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Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan – Examination in Public 

Hearing Statement – Matter 5 Residential Housing Allocations 

Representor Number: 1224892 

On behalf of Reside Developments Ltd 

 

1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Reside 
Developments Ltd (Reside) in respect Matter 5 relating to Residential Site Allocations.  
 

1.2 Separate Hearing Statements covering the following Matters have been prepared: 
 
• Matter 2 (Housing Provision) - Barton Willmore Development Economics 
• Matter 3 (Spatial Strategy) – Barton Willmore Planning 
• Matter 4 (Green Belt) - LDA, on behalf on behalf of Reside 
 

1.3 Reside is promoting Land at Woodland Farm, Chalfont St Peter (‘the Site’) for residential 
development and previously submitted representations raising objection to elements of the 
Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation in August 2019.  
 

1.4 Woodlands Farm is approximately 5.1ha in size and is currently in use as paddocks. The Site 
is located on the eastern side of Narcot Lane and is bounded by agricultural land and buildings 
associated with Woodlands Farm to the north and east, Chalfont St Peter Infant School and 
residential dwellings to the south, a driving centre to the south-west and a park to the west.  
 

1.5 The Site falls within the Green Belt and has not been identified for release within the 
emerging Local Plan.  
 

1.6 The Settlement Capacity Study (January 2020) confirms that Chalfont St Peter has a 
population of approximately 12,979. A number of enhancements have been identified in order 
to address, what the Council has identified, as current constraints to development, including 
expansion of the primary school and secondary school, improvements at A413 roundabouts, 
new healthcare facilities, expansion of primary care facilities and possible replacement of the 
Community Associated Building. 
 

1.7 The Settlement Capacity Study states that, as a district centre, Chalfont St Peter is a more 
accessible location and enjoys a high level of provision of facilities. The wider area including 
Gerrards Cross functions as one urban area with shared facilities, which suggests that the 
area should accommodate a significant part of the housing demand. Accordingly, the Capacity 
Study identifies Chalfont St Peter as being able to accommodate 552 dwellings across Green 
Belt site allocations, and a further 860 dwellings through completions between 2017 and 
2019, outstanding consents (as of April 2019), HELAA sites and windfall sites.  
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1.8 It is Reside’s case that the contribution that Chalfont St Peter can make to meeting housing 
needs is and should be greater and that the release of land at Woodlands Farm would be 
consistent with the various assessments that form the evidence base that supports the draft 
plan. Put simply, if the two proposed allocations (SP BP7: Chalfont St Peter – North East and 
SP BP8: Chalfont St Peter – South East) are found sound, then land at Woodlands Farm can 
also be released in a manner that is consistent. 
 

1.9 It is also Reside’s case that Woodlands Farm performs as well, if not better, than both SP 
BP7: Chalfont St Peter – North East and SP BP8: Chalfont St Peter – South East.   

 
2.0 Matter 5 – Residential & Employment Site Allocations 

 
Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology 
 

2.1 Policy SP LP1 states that provision is made for approximately 5,200 homes and identifies two 
residential site allocations in Chalfont St Peter: Chalfont St Peter – North East (SP BP7) and 
Chalfont St Peter – South East (SP BP8). 
 

2.2 Policy SP BP7 confirms that Chalfont St Peter North East is allocated for approximately 360 
homes (250 market/affordable and 110 retirement homes) and sets out the following site-
specific requirements; 
 
• An integrated, coordinated and comprehensive planning approach, including 

preparation of a single masterplan; 
• Transport mitigation, including provision of additional capacity on A413 at the Joiners 

Land and Gravel Hill junctions;  
• Sustainable transport provision including enhanced bus services and bus stop 

infrastructure, upgraded rights of way, retention or provision of alternatives to the 
current permissive path network and provision of safe and suitable access 
arrangements; 

• Financial contributions to primary health care facilities; 
• Financial contributions to primary and secondary school places; 
• Preparation of a landscape visual assessment; 
• Provision of structural planting; 
• Provision of green infrastructure; 
• Sensitive treatment of heritage assets and their settings; 
• Preparation of a flood risk assessment and provision of appropriate mitigation; 
• Provision of sustainable urban drainage systems. 
 

2.3 Policy SP BP8 confirms that Chalfont St Peter South East is allocated for approximately 200 
homes and sets out the following site-specific requirements: 
 
• An integrated, coordinated and comprehensive planning approach, including 

preparation of a single masterplan; 
• Transport mitigation, including provision of additional capacity on A413 at the Joiners 

Land and Gravel Hill junctions;  
• Sustainable transport provision including enhanced bus services and bus stop 

infrastructure, upgraded rights of way, retention or provision of alternatives to the 
current permissive path network, provision of speed reduction features and widening 
of vehicular site access on Denham Lane; 

• Financial contributions to primary health care facilities; 
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• Financial contributions to primary and secondary school places; 
• Provision of structural planting; 
• Provision of a landscape buffer to separate development from the scout camp in the 

south-east corner of the site; 
• Phased replacement of existing tree belts with locally appropriate species; 
• A net gain in biodiversity and provision of green infrastructure; 

 
• Preparation of a flood risk assessment and provision of appropriate mitigation; 
• Provision of sustainable urban drainage systems. 
 
Q1 . I s  t he app roach  t ak en  to  t he  assessm ent  and  se lect ion  o f  a l l oca ted res iden t ia l  
s i t es , as  set  ou t  in  r esponse to  the I nspect or ’ s  I n i t ia l  Quest ions , jus t i f i ed?  Does 
the subm i t t ed ev idence dem onst ra t e t ha t  the s i t es  have  been  se lected  based on  a  
robust , cons i s t en t  and ob j ect iv e  approach?  
 

2.4 In their response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions, the Council advised that the selection 
of the allocation sites is set out in the SA. The SA states that in determining the spatial 
strategy, the Councils considered twelve options to meet local housing need within the plan 
area. These options were later revisited and amalgamated into four options: 
 
• Option A – do nothing. 
• Option B – export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable 

commitments. 
• Option C – meet partial housing need over the plan period using commitments and all 

suitable HLEAA sites and exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury. 
• Option D – meet the housing need over the plan period using all sources and include 

additional Green Belt Strategic Options releases as necessary, and all suitable HELAA 
sites, and exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury. 

 
2.5 The SA states that the site allocations presented in the draft Local Plan have been derived 

from a reasonable alternatives process informed by a review of the Green Belt, which 
identified 38 Green Belt locations considered to be Reasonable Alternatives and appraised 
them through the SA process. Option D was selected as the preferred strategy.  
 

2.6 The Councils have undertaken a Settlement Capacity Study which calculates the required 
housing numbers for each Parish within Chiltern and South Bucks. The study focuses on infill 
options to supplement the proposed Green Belt allocations. The housing figure for each 
neighbourhood area is therefore made up of supply from Green Belt Site Allocations, 
identified supply from other sources (including completions since the start of the plan period, 
existing commitments and HELAA sites) and unidentified supply from windfalls.  
 

2.7 The Capacity Study considers the position of a settlement in the retail hierarchy, the provision 
of services and facilities (libraries, schools, hospitals, public transport (namely rail stations) 
and town centre facilities) and any infrastructure constraints. The methodology for the 
Settlement Capacity Study is not considered to be robust and summaries for each settlement 
refer to refer to the provision of facilities as being ‘high level’, ‘decent’, ‘restricted’ or ‘very 
few’. The Study provides no quantified evidence to justify the number of dwellings proposed 
in each settlement through the allocation of Green Belt release sites. Furthermore, there 
appears to be some inconsistency between settlements with similar positions in the retail 
hierarchy and similar provision of services and facilities.  
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2.8 It is not clear how the number of units proposed in the Green Belt releases have been 
determined i.e. how was the need identified for each settlement first and green belt sites 
released accordingly. The need should be the total requirement, and then apportioned having 
regard to the spatial strategy. Only when this need is not met, should it be exported. In 
summary, Reside consider the draft Local Plan is neither consistent or justified. 
 
Q2 . How  w as  the  sca le  and  spat ia l  d i s t r i bu t ion  o f  a l l oca t i ons  det erm ined?  For  
ex am ple , w hy  do  som e set t lem ent s  have a l l oca t ions , bu t  o thers  do not ?  How  w ere  
the  a l l oca t i ons  i n fo rm ed  by  t he  spat ia l  s t ra t egy  o f  t he  P lan?  
 
& 
 
Q3 . Has  the  s i t e  se l ec t ion  p rocess  fo r  t he  res iden t ia l  s i t e  a l l oca t ions  been  based 
on  sound  process  o f  Susta inab i l i t y  Appra isa l  and  the  t es t ing  o f  reasonab le  
a l t erna t iv es?  A re  the  reasons  fo r  se lect i ng  t he  prefe r red  s i t es  and  re j ect i ng  others  
c lea r  and  j us t i f i ed?  Do  the  reasons  g iven  i n  the  SA  and  other  ev idence  ava i l ab le  
com prehens ive ly  and  cons is t en t ly  ex p la in  w hy  the s i t e  a l l oca t i ons  w ere  se lect ed 
or  re jected?  
 

2.9 Table 5.5 of the SA assesses the reasonable alternative sites in terms of their potential 
impacts post-mitigation. The impacts of site allocations SP SB7 (ref. 1.10a) and SP SB8 (ref. 
1.11) are set out below.  
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Key 

Major 
negative 

Moderative 
negative 

Minor 
negative 

Negligible Uncertain Minor 
positive 

Moderate 
positive 

Major 
positive 

 
 

2.10 Table 5.8 sets out which sites have been selected or rejected and provides reasoning to 
support their selection. 
 

2.11 The reason for selecting site SP SB7 (1.10a) is as follows: 
 
The site can make a very significant contribution to meeting the development needs of the 
Districts in a highly sustainable location. The impacts on the Green Belt can be mitigated and 
a firm and defensible boundary either exists or can be provided. The benefits of the release 
of the site and its subsequent development clearly outweigh the dis-benefits. 
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2.12 The reason given for selecting site SP SB8 (1.11) is as follows: 
 
Given the limited disadvantages from developing the area the advantages clearly outweigh 
the disadvantages in the balance. The site would assist in meeting the Districts’ acute 
development needs in line with the emerging spatial strategy and would represent sustainable 
development. 
 

2.13 Table N.2 of the SA states that SP SB7 as a ‘highly sustainable location’ for development.  
However, Appendix B identifies that development of 360 dwellings will have a major impact 
on local air quality.  
 

2.14 In addition, SP SB7 is located over 4km from the nearest Railway Station. The site is located 
in an area with poor accessibility to public transport networks. The north of the site is also 
not located within proximity to local services. The nearest local service is the Chalfont 
Common Post Office, which is 800m outside the 600m target distance. Development in this 
location would result in residents and visitors in an area with limited access to local services, 
including healthcare, a leisure centre and primary and secondary schools. This limited 
accessibility does not promote more sustainable modes of transport such as public transport, 
walking or cycling. In addition, this would impact the health and wellbeing of the community. 
The site does not appear to warrant the current scores set by the SA objectives and when 
considered in light of the factors, would actually deserve a negative score for air quality, 
climate change, transport and accessibility and health. The cumulative impacts of these 
points altogether have not been appropriately considered when judging the site’s location as 
highly sustainable. This again raises issues regarding the reasonableness in scoring the 
alternative sites.  

 
Q4 . W hat  i s  t he  jus t i f i ca t ion  for  ex c lud ing s i t es  in  t he  G reen  B e l t  f rom  the  Hous ing 
and Econom ic  Land Ava i lab i l i t y  Assessm en t  Updat e ( January  2020 )  (HELAA)?  I s  
the  approach  cons is t en t  w i th  gu idance in  the P P G?  
 

2.15 The HELAA Update (January 2020) notes that all Green Belt sites, that were not previously 
developed land, were excluded at Stage 1 on the basis these sites should only be developed 
in very special circumstances. The Council has therefore excluded sites without assessing 
their contribution to the Green Belt. 
  

2.16 The PPG guidance on Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments Paragraph: 010 
Reference ID: 3-010-20190722) 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.” 

 
2.17 The approach of the Council contradicts the PPG and it should not be the case that Green 

Belt sites are omitted without assessment.  Consequently, Reside consider the draft Local 
Plan is unsound and is not based on justified evidence base. 
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Q5 . I f  s i t es  w ere  d i scounted a t  t he  f i r s t  s t age  o f  t he  HELAA , how  d id  the  Counc i l s  
ensure t ha t  t he  a l lo ca t ions  i n  the P lan  a re  j us t i f i ed  and  appropr i a te hav ing regard  
to  reasonab le a l t e rna t ives?  How  d id  t he Counc i l s  ensure t ha t  s i t es  pu t  forw a rd for  
a l loca t ion  in  the Green  B e l t  w ere assessed  on  a  cons is t en t  and t ranspa ren t  bas i s ?  

 
2.18 Woodlands Farm is discounted on the basis it could not demonstrate very special 

circumstances.  Given that Woodlands Farm performs better than the two allocated sites, 
Reside considers this is an inconsistent and unjustified approach.  

 
 
 
 
BARTON WILLMORE 
25 February 2020 
 

 


