5 (page 21) of the HELAA Update (January 2020) [CSBLP19.01] identifies that all 

Green Belt sites, that were not previously developed land, were excluded at Stage 1 as 

the Framework identifies that these sites should only be developed in very special 

circumstances.  Footnote 14 of the HELAA Update states “it is not the role of the HELAA 

to assess the Green Belt purposes of a site, not to consider sites which are exceptions 

to the principle against development in the Green Belt”.   Therefore, sites have been 

automatically excluded without proper consideration of their locational merits (including 

settlement) or contribution to the Green Belt.  

14.  The PPG guidance on Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments states:  

 “When carrying out a desktop review, plan-makers need to be proactive in identifying 

as wide a range of sites and broad locations for development as possible (including 

those existing sites that could be improved, intensified or changed).   Identified sites, 

which have particular constraints (such as Green Belt), need to be included in the 

assessment for the sake of comprehensiveness but these constraints need to be set out 

clearly, including where they severely restrict development.  An important part of the 

desktop review, however, is to identify sites and their constraints, rather than simply 

to rule out sites outright which are known to have constraints”  (Paragraph: 010 

Reference ID: 3-010-20190722).  

15. It is considered that the approach to automatically exclude non-previously developed 

Green Belt sites at Stage 1 is inconsistent with guidance in the PPG and is not justified 

or explained by the Council.  In addition, this approach does not take into account 

suitable, available or achievable sites that are located in the Green Belt where 

exceptional circumstances can be justified for thei r release from the Green Belt for 

housing.  

 

 


