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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

Matter 5 – Residential and Employment Site Allocations  

5.1 This statement provides responses to the Matter 5 Issues and Questions following the 

Pre Submission consultation response submitted by Berkeley in August 2019. 

 

5.2 Berkeley has promoted the site East of Beaconsfield Road Farnham Common for a 

development of around 100 homes including 40 affordable. We are disappointed that 

the site has not been allocated but strongly believe that it is a sustainable location for 

development that could, as part of an amended strategy, help address various 

soundness issues with the Local Plan as detailed in our earlier consultation response, 

other Hearing Statements and below. 

Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology  

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?  

5.3 Whilst we note the Councils have prepared several detailed pieces of evidence to 

support its selection of sites, we believe the approach is not justified in all respects.  

 

5.4 We are concerned about the sequence and timing of when key pieces of evidence that 

informed the selection were prepared and we also note that the Councils have 

submitted additional evidence following the Local Plan submission. This raises an 

issue about whether plan is genuinely based on evidence or whether the evidence has 

been prepared to support a pre-determined strategy. 

 

5.5 A particular concern is the approach to the HELAA where sites in the Green Belt were 

dismissed in Stage 1 without an assessment of suitability, availability and achievability. 

 

5.6 As we have highlighted elsewhere the Council agreed early on in the process in June 

2017 the amount of housing that could be passed to AVDC and in our view this meant 

that a full and proper review of land availability was not undertaken and the housing 

supply was predetermined rather than being an objective and capacity led assessment. 
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5.7 In the answer to the Inspectors’ initial question 11 the Councils’ position is that there 

is no reasonable alternative spatial strategy to the one selected. We dispute this and 

consider that it would be desirable to release alternative or additional sites that are 

sustainably located and weakly performing in Green Belt terms without causing 

significant and irrevocable harm. Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common is one such site. 

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?  

5.8 We consider that the spatial strategy itself is not well founded because it has a 

northerly bias and fails to meet housing needs in the south of South Bucks where there 

is an economic and housing market relationship with Slough and key infrastructure 

including Crossrail.  

 

5.9 We consider that a modification to the plan is required to include allocations in 

sustainable locations in south of South Bucks such as Farnham Common and 

Farnham Royal. 

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?  

5.10 We have previously highlighted under Matter 1 concerns in relation to the SA. 

 

5.11 The inclusion of a reasonable alternative of allocating land at Farnham Royal and 

Farnham Common in the SA (and in the exceptional circumstances paper) under 

reference 1.26 is welcome. However, as stated previously we consider that no fair 

assessment has been carried out of this alternative in the SA taking account of 

individually promoted sites (which are smaller areas) and the presence of logical 

boundaries that exist within the area such as existing roads. By presenting this 

reasonable alternative only as a large scale strategic 1,800 home option it was set up 

to fail and we dispute the assessment where it refers to an existing school, playing 

fields and open space which are not relevant to Berkeley’s site, or indeed the adjacent 

Parsonage Acres site that is also being promoted. 
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5.12 The SA should have included robust spatial strategy options with different housing 

distributions with packages of sites related to those options. 

 

5.13 A more modest scale of allocation at Farnham Common involving Berkeley’s site east 

of Beaconsfield Road is capable of performing much better in sustainability terms than 

the whole 1.26  area and would compare favourably with sites proposed to be allocated 

in sustainability and Green Belt terms. This option could also take account of the 

exclusion zone around the Burnham Beeches SAC rather than this being use as a 

reason to avoid any development in the area. 

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?  

5.14 As set out under question 1 we consider that all promoted sites should have been 

included in the HELAA to be compliant with the PPG. Where sites are in the Green 

Belt this should have been identified as part of the assessment. 

 

5.15 The Council should be asked to revisit its HELAA, not just to ‘tick the box’, but 

genuinely ensure it has identified all sources of supply including sites that are weakly 

performing in Green Belt terms, taking account of actual sites with a finer grained 

analysis not just larger land parcels which appear in the Green Belt studies. 

Q5. If sites were discounted at the first stage of the HELAA, how did the Councils ensure 

that the allocations in the Plan are justified and appropriate having regard to reasonable 

alternatives? How did the Councils ensure that sites put forward for allocation in the 

Green Belt were assessed on a consistent and transparent basis?  

5.16 Although we appreciate the process of assessing sites must ultimately involve applying 

planning judgement, we are concerned that sites were not assessed on a consistent 

and transparent basis. 

 

5.17 We consider that sites in the south of South Bucks, such as Berkeley’s site at Farnham 

Common, should be reassessed to identify additional capacity as it can be seen that 

the site is: 

 

 Well located to the centre and existing services of Farnham Common  
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 A relatively weak contributor to Green Belt purposes, being consistent with 

the existing settlement form and largely bordered by existing roads and 

existing development (as highlighted in the Green Belt Part 1 Assessment 

and in Berkley’s evidence which was previously submitted to the Council). 

 Beyond 400m and largely beyond 500m of the Burnham Beeches SAC. 

 Not affected by other constraints such as flood risk and heritage constraints. 

 Capable of delivering around 100 homes including 40 affordable alongside 

high quality landscaping and ecological enhancement designed to achieve a 

net biodiversity gain. 

Q6. Does the Plan identify land to accommodate at least 10% of the housing 

requirement on sites no larger than one hectare, as required by paragraph 68 of the 

Framework?  

5.18 No comments. 

Q7. How have the constraints of each site been taken into account and any necessary 

mitigation been considered as part of the process of allocating land for housing? In 

particular, how have the Councils considered and assessed the impact of development 

on transport infrastructure, air quality, heritage assets, drainage, schools and health 

care provision? Where is this set out?  

5.19 The sites are reviewed in the SA, the HELAA and in the exceptional circumstances 

paper. However, we have previously set out comments in relation to several allocations 

in the plan which we believe may have suitability and achievability issues. 

 

5.20 A wider issue we would highlight is the number and balance of proposed sites located 

in the AONB. In general we consider it preferable to allocate more land in weakly 

performing areas of the Green Belt rather than AONB. 

 

5.21 Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common is not located in the AONB and does not make a 

strong contribution to Green Belt purposes and would therefore be suitable to be 

allocated.  

Q8. How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the assumptions 

justified and based on available evidence?  

5.22 No comments 
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Q9. Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the preparation of 

the Plan?  

5.23 At this stage we do not have comments on viability. However we may wish to comment 

on individual site viability as part of Stage 2. 

 

Q10. For the larger, mixed-use allocations, how was the range of uses determined? 

5.24 No comments. 


