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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 on a robust, 

consistent and objective approach?  

 

1.1 This question is answered by Question 11 of the Initial Questions [EXAM2].  The approach 

is justified, robust, consistent and objective.  

 

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?  

 

2.1 These questions have already been addressed in response to Question 8, 9, 14 of the Initial 

Questions [EXAM2] and in response to other hearing matters, particularly Questions 5, 6 

and 10 of Matter 3, Issue 1.  It is considered that the spatial distribution of employment 

and housing allocations aligns with the spatial strategy.   The approaches, decisions, 

overall spatial strategy and distribution of development implemented by the Councils 

through the submitted Plan has to be viewed entirely in a local context, paying particular 

reference to the limited availability of brownfield sites, the Green Belt and AONB 

constraints in the districts and the comparability of the settlements in sustainability terms. 

 

2.2 The core element of the spatial strategy is, as far as possible, to locate new homes and 

jobs in settlements which offer good access to the key public transport corridor, ensuring 

that residents have the best access to public transport and therefore also provide residents 

with good access to a wide range of jobs, services and facilities both within and outside 

the districts, in line with the NPPF’s emphasis on encouraging sustainable economic 

growth (paragraph 81).  

 

2.3 Paragraph 27.16 of [EXAM2] outlined that the spatial vision contained eight elements,  

among them to “Reinforce the role of our Green Belt to help deliver our Plan and the urban 

regeneration objectives of other plans around us whilst reviewing the Green Belt now to 

ensure that it remains an up to-date, effective, long-term part of our strategic planning 

policy” and “working with adjacent local plan areas so that any of our needs which cannot 

be met locally are met as part of sustainable development proposals within the wider 

housing and economic market areas.” 

 

2.4 It is also significant that the majority – 72% – of Chiltern district falls within the Chilterns 

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Government advice (NPPF para 172) states 

that development within such areas should be limited and that major development should 

be avoided.   
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2.5 The site selection process was influenced in part by the Green Belt assessment work 

[CSBLP15] and the need to avoid major development in the AONB. Potential development 

sites within the towns are limited, and it would not be possible to allocate the quantum 

of development required within the existing built up areas to fulfil as much of CSB’s 

objectively assessed development needs as possible. 

 

2.6 As CSB indicated through responses in [EXAM2], the whole of the Plan area is covered by 

the Green Belt - with only the main towns and larger villages excluded from the 

designation.  Generally, the Green Belt boundaries closely follow the edges of these built-

up areas giving no scope for additional development on the edge of an existing 

settlement without amendments to the boundaries.  This means that any significant new 

development will be likely to a) require Green Belt release, or b) to be accommodated 

outside of the districts.   

 

2.7 The Green Belt evidence [CSBLP15] identified specific areas of lower performing Green 

Belt land.  Such areas were not scattered around the main towns but in specific locations. 

Therefore, in terms of the evidence it is appropriate to allocate these identified locations.  

However, the site allocations are all located in or adjacent to the main settlements of the 

districts or adjacent to stations or main road networks.  As such, all of the site allocations 

are considered to be sustainably located.  The sites are also all in locations served by or 

able to be served by public transport and reflect the existing locations of development 

nodes across the two district council areas.  In fact, the site allocations are consistent with 

the Plan’s spatial strategy in relation to its aims to concentrate development in the main 

settlements and or urban expansions of main settlements or development close to main 

transport nodes. Given the structure of settlements across the two districts and the 

extensive road and, to a lesser extent, rail connections, there is little in sustainable access 

terms to differentiate between one main settlement and another.  In addition, 

development on a larger scale in one location will enable that development site to provide 

infrastructure related to that site or area, given the gross development value involved.  

Scattering a greater number of smaller scale allocations will make direct infrastructure 

provision less achievable. 

 

2.8 Two further elements of the spatial vision are that “Where new development occurs, to have 

a clear understanding of the infrastructure implications and to ensure that required new or 

improved infrastructure is planned and, as far as possible, delivered in a timely manner so 

as to avoid periods of infrastructure deficit, as an integral part of securing sustainable 

development”;  and to  “Ensure that new developments are of a high standard of design, 

layout and appearance, with a driving ambition to seek to improve the local environment 

and overall quality of life and to complement, enhance or promote local community identity, 

social cohesion and wellbeing.”   
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2.9 The approach taken towards site allocations and the overall spatial strategy is entirely 

consistent with the principles of the spatial vision.  

 

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?  

3.1 The Non-Technical Summary of the Regulation 19 SA Report provides a brief summary of 

the extensive process of identification and appraisal of reasonable alternatives for the 

housing and employment site allocation process, which comprised three main stages, 

namely: the Issues and Options SA Report (2016) [CSBLP6.3]; the Green Belt Preferred 

Options SA (2017) [CSBLP6.2]; and the Regulation 19 SA report [CSBLP7].  

3.2 The same SA process has been used throughout the plan making process to facilitate a 

consistent and transparent approach to the testing of reasonable alternatives; the SA 

Framework consists of 12 SA Objectives and has been used to appraise all reasonable 

alternatives in the same way. 

3.3 The selection and rejection of the reasonable alternatives has been undertaken by the 

Councils using available evidence from the SA findings, as well as other research 

documents that form the wider local plan evidence library.  As per Annex 1(h) of the SEA 

Directive, Table 5.8 of the 2019 Regulation 19 SA Report [p.65; CSBLP7] outlines the 

reasons for rejection of the reasonable alternatives.  Table N.2 of the 2019 Regulation 19 

SA Report [p.xxvi; CSBLP7] outlines the reasons for selection of site allocations.   

3.4 The Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report [CSBLP15.1] sets out the 

results of the Councils’ exceptional circumstances assessment, including for all the 

residential site allocations set out in policies SP BP2- SP BP12.   

Q4. What is the justification for excluding sites in the Green Belt from the Housing 

and Economic Land Availability Assessment Update (January 2020) (HELAA)?15 Is 

the approach consistent with guidance in the PPG? 

4.1 Yes, the process followed in the HELAA is consistent with the PPG.  The PPG is clear 

(Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 3-002-20190722) that “Plan-making bodies should consider 

constraints when assessing the suitability, availability and achievability of sites and broad 

locations. For example, assessments should reflect the policies in footnote 6 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework, which sets out the areas where the Framework would provide 

strong reasons for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the 

plan area (such as the Green Belt and other protected areas)”. 
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4.2 In accordance with the PPG, earlier drafts of the HELAA rejected all sites that were not on 

previously developed land in the Green Belt at Stage 1 of the assessment, in line with the 

criteria in Table 5.  NPPF Policy on Green Belts (paragraph 136) states that “Once 

established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances 

are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of plans”.  The 

publication of new evidence in the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 

2019) [CSBLP15.1] provided evidence of the “exceptional circumstances” required to 

justify releasing land from the Green Belt, and the defensible boundaries of sites that could 

be released from the Green Belt to meet housing and employment needs.  

 

4.3 The PPG states (Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 3-018-20190722) that “When using the 

emerging plan to assess suitability, plan-makers will need to account for potential policy 

changes or other factors which could impact the suitability of the site / broad location. For 

example, an emerging site allocation may enable development to come forward. This will 

have to be reflected in the assessment of achievability”. 

 

4.4 The publication of the new evidence in the Exceptional Circumstances report, and the 

emerging site allocations in the Local Plan, allowed for the updated January 2020 HELAA 

report to conclude that the relevant HELAA sites within the proposed allocation 

boundaries had passed Stage 1 of the HELAA methodology, and could progress to the full 

assessment of suitability, availability and achievability in later stages of the methodology. 

 

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? 

5.1 As per the answer to Q4 above, the sites put forward for allocation in the Green Belt were 

assessed through the HELAA process after the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances 

Report May 2019 [CSBLP15.1] identified the sites as suitable for release from the Green 

Belt.  This approach corresponds with the “feedback loop” identified at Stage 4 of the PPG 

process flowchart on housing and economic land availability assessment (Paragraph: 005 

Reference ID: 3-005-20190722), linking back to Stage 2 of the PPG process to re-assess 

sites by changing assumptions and overcoming constraints.   

 

5.2 All HELAA sites within the boundaries identified in the Exceptional Circumstances Report 

were assessed using the full HELAA methodology to identify the land within them that is 

suitable, available and achievable for housing and/or employment development.  The 

January 2020 HELAA Update [CSBLP19.01] assesses all HELAA sites in the plan area 
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consistently and transparently using the same criteria, irrespective of the source of the 

site.   

 

5.3 Given the strategic scale of the proposed site allocations, and the fact that Green Belt 

release would be required to facilitate them, the Council has undertaken further testing 

of the sites in addition to the HELAA process (including viability testing and testing 

through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan).  Whilst this means that the strategic allocations 

have been subject to further scrutiny than the sites in the HELAA, this approach is 

considered proportionate as the HELAA sites themselves are of a significantly smaller scale 

than the strategic allocations, and are not proposed as formal allocations in the Local Plan. 

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? 

6.1 NPPF Paragraph 68 states that local planning authorities should “identify, through the 

development plan and brownfield registers, land to accommodate at least 10% of their 

housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare; unless it can be shown, through 

the preparation of relevant plan policies, that there are strong reasons why this 10% target 

cannot be achieved”.   

 

6.2 The submitted Local Plan states at paragraph 5.1.12 “There are 363 sites in the HELAA that 

are below 1 hectare in size. These sites have the capacity to deliver up to 1,456 homes over 

the Plan period. In addition, the supply of 450 homes from windfall sites, the majority of 

which based on past trends, are likely to be on sites no larger than 1 hectare. The Council 

can therefore potentially exceed the 10% (1,526) homes requirement through the supply of 

these homes and provide up to 1,906 homes”. It should be noted that the figures at 

Paragraph 5.1.12 have been superseded by the latest HELAA (January 2020 update) and 

should be updated. 

 

6.3 The Local Plan as submitted does not explicitly “identify… land” on a map to accommodate 

at least 10% of the housing requirement on sites of no larger than one hectare.  The only 

identified housing allocations in the plan are strategic allocations in the Green Belt, with 

a capacity-led approach to the rest of the housing requirement, based on HELAA capacity.  

The HELAA is not formally part of the development plan however it does feed in to the 

strategic policies in the Local Plan, and the Brownfield Land Register.   

 

6.4 Appendix 4 to the January 2020 HELAA update contains a list of all suitable, available and 

achievable sites, and also includes the net developable area of each site.  The capacity of 

all suitable, available and achievable HELAA sites under 1ha is 1,003 dwellings across 92 

sites, which equates to 10.8% of the housing requirement.  
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6.5 The windfall allowance is defined in the HELAA as 86.3 dpa or 1,204 dwellings over the 

plan period (applied from 2022/23 onwards) but these are not specifically “identified” as 

per the NPPF wording.  Windfall sites will most likely be on small sites under 1ha though, 

as the HELAA classes all sites of 1-4 dwellings as windfall. 

 

6.6 Furthermore, Appendix 7 to the HELAA identifies the small site commitments (1-4 

dwellings) figure at 1 April 2019 as 579 dwellings, which are also likely to be under 1ha.  

Completions during the plan period to date from small sites (as per HELAA Appendix 3) 

equate to 465 dwellings over the period 2016/17 to 2018/19. 

 

6.7 Taken together the total figure for HELAA sites under 1ha, the windfall allowance, the 

small site commitments and the small site completions figures equate to 3,251 dwellings 

or 34% of the housing requirement.  It is noted that NPPF paragraph states that the 

development plan and brownfield land registers “should” identify land, not “must”, 

however from the above calculation it is clear to see that even without making formal site 

allocations for small sites under 1ha the proportion of small sites under 1ha to be 

developed during the plan period will be significantly above the minimum 10% threshold 

outlined in the NPPF. 

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? 

7.1 This response covers some issues which are similar to those referred to in the response to 

Matter 1, Issue 2, Q7.  

7.2 Fundamental constraints were tested as part of the overall Local Plan spatial strategy and 

Sustainability Appraisal. They were also assessed in the Housing and Economic Land 

Availability Assessment (HELAA), for example as set out in stage 1 of the HELAA 

methodology [CSBLP19.01] Therefore, as a result of this higher – level assessment 

process, most of the site allocations are on land outside Flood Zones 2 and 3, Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest, the Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation, Scheduled 

Ancient Monuments, Historic Parkland or designated local open spaces. However, there 

are exceptions to this. The two sites with land which is partly in Flood Zone 2 and or 3 is 

referred to in the Councils response to Matter 1 issue 6, concerning the SFRA. These sites 

are SP BP4 – Amersham Old Town and SP BP14 Taplow. Two of the housing site allocations 

are in the Chilterns AONB – SP BP4 and SP BP5, and the Landscape Assessment [CSBLP 

39.6] advises how to mitigate the impact on the AONB and land with sensitive historical 

assets (Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monument and Conservation Area). There are small 

parcels of Ancient Woodlands on the site allocations SP BP6 and SP BP 9, however the site 
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allocation boundaries have sufficient capacity to be able to accommodate the full housing 

capacity for each site, with a sufficient buffer zone, to avoid the loss of ancient woodland.  

All of the site allocations were included within the landscape assessment advice for Green 

Belt sites [CSBLP39.6]. 

7.3 Each site allocation also needed to be tested to ascertain whether other important 

constraints would be affected. If this was the case it was important to consider how 

impacts could be mitigated. In the first place this was a map – based GIS assessment and 

included checking whether one or more of a number of physical and environmental 

constraints would be affected. Other constraints which have been taken into account as 

part of this process are listed below. If relevant to a particular allocation the matters raised 

have also been incorporated as site – specific criteria within each site allocation policy. 

They would also be subject of other policies in the Local Plan, such as for the Colne Valley 

Regional Park, Biodiversity and Archaeological Heritage. In addition to this the HELAA 

[CSB LP19.01] assessed against these constraints at Stage 2.  Any constraints that applied 

are listed in the summary for each site in HELAA Appendix 2 [CSBLP19.03]. In addition, 

detailed design and layout can mitigate impacts, for example site SP BP6 includes areas 

of woodland which would need to be protected as part of a site landscaping and green 

infrastructure scheme (and protected at master plan stage).   

 Fluvial flood zones – see Councils’ response to Matter 1 Issue 6 question 1 -3  

 Local nature reserves 

 Local wildlife sites – site SP BP 11 to provide supporting evidence – wildlife impact 

assessment to support net biodiversity gain 

 Historic landscapes and conservation areas and their setting – these were 

included as a consideration within the Councils’ Landscape Capacity Study for 

Green Belt Development Options [CSBLP39.6] 

 Archaeological findings – this may need site specific mitigations although none 

of the site are known to contain scheduled remains 

 Tree Preservation Orders – these would not necessarily represent a fundamental 

constraint, e.g. if a scheme could be designed to accommodate protected trees  

 Public Rights of Way – site allocations can represent an opportunity to secure 

improvements to nearby paths and bridleways. Opportunities are referred to in 

the relevant policies and in the Bucks County Council Transport Topic Paper 

[CSBLP44] 

 Potentially Contaminated Land – this is not necessarily a fundamental constraint 

as the redevelopment of a site could present an opportunity for remediation of 

land. This is relevant to site SP BP 11.  

 Noise and pollution constraints e.g. proximity to motorways, whereby the mix and 

layout of development on a site could help protect new residents from noise and 

pollution.  
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7.4 With regards to Listed Buildings, SP BP7 contains Listed Buildings at the Epilepsy Society 

site.  SP BP10 Iver Heath contains a Listed Building (Little Coppice) and is adjacent to the 

Church of St Margaret. The site allocation at Amersham Old Town Whielden Street, SP 

BP5, is particularly sensitive (adjacent to Conservation Area and numerous Listed 

Buildings). These important heritage assets will need to protected as part of the site layout, 

design, master planning and application stage and the importance of protecting Listed 

Buildings and their settings is acknowledged in CSBLP1 Policy DM DP2. The importance 

of heritage assets was also taken into account in the Landscape Capacity Study [CSBLP 

39.6]. 

7.5 Many of the above matters will also be important for the master planning stage for these 

site allocations. 

7.6 Specifically, with regards to transport infrastructure, the Local Plan is supported by 

modelling of the impacts on the local and strategic (motorway) network in terms of what 

the estimated levels of congestion would be and how this could be mitigated. This is 

explained in the Transport Topic paper [CSBLP44] in more detail but it is highlighted here 

that the Local Plan housing site allocations were included as part of the testing of overall 

growth scenarios in the transport modelling [CSBLP46]. The local modelling shows 

predicted impacts at the end of the Local Plan period (2036) in particular for specific 

settlements in the plan area. The results of the modelling show the predicted level of 

congestion related to the Local Plan growth scenario firstly without any mitigation. 

Mitigations to address these impacts were prepared and tested with the advice of 

Transport for Bucks and Buckinghamshire County Council as Highway Authority. 

Mitigations perform positively to address predicted congestion in most settlements 

whereby the overall level of congestion at the settlement level is reduced compared to 

the without-mitigation scenario. In other settlements the congestion levels are relatively 

unchanged as a result of mitigation.   The commentary in the report also refers to the 

impacts of the mitigations on specific roads and junctions. All of this is shown in Table 6A 

of CSBLP46. The local highway mitigations needed are listed in Appendix 2 of the 

Transport Topic Paper [CSB LP44], the Infrastructure Delivery Plan [CSB LP34.1 and 35.1] 

and relevant Local Plan policy for the site allocations. This includes costed junction 

improvements and works within the local highway network, bus service improvements, 

new bus stop infrastructure and public rights of way improvements. At the more detailed 

stage the sites will also need to be supported by Transport Assessments to show how 

impacts will be mitigated, as set out in CSBLP1 Policy DM CP 1.  

7.7 Air quality impacts of the development proposed on the site allocations will be assessed 

as part of the Transport Assessment prepared for each site at the planning application 

stage. A requirement for this is set out in CSBLP1 Policy DM NP 10 whereby an Air Quality 

Assessment will be required as part of a planning application. For example, planning 

applications related to the site allocations in Iver will need to be accompanied by Air 

Quality Assessments to show how the potential impacts on the Air Quality Management 
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Areas (AQMA) in Iver Parish relating to the M4, M40 and M25 motorways will be mitigated.  

The site allocation in Chesham (SP BP2) will need to show how the impact on the Chesham 

AQMA will be mitigated. In addition, the measures to encourage use of sustainable modes 

of transport within the site allocation policies and referred to in the IDP [CSBLP34.1 and 

35.1] will help to mitigate air quality impacts, as well as the requirements for electric 

vehicle charging points in Policy DM NP10 and green infrastructure and strategic 

landscaping as set out in the site allocation policies. Drainage is subject of several pieces 

of Local Plan evidence – the Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment [CSBPLP14.2a] 

makes recommendations for all sites for sustainable drainage schemes, the Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan [CSBLP34.1 and 35.1] refers to the network improvements which would be 

likely to be needed for specific allocations.  The South Bucks Water Quality Assessment1 

deals with the potential impact on water quality in the South Bucks waste water 

catchments and the Statement of Common Ground with the Environment Agency and 

Thames Water [CSBLP12.5] covers the drainage situation for Chiltern District. The IDP 

[CSBLP34.1] highlights the need for early engagement with developers so that impacts 

and phasing can properly be assessed and so that there is no delay to the development.  

7.8 School place requirements, including new primary schools and contributions for new 

school places, and secondary school requirements are based on the advice from 

Buckinghamshire County Council as Local Education Authority. The requirements and the 

links to specific allocations can be found in the IDP Appendix 1 and 2 [CSBLP35.1]. 

Buckinghamshire County Council have an agreed Statement of Common Ground for the 

Local Plan as it is a key infrastructure provider, for example covering transport and the 

school places required to support the Local Plan [CSBLP12.8] 

7.9 Healthcare requirements are also referred to in the IDP Appendix 1 and 2 [CSBLP35.1] 

and requirements for improvements / extensions to GP facilities have been derived from 

close consultation with the Buckinghamshire Clinical Commissioning Group. No new acute 

premises are required to support particular site allocations, as set out in the IDP, however 

there are improvements needed to hospital facilities during the period of the Local Plan, 

in particular at Amersham Hospital, which is in the Local Plan area. this is based on 

headline information from the Buckinghamshire NHS Hospital Trust’s capital programme 

[CSBLP34.1].  

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

justified and based on available evidence? 

8.1 The site area for each of the housing allocations is included within the map linked to each 

Policy in CSBLP1. These site areas are the estimated gross site areas for each allocation. 

The calculation of gross site area is based on GIS measurements of the site using the 

                                                           
1 https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/12302/Water-Quality-Assessment-March-2018-

/pdf/Water_Quality_Assessment_-March_2018.pdf?m=636643243438100000 

 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/12302/Water-Quality-Assessment-March-2018-/pdf/Water_Quality_Assessment_-March_2018.pdf?m=636643243438100000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/12302/Water-Quality-Assessment-March-2018-/pdf/Water_Quality_Assessment_-March_2018.pdf?m=636643243438100000
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ordnance survey landline mapping. Dwelling capacities are shown in each site allocation 

policy.  

8.2 The determination of dwelling capacity for the site allocations took into account broad 

densities and an assessment of the need for sites to accommodate other land such as for 

on-site highways, public open space, landscaping, and in, some cases primary schools. 

The size requirements for primary schools were advised by Buckinghamshire County 

Council as Education Authority. Also the presence of significant constraints, such as areas 

of woodland, existing residential properties, flood risk, etc. were also acknowledged as 

part of the assessment of estimated dwelling capacity. The Green Belt Preferred Options 

consultation document [CSBLP4] referred to broad densities being used for most of the 

emerging site allocations, as set out in the Table below.  

8.3 Net developable site areas were calculated as part of the Green Belt Preferred Options 

consultation document [CSBLP4]. These were subject to change as the work on dwelling 

capacity developed further. The net developable site areas used for the residential 

estimates in the Viability Assessment [CSBLP53] are set out in the Table below and 

constitute the most up to date information available on this.  

Indicative density and net developable site areas for the Green Belt Site Options 

Site in Green 

Belt Options 

Paper CSBLP 

4 

Estimated net 

developable site 

area for 

residential part 

of the site (ha) – 

from Table 2 of 

CSB LP53 

 

Indicative density and commentary 

from CSB LP4 

Relevant 

policy 

number in 

CSBLP1 and 

approx. 

dwelling 

capacity 

 

Chesham  14.3 35 dph SP BP 2 – 

500 homes 

Holmer Green  8.6 30 – 35 dph which linked with the 

adjoining allocation in the Wycombe 

Local Plan of 26 – 35 dph 

SP BP 3 – 

300 homes 

Amersham 

Old Town – 

London Road 

West  

1.1 30 dph SP BP 4 – 40 

homes 

Amersham 

Old Town – 

Whielden 

Street  

1.4 30 dph SP BP 5 – 50  

homes 
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Site in Green 

Belt Options 

Paper CSBLP 

4 

Estimated net 

developable site 

area for 

residential part 

of the site (ha) – 

from Table 2 of 

CSB LP53 

 

Indicative density and commentary 

from CSB LP4 

Relevant 

policy 

number in 

CSBLP1 and 

approx. 

dwelling 

capacity 

 

Little Chalfont  20 30 – 35 dph SP BP 6 – 

700 homes 

Chalfont St 

Peter – North 

East  

10.3 Not specified at this stage as the 

scheme was likely to involve 

redevelopment of existing buildings. 

Part of the site was for C2 specialist 

residential accommodation  

SP BP 7 – 

360 homes 

 

 

Chalfont St 

Peter – South 

East  

5.7 35 dph SP BP 8 -  

200 homes 

Beaconsfield  45.7 30 dph. The potential impact on the 

Burnham Beeches SAC was referred to 

as a consideration for the indicative 

density and it was noted that further 

work was needed to refine the 

developable area of the site. A 

dwelling capacity range of 1,500 – 

1,700 homes was provided at that 

stage. At the time of the Green Belt 

Preferred Options the Wilton Park site 

(which is included within the 

allocation) was subject of an 

undetermined planning application 

(PL/17/10763/OUT). This has since 

been permitted for 264 homes net and 

was referred to in the draft HELAA 

(2016) as potentially accommodating 

350 homes. 

SP BP 9 – 

1,600 homes 

 

 

Iver Heath  10.3 35 dph SP BP 10 – 

360 homes 
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Site in Green 

Belt Options 

Paper CSBLP 

4 

Estimated net 

developable site 

area for 

residential part 

of the site (ha) – 

from Table 2 of 

CSB LP53 

 

Indicative density and commentary 

from CSB LP4 

Relevant 

policy 

number in 

CSBLP1 and 

approx. 

dwelling 

capacity 

 

Land north of 

Iver Station 

28.6 35 dph SP BP 11 – 

1000 homes 

East of 

Ridgeway 

Business Park, 

Iver 

2.6 Not specified as this stage as part of 

the site was potentially needed for a 

new secondary school.  

SP BP 12 – 

90 homes 

 

8.4 The indicative densities are broad figures and densities could vary within a site, for 

example as the detailed design responds to the Local Plan policies concerning housing 

mix and other site – specific factors.  

8.5 The broad assumptions about developable areas tended to be fairly unchanged as the 

Local Plan policies for the site allocations developed (since the level of constraints and 

other land – requirements had already been estimated). However, there was some degree 

of variation, for example as new information about constraints or deliverability or new 

evidence studies came to light. The HELAA [CSBLP19.01 – 19.013] has confirmed the 

assumptions made about dwelling capacity for the site allocations. This can be found in 

the analysis of each parcel of land within its Appendix 8 [CSBLP19.013] and the overall 

dwelling yields for each site in the page 43 of the same document.  

8.6 The Councils’ response to the Inspectors Initial Questions [EXAM 2] explained why some 

of the site allocation boundaries were smaller than the land proposed to be released from 

the Green Belt. This is in section 17.1 – 17.4 of EXAM 2. So, for these allocations, the 

developable site area is based on the site allocation boundary, not the extent of land 

proposed to be removed from the Green Belt. This relates to the following sites; 

SP BP 2 – Chesham 

SP BP 4 – Amersham Old Town London Road west 

SP BP 7 – Chalfont St Peter – North East 

SP BP 8 – Chalfont St Peter – South East  

SP BP 12 – East of Ridgeway Business Park – Iver   
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Q9. Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the 

preparation of the Plan?  

9.1 Yes, the sites allocated under Policy SP LP1 (Homes – Site Allocations) are all considered 

able to come forward viably.  

9.2 The Plan is informed and supported by a comprehensive viability assessment completed 

June 2019 [CSBLP50 and its Appendices CSBLP51 to 56] undertaken by experienced 

viability consultants Dixon Searle Partnership. The Local Plan and CIL Viability assessment 

was the culmination of a range of viability work (as CSBLP50 acknowledges at its 

paragraphs 1.1.9 to 1.1.11) undertaken between 2016 and 2019. The assessment informed 

and supported the Councils’ CIL charging proposals, submitted for examination in 

September 2019 and found sound (after some wording clarifications) through the CIL 

Examiner’s Report dated 13 December 2019.  

9.3 The viability assessment was undertaken using a well-established approach that is 

consistent with the NPPF themes on preparing plans and development contributions, 

taking account of the cumulative effect of the proposed plan policies on affordable 

housing and infrastructure requirements, including the assessed and now confirmed levels 

of CIL. The assessment methodology and assumptions basis is consistent also with the 

Planning Practice Guidance, as well as with other good practice as offered through the 

‘Harman Report’ and other sources – all as referenced in the assessment report. The 

methodology used both site typologies to consider the viability of the typically smaller, 

general nature of developments locally and the more specific review of the SP LP1 

allocations.  

9.4 Assessment Appendix I [CSBLP51] sets out an overview of the general assumptions, with 

Appendix IIa [CSPLP52] providing the typologies appraisal results. Appendix IIb 

[CSBLP53] then sets out some key assumptions and the reported outcomes from the 

appraisal of the allocated sites for new homes – see in particular Table 2 at the beginning 

of Appendix IIb. The viability assessment report CBSLP 50 commentary on these site 

allocations (‘larger/strategic scale development’) is set out at section 3.6.6. 

9.5 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan Post Submission Update January 2020 [CSBLP34.1] and 

[CSBLP35.1], and earlier iterations, fed into the viability testing to support the Chiltern 

and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 and CIL. As set out in the Planning Practice Guidance, 

‘the charging authority area’s infrastructure needs should be drawn from the infrastructure 

assessment that was undertaken when preparing the relevant plan’2 . The IDP includes an 

assessment of infrastructure needs to support the growth planned within the Local Plan. 

Relevant infrastructure that was critical or essential to the delivery of the plan has been 

identified. The infrastructure identified is not an exhaustive list but is the appropriate 

available evidence. The IDP is considered to be a ‘live’ document and was updated in June 

                                                           
2 PPG Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 25-017-20190901 Revision date: 01 09 2019 
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2019 and January 2020 to take into account updated information on the emerging sites 

and the costs that were available at the time of publication. 

 

9.6 The impacts of planning obligations, CIL charges and direct provision of infrastructure to 

site viability has been considered through the independent viability assessment3. The IDP 

requirements for the Local Plan site allocations in Appendix 2 have been tested as part of 

the independent viability assessment. Table 1 in Appendix 1 [CSBLP35.1] includes 

indicative costs of infrastructure where these are known and these have contributed to 

the evidence for the CIL Funding Gap [CSBLP57]. These costs are also shown in in 

Appendix 3 of the IDP [CSBLP35.1] which has since been updated in the light of new 

information gained. 

 

9.7 The levels of CIL rates have been tested in combination with other policy and planning 

obligation requirements, including the provision of affordable housing. The testing of 

typologies in the Local Plan & CIL viability study [figure 12 of CSBLP50] states: “Overall, 

the viability findings here are relatively strong – good viability prospects available to support 

the Plan delivery across the mix and spread of sites and locations… developments should be 

able to come forward viably – in accordance with national policy and guidance. From a 

viability point of view, the strategy and policies appear capable of supporting the required 

mix of affordable housing and other policies, balanced with other objectives (including 

supporting infrastructure – through the proposed CILs and complimentary continued use of 

s.106 (particularly on larger strategic sites)).” 

 

9.8 With regard to viability of sites in the HELAA, the PPG (Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 3-

020-20190722) states that “A site is considered achievable for development where there is 

a reasonable prospect that the particular type of development will be developed on the site 

at a particular point in time. This is essentially a judgement about the economic viability of 

a site, and the capacity of the developer to complete and let or sell the development over a 

certain period”.  The HELAA guidance therefore allows for a proportionate approach given 

the high number of sites to be assessed in the HELAA. 

 

9.9 As per the methodology set out in the HELAA Report only sites that were “suitable” and 

“available” were assessed for their “achievability”. Detailed viability testing of individual 

HELAA sites was not undertaken.  Instead a higher-level achievability assessment was 

undertaken, drawing upon the outputs of the Local Plan and CIL Viability work by DSP 

                                                           
3 Viability Assessment main report web link https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13291/Local-Plan-and-

CILViability-Assessment-June-2019-/pdf/CDC___SBDC_LP_CIL_Viability_Assessment_- 

_DSP19526A_Final_Report_(v3).pdf?m=636955036119830000 
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[CSBLP50].  The DSP work identifies only a small number of typologies and locations 

where viability is marginal.   

 

9.10  The typologies and locations in the viability study were matched against HELAA sites to 

provide an indication of viability. Following this approach, no HELAA sites were identified 

as being of concern with regards to viability or subject to such a scale of site-specific 

abnormal costs that would threaten their achievability.  

 

9.11 Similarly, looking at the likely viability of housing sites more generally, the typologies 

based review undertaken within the viability assessment CSBLP 50 showed the overall 

positive, and indeed in most relevant cases, strong outcomes (as set out in the results 

tables at Appendix IIa to the assessment – CSBLP 52). This means that a range of 

developments will, where relevant, have the capacity to bear more Local Plan or other 

relevant policy cost impact – such as the influence of SAC related mitigation in some 

instances (in the form of SAMM, estimated at a potential £2-4,000/dwelling, but with costs 

unlikely to exceed those indicative levels). More specifically, as an example, there are 3 no. 

sites within the HELAA Appendix 2 Stage 2 results scope (within the tables of CSBLP 19.03) 

that provide between 10 and approximately 30 dwellings. These sites are considered likely 

to generate housing sales values in the viability assessment range not less than VL6 to 8 

(as per the details summarised in CSBLP 51) and are considered to be sufficiently 

represented by the range of highly positive residual land value results, considered against 

the assessment benchmark land values. Based on the review of typologies within the 

viability report and Appendices CBSLP 50-52 broadly the same conclusion can be reached 

in respect of smaller/windfall sites that will come forward in and in some instances (within 

the buffer zone) also need to meet the relevant additional financial contributions costs.   

 

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

10.1 Some of the site allocations include the provision of new buildings for non-residential 

uses as part of creating a sustainable community for the sites. A large–scale development, 

solely of housing, would not respond well to community needs, and so the larger site 

allocations in particular present opportunities to accommodate other uses to support the 

new housing. This is especially important where the new allocations can enable increased 

use of non-car modes of transport and where improvements to sustainable transport 

infrastructure can be secured. This links to the principles and policy guidance in the 

National Planning Policy Framework about the need for new developments to be 

designed so that they achieve healthy, safe and inclusive places (paragraphs 91 and 92), 

including the provision of new school places (paragraph 94).  

10.2 Employment allocations are included within the largest allocations, enabling the sites to 

offer increased local job opportunities in locations which are well served by public 
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transport. The evidence for the employment allocations and the types of uses envisaged 

on them is set out in the Employment Topic Paper [EXAM 4].  

10.3 The largest site allocations were considered suitable to accommodate new pitches for the 

Gypsy and Traveller community, as well as housing for the settled community. The 

provision of plots for Travelling Showpeople on the site at Holmer Green (SP BP3) is linked 

with the existing Travelling Showpeople community living on the site. The evidence for 

this is in the Councils’ Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Topic 

Paper [CSBLP17].  The need for larger sites to accommodate small-scale shopping 

parades is set out in paragraph 6.2.9 of CSBLP1 linked to the update of retail needs for 

the Local Plan area in the Retail Study Update 2019 [CSBLP40]4. 

10.4 The need for new or expanded primary schools is supported by the advice from 

Buckinghamshire County Council as Local Education Authority. In some cases, these 

requirements relate to a potential expansion of existing schools and to the need for on–

site provision if it is not considered possible to accommodate predicted pupil places as 

part of school expansions. The evidence for this is set out in the explanatory text in the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) [paragraphs 81- 90 CSBLP34.1] and in the IDP site 

allocation infrastructure requirement schedules [CSBLP35.1 Appendix 2].  The Local Plan 

envisages that new primary schools can play a critical role in wellbeing of the local 

communities within and beyond the larger site allocations. Hence the reference to 

community hubs within the allocations [paragraphs 31 and 90 CSBLP34.1]. 

10.5 These mixes are shown in in the Table below.  

Mix of uses on Local Plan site allocations 

Site allocation  Mix of uses envisaged on the site 

 

SP BP 2 

Chesham  

Residential, Gypsy and Traveller pitches, new / extended primary school, 

community hubs, shopping parade (500 sq.m).  

 

SP BP 3 Holmer 

Green  

Residential, plots for Travelling Showpeople and a new primary school 

provided in conjunction with the adjoining allocation HW 8 in the adopted 

Wycombe District Local Plan (2019) (unless provision can be made by 

expanding existing schools). 

 

SP BP 6 Little 

Chalfont  

Residential, Gypsy and Traveller pitches, a new primary school (unless 

provision can be made by expanding existing schools), community hub, 

                                                           
4 https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13006/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Town-Centre-Retail-and-Leisure-Study-

Peer-Review-Update-Lichfields-April-2019-

/pdf/60363_Chiltern_South_Bucks_Retail_Review_April_2019.pdf?m=636911129970630000 

 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13006/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Town-Centre-Retail-and-Leisure-Study-Peer-Review-Update-Lichfields-April-2019-/pdf/60363_Chiltern_South_Bucks_Retail_Review_April_2019.pdf?m=636911129970630000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13006/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Town-Centre-Retail-and-Leisure-Study-Peer-Review-Update-Lichfields-April-2019-/pdf/60363_Chiltern_South_Bucks_Retail_Review_April_2019.pdf?m=636911129970630000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13006/Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Town-Centre-Retail-and-Leisure-Study-Peer-Review-Update-Lichfields-April-2019-/pdf/60363_Chiltern_South_Bucks_Retail_Review_April_2019.pdf?m=636911129970630000
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Site allocation  Mix of uses envisaged on the site 

 

shopping parade (500 sq.m) and retention of existing employment 

floorspace. 

 

SP BP9 and SP 

EP3 

Beaconsfield  

Residential, Gypsy and Traveller pitches, a new primary school, community 

hub, shopping parade (500 sq.m) and new employment floorspace (mixed 

part). 

 

SP BP 11 and 

SP EP 3 Land 

north of Iver 

Station 

Residential, Gypsy and Traveller pitches, a new primary school, community 

hub, shopping parade (1,000 sq.m) and new employment floorspace (B1 

office and R&D). 

 

SP BP 12 and 

SP EP 3 East of 

Ridgeway 

Business Park, 

Iver 

Residential and new employment floorspace (B1 office and R&D) linked to 

replace existing premises on the site. 

 

 

10.6 The masterplanning stage for these site allocations will enable more information on the 

location of the uses within the sites to come forward as well as more detail about the 

scale, form and characteristics of all the uses proposed on the sites.  
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10.7 In responding to the Inspectors’ question it is considered appropriate to propose a 

modification to Policy SP BP 2 of CSB LP1 as follows: 

Criterion 2 should refer to a community hub, not hubs. 

 

Current criterion: 

 

2) community hubs to include on-site provision of a two form entry primary school plus a 

52-place pre-school, on a site of up to 1.7 hectares, with a safe drop off / pick up point in 

addition to the school site allocation 

 

Proposed modification: 

 

2) community hub to include on-site provision of a two form entry primary school plus a 

52-place pre-school, on a site of up to 1.7 hectares, with a safe drop off / pick up point in 

addition to the school site allocation 

 

 

 

Issue 2 – Employment Site Allocations Methodology 

Q1. Is the methodology for the assessment and selection of the sites for 

development set out in the Employment Site Appraisal documents and Economic 

Development and Employment Topic Paper (December 2019) justified? Have the 

sites been selected using an appropriate methodology?  

 

1.1 Yes, the sites are selected using a  methodology which is both justified and appropriate.. 

 

Q2. How was the spatial distribution of employment allocations determined? How 

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

 

2.1 The approaches, decisions and overall spatial strategy and distribution of development 

implemented by the Councils through the submitted Plan has to be viewed entirely in a 

local context, paying particular reference to the limited availability of brownfield sites and 

the Green Belt and AONB constraints in the districts.  For these reasons the Spatial 

Strategy involves some needs being met in other Council areas under the Duty to Co-

Operate, and limited Green Belt release of 2.7% 

 

2.2 The core element of the spatial strategy is, as far as possible, to locate new homes and 

jobs in settlements which offer good access to public transport ensuring that residents 

have the best access to public transport and therefore also provide residents with good 

access to a wide range of jobs, services and facilities both within and outside the districts, 

in line with the NPPF’s emphasis on encouraging sustainable economic growth (paragraph 

81). The employment site allocations are on the edge of urban settlements and have good 

access to public transport as set out in the Employment Topic Paper. 
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2.3 Page 8 of the HEDNA Update [CSBLP27] translates predicted job employment figures into 

floorspace needs.   Employment need is usually met by new allocations to satisfy the 

forecast requirement and Chiltern and South Bucks have a shortfall of employment land 

compared with forecasted requirements.  This necessitates the consideration of Green Belt 

release, for as noted elsewhere, the urban capacity of CSB’s main settlements for 

delivering new development opportunities is finite.   Table 9 of the HELAA main report 

shows that there is some supply of new employment floorspace on non-allocated sites, 

although most of that has already got planning permission.  

 

2.4 The Memorandum of Understanding agreed between Aylesbury Vale District Council, 

Wycombe District Council, Chiltern District Council, South Bucks District Council, and 

Buckinghamshire Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership (July 2017), notes that the 

overall approach across the FEMA broadly delivers sufficient land for economic growth in 

the area as a whole taking into account a range of factors including an element of 

redistribution of growth from CSB and Wycombe into Aylesbury Vale to take account of 

their shortfalls due to their constrained nature. 

 

Q3. Has the site selection process for the employment 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? 

 

3.1 The Non-Technical Summary of the Regulation 19 SA Report provides a brief summary of 

the extensive process of identification and appraisal of reasonable alternatives for the 

housing and employment site allocation process, which comprised three main stages, 

namely: the Issues and Options SA Report (2016) [CSBLP6.3]; the Green Belt Preferred 

Options SA (2017) [CSBLP6.2]; and the Regulation 19 SA report [CSBLP7].  

3.2 The same SA process has been used throughout the plan making process to facilitate a 

consistent and transparent approach to the testing of reasonable alternatives; the SA 

Framework consists of 12 SA Objectives and has been used to appraise all reasonable 

alternatives in the same way. 

3.3 The selection and rejection of the reasonable alternatives has been undertaken by the 

Councils using available evidence from the SA findings, as well as other research 

documents that form the wider local plan evidence library.  As per Annex 1(h) of the SEA 

Directive, Table 5.8 of the 2019 R19 SA Report [p.65; CSBLP7] outlines the reasons for 

rejection of the reasonable alternatives.  Table N.2 of the 2019 R19 SA Report [p.xxvi; 

CSBLP7] outlines the reasons for selection of site allocations.   
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3.4 The Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report [CSBLP15.1] sets out the 

results of the Councils’ exceptional circumstances assessment, including for all the 

employment site allocations set out in policies SP BP9, SP BP11 - SP BP14.  And further 

commentary on the allocated employment sites is outlined in in paragraphs 70-81 of the 

Economic Development and Employment Topic Paper [EXAM 4].   

Q4. In the Council’s response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, is the approach 

taken to the allocations for new office developments consistent with national 

planning policy? What evidence is available to support a sequential approach to the 

assessment and selection of sites in accordance with Paragraph 85 of the 

Framework? 

 

4.1 The assessment of potential site allocations which were proposed to be developed solely 

for employment purposes (SP BP13 and SP BP14) was undertaken as part of the testing of 

opportunities emerging from the Green Belt assessment5, once again reflecting the overall 

context and circumstances of this Local Plan area.  For site SP BP13, Page 12 of the Green 

Belt boundary assessment in the Employment Areas of Search (October 2016) referred to 

the level of fit with the spatial strategy which was set out in the Issues and Options 

consultation [CSB LP4].   For the Denham site SP BP 13 it states … “development of this 

option for employment purposes would be in keeping with option K.v) of the emerging 

spatial strategy (locations likely to be attractive to the market and likely to be suited to 

local employment needs). For site SP BP 14 at Taplow the Employment Areas of Search 

(October 2016) referred to the level of fit with the spatial strategy which was set out in the 

Issues and Options consultation [CSBLP4] Page 19 stated that the site fitted best with 

Options G, J and K3. Option K was specifically to help meet employment needs.   

 

4.2 The Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances report [CSBLP15.1] refers to the types of 

development allocated to each site. 

 

4.3 As explained in more detail through the Economic Development and Employment Topic 

Paper [EXAM4], following the decision of both Councils to produce a new joint local plan, 

a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) was first undertaken in 

January 2016. This assessed sites within the built-up areas and previously developed sites 

within the Green Belt.  It showed that there was insufficient supply of land within the urban 

areas and on previously developed sites within the Green Belt to meet the objectively 

assessed needs figures for the area.  The Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation of 

Autumn 2016 subsequently identified 15 sites for possible release. 

 

                                                           
5 https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/8729/Green-Belt-Assessment-Part-Two-Draft-Appendix-5-Volume-3-
October-2016-/pdf/Green_Belt_Assessment_Part_Two_Draft_-_Appendix_5_-
_Volume_3_(October_2016).pdf?m=636132471403530000 
 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/8729/Green-Belt-Assessment-Part-Two-Draft-Appendix-5-Volume-3-October-2016-/pdf/Green_Belt_Assessment_Part_Two_Draft_-_Appendix_5_-_Volume_3_(October_2016).pdf?m=636132471403530000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/8729/Green-Belt-Assessment-Part-Two-Draft-Appendix-5-Volume-3-October-2016-/pdf/Green_Belt_Assessment_Part_Two_Draft_-_Appendix_5_-_Volume_3_(October_2016).pdf?m=636132471403530000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/8729/Green-Belt-Assessment-Part-Two-Draft-Appendix-5-Volume-3-October-2016-/pdf/Green_Belt_Assessment_Part_Two_Draft_-_Appendix_5_-_Volume_3_(October_2016).pdf?m=636132471403530000
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4.4 The constrained nature of the settlements in CSB means that, when considered 

sequentially in line with NPPF para 85, the scope for large-scale development within town 

centres is limited, as the defined town centre boundaries relate to relatively small areas, 

closely hemmed in by other existing uses, often residential.  Consequently, there are no 

sites of an equivalent size available in the identified town centres to meet the need for 

large scale office development and the associated car parking. The districts also do not 

have sufficient suitable and viable brownfield sites available within or on the edges of the 

existing town centres on land excluded from the green belt to meet the scale and type of 

office development required.  This limits the scope and potential to reuse brownfield sites.    

 

4.5 The HELAA [CSBLP19] and Sustainability Appraisal [CSBLP7] assessed all sites put 

forward, and reasons for the rejection of some sites are stated in tables.  [CSBLP7] also 

sets out how reasonable alternatives have been generated and considered.  Sites were 

also the subject of sustainability appraisal (SA), where potential sites were assessed against 

a range of sustainability criteria. Sites that did not perform well in the assessments were 

not taken forward in the Plan as allocations. 

 

4.6 In order to address the demand for new office development, the Council is proposing the 

release of Green Belt sites for allocation in sustainable out of centre locations on the edge 

of settlements that are well served by public transport.   

 

4.7 The Local Plan allocates employment land on five new sites, to provide 56,000 square 

metres of new floorspace the bulk of which will be for offices at Denham, Taplow, 

Beaconsfield, Ridgeway and in Iver (Policy SP EP4).  The sites at Beaconsfield, North of Iver 

Station, East of Ridgeway Business Park, Iver and North of Denham Roundabout form part 

of large strategic mixed use allocations.   It is acknowledged that offices are a town centre 

use, however the evidence base demonstrates that the needs cannot be met without the 

release of some sites from the Green Belt.  The Local Plan takes into account all of the 

evidence the Councils have prepared and identifies a sustainable development strategy 

to meet these needs and requirements. This is based upon the evidence base and 

application of a town centre first sequential approach.   

 

4.8 The five sites proposed for Green Belt release were identified under Policy SP EP4 as 

suitable, either fully or partially for office purposes.  They perform poorly-to-moderately 

against the five Green Belt purposes identified by NPPF paragraph 134.  The Green Belt 

Exceptional Circumstances report [CSBLP15.1] sets out full reasons for releasing the 

named sites from Green Belt, and is considered to justify the exceptional circumstances 

required. The Councils exhausted all possible opportunities - including the use of 

previously developed land in the Green Belt to meet the identified needs.  
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4.9 The Councils have therefore allocated out-of-centre sites in other sustainable and 

accessible locations on the edge of settlements, which are well connected to town centres 

such as Beaconsfield, Iver, Denham and Taplow.  The justification for allocating the sites 

is outlined in paragraphs 70-81 of the Economic Development and Employment Topic 

Paper [EXAM4].  The majority of the office employment sites are aligned with where the 

majority of housing growth is proposed in the Plan and are close to service centres with 

good access to the highway network and public transport.   

 

4.10 As quoted above, NPPF paragraph 84 notes that “decisions should recognise that sites to 

meet local business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to 

or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport”. 

 

Q5. Is the amount of employment land to be accommodated on each of the sites 

allocated justified and effective? How has the development potential or yield for 

each site been arrived at? What safeguards are there that the development potential 

of each allocation will be realised? 

Amount of Land 

5.1 The estimated amount of floorspace to be provided on each of the allocated site is set 

out in Table 15 of the Employment Topic Paper [EXAM4], together with a summary on 

the justification for removing the site from the Green Belt. The floorspace figures are also 

included within each site allocation policy (SP BP 9 and SP BP 11 -  SP BP 14). 

Factors in calculating development potential 

5.2 The first factor in calculating development potential was the type of employment 

floorspace which would be suitable. This is B1 a/ b (office and R&D) or 20,000 or mixed 

part B (for site SP BP9). Two of the sites were considered suitable for employment uses 

(SP BP 13 and SP BP14) whereas the others included a mix with residential as the primary 

land use. None of the sites are in town-centre locations, although two are very close to 

Crossrail stations (SP BP11 and SP BP14). 

5.3 Then, a broad estimate was made by using plot ratio for B1 offices/ light industry which 

applied to all of the sites. This was based on the gross site area of allocations considered 

suitable for offices with a ratio of 0.4 (40%). It is noted that this is slightly different from 

the plots ratios in the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment (HEDNA) [CSBLP28 Fig 93 page 129]. This is because the HEDNA took an 

average across the whole of Bucks (assuming a plot ratio of 0.5 offices or 50%), which 

would have included both high and low density developments in this wider area. It is 

appropriate to take a more precautionary approach for the Chiltern and South Bucks 

allocations since they are in a highly constrained part of Bucks and are not in town centre 

locations where a higher density of employment floorspace might be suitable. 
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5.4 In addition, there were a range of matters which were taken into account in arriving at an 

estimated yield and in considering what type of employment use and amount of 

floorspace would be suitable to accommodate on the sites. This included consideration of 

the characteristics of the locality of each site allocation, likely appeal to the office market, 

access to the strategic road network, scope for a high-profile or headquarters-style 

locations (visibility). Other matters included access to sustainable transport such as 

Crossrail stations, ease of access to local facilities for employees, whether access for HGVs 

was likely to be possible, current uses on the site, including whether there was already a 

commercial use of the site, where the use was intensive or it had a relatively low level of 

employment density. The work was also informed by consideration of the characteristics 

of comparable sites in the wider locality, including recent employment developments. 

Some of these matters are also referred to in the Councils response to question 7 but they 

are included here as they are relevant to understanding the approach to site yields. 

5.5 Furthermore, consideration was given as to whether the employment use would be 

capable of being accommodated without impacting on local amenity and whether parts 

of the site would be better suited to housing or employment. For example, site SP BP 12 

adjoins the M25 and so it is considered that this part of the site would be less sensitive 

for employment uses compared to residential. The shape of the site was a consideration 

for SP BP 14. This site has a narrow tapering end, as was the fact that a large part of that 

site was subject of flood zone 2. Whether the site was likely to be in single ownership or 

comprised a number of plots to assemble also affected estimated yields for the sites. 

5.6 The likely yield figures have been refined during the preparation of the Local Plan. At the 

time of the Green Belt Preferred Options consultation in June 2016 [CSBLP4] there were 

no estimated floorspace requirements included in the consultation document for the sites. 

The consultation document pointed to important matters which would have an influence 

on their employment yields in the next stage of the Local Plan consultation. These included 

necessary infrastructure requirements, structured landscaping, connectivity with 

surrounding areas, transport mitigations, etc. At this point site SP BP 12 had potentially 

been identified as a location for a new secondary school if needed, although this 

requirement was since removed. 

5.7 High - level estimates of potential yield, (subject to later testing against specific 

constraints) enabled the Councils to incorporate the potential impacts of the allocations 

in their local transport modelling and other infrastructure testing for the Local Plan.  

5.8 High-level figures of potential employment floorspace were also shared with site 

developers / landowners for the Local Plan site allocations. This was to test whether the 

sites were deliverable and to seek further refinement of the likely quantum of employment 

floorspace or types of uses on the sites. For example, as a result of this the employment 

yield on site SP BP 13 was amended so that the site could include a hotel and ancillary 
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uses. These are intended to complement the headquarters – style location of this office 

allocation. 

5.9 In some cases, the site contacts provided other supporting information and they have 

carried out work to support the case for the site allocations. This included transport 

assessment evidence which was shared with BCC as Highway Authority.  

5.10 Although the specifics of individual site allocations are a matter for stage 2 of the hearings, 

the input of the Highways Authority advice led to the change to the allocation at Little 

Chalfont from the Green Belt options to the pre-submission consultation version of the 

Local Plan. This site includes an extensive area of existing employment land but it is not 

considered suitable for intensification (due to the characteristics of Lodge Lane, the road 

link to that part of the site).   

5.11 The Local Plan policy text advises that the employment floorspace is an approximate 

figure. This which gives some flexibility for later stages of delivery. For example, all of the 

sites will need to progressed with a comprehensive masterplan and will require a detailed 

transport assessment [CSBLP1 Policy DM CP 1 and Appendix 1] and will need to be 

supported by other relevant evidence, such as detailed flood risk assessment (required by 

the Level 2 SFRA [CSBLP14.2a].  

5.12 The Councils consider that these allocations are justified and effective. Likely delivery of 

these allocations and their associated floorspace is confirmed in the HELAA [CSBLP19.01 

– 19.013], including commentary on information gained from site promoters. In particular, 

Appendix 8 of the HELAA shows how specific parcels of land within the site allocation 

boundaries will provide new employment floorspace, together with commentary on 

relevant constraints and matters which might affect delivery. 

Safeguards to help realise the development potential of each allocation 

5.13 The thoroughness of the supporting evidence underpinning the allocation will be an 

important pillar of support for the delivery of these site allocations. The delivery of relevant 

floorspace will be linked in with the masterplanning stage for all of the sites. The timing 

of delivery for the allocations is mostly within years 6 to 10 as shown in the Employment 

Development Summary Table in Appendix 8 page 88 of the HELAA [CSBLP19.013]. In 

addition, paragraphs 76 – 80 of the Employment Topic paper [EXAM4] highlight the 

merits of the sites in terms of location and marketability and so there is a good prospect 

that they will come forward. In granting permission for employment – related 

development on these sites the Councils will remove permitted development rights for 

conversion to housing. This will further safeguard the delivery of these employment sites.  
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5.14 In preparing the response to the Inspectors’ question it is considered appropriate to 

propose a modification to CSBLP1 as follows: 

Paragraph 6.6.10 should be extended to relate to the sites subject of Policy SP EP4 and the 

penultimate sentence should read as follows 

 

Current paragraph: 

 

6.6.10 The pressure on economic sites to be lost to other uses is high and, once lost, they 

are unlikely to revert back to their economic use. The Council will consider the 

introduction of an Article 4 Direction to remove permitted development rights to change 

economic floorspace to residential use on Key Protected Economic Sites. This would mean 

that such proposals would require planning permission. 

 

Proposed change: 

 

6.6.10 The pressure on economic sites to be lost to other uses is high and, once lost, they 

are unlikely to revert back to their economic use. The Council will consider the 

introduction of an Article 4 Direction to remove permitted development rights to change 

economic floorspace to residential use on Key Protected Economic Sites and to remove 

permitted development rights for conversions to residential use on the sites 

allocated for employment uses in Policy SP EP4. This would mean that such proposals 

would require planning permission. 

 

 

 

Q6. Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the 

preparation of the Plan? 

6.1 The viability of non-residential development has been considered through the same Local 

Plan and CIL Viability assessment [CSBLP50] that has informed the development and 

settling of the Plan policies and the allocation of sites for new homes. This is as was noted 

in response to Matter 5 Issue 1 Question 9, and the Councils’ above response. In this 

respect Appendices I [CSBLP51 – assumptions overview, including non-residential 

assumptions sheet] and 2c [CSBLP54 – commercial results] are most relevant. Accordingly, 

a suitable approach has been taken to the consideration of the viability of such 

development uses, as far as is possible at stage where the likely nature and content of the 

proposed schemes is not known and will need to be market responsive. Again, the 

Councils’ CIL charging approach has been informed by this examined viability assessment 

work. The assessment methodology was essentially the same as for the residential 

typologies modelling, using appropriate assumptions within a cash flow based residual 

valuation appraisal approach. 

6.2 Paragraph 2.2.9 of CSBLP50 notes that: ‘Two further sites are included as policies within 

the site allocations chapter of the emerging joint Local Plan - SP BP13 (North of Denham 

Roundabout) and SP BP14 (Land adjacent to Taplow Station). Both sites are entirely non-
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residential and although high level appraisals have been considered, those are not 

reported as they reiterate the results of the work undertaken to provide the Councils with 

information for their CIL Charging Schedules as set out both in earlier work and as 

discussed later in this report.’ CSBLP50 also notes these sites at its paragraphs 3.2.9 – 

3.2.10. 

6.3 Section 2.3 and Figure 6 of CSBLP50 outline the types of development considered, whilst 

other sections of the report (including 2.5 – 2.7, 2.10) also focus on the tested assumptions 

sets, with the related outcomes considered. 

6.4 As a fairly common finding experienced throughout much of Dixon Searle Partnership’s 

and other consultants’ wider work (i.e. not specific to Chiltern & South Bucks) owing to 

the nature of and uncertainties around particularly the speculative commercial property 

development market, it has not been possible or appropriate to declare unreservedly that, 

looking at it now, all employment sites will be viable. Overall, mixed outcomes have been 

found here with regard to the potential viability outcomes for a range of non-residential 

development typologies, including those representative of various types of employment 

development.   

6.5 The Viability Assessment Report CSBLP50 commentary and findings are set out within its 

section 3.7 which includes some further context and general considerations, as well as the 

following matters in regard to the acknowledged mixed findings at that point of review. 

In paragraph 3.7.27 of CSBLP50 there are some very positive RLVs are generated for our 

‘out of town / business park’ offices typology using the most positive assumptions 

combinations on values. This is subject to specific assumptions on rental levels. For 

example, these rely on the ‘M’ or ‘H’ (mid or higher) rental level tests at a 5% yield and fall 

away with a higher (less positive) yield than 5% at ‘M’ rents (moving from Appendix IIc 

Table 3a to 3b) but remain positive. Using the ‘H’ rents assumption through to a 6.5% 

yield where with £50/sq. m CIL tested it can be seen that a greenfield uplift (EUV+) based 

land value (RLV) of approximately £275,000/ha is indicated (exceeding £250,000 and 

within the ‘viability test 2’ BLVs bracket) – Table 3d).  

6.6 Although this is a limited endorsement of such a scheme’s viability prospects, paragraph 

5.7.28 suggests that with the support of appropriate rental income from top quality space, 

the viability prospects should not be ruled-out; especially on low value land – greenfield 

as per the SP BP 13 (North of Denham roundabout, which includes 16,000 sq. n office 

proposed) and SP BP 14 (Land adjacent to Taplow station, where 4,000 sq. m office space 

is proposed)). It is noted that the outcomes are highly sensitive to the assumptions 

combinations and paragraph 3.7.29 of CSBLP50 suggests that once a scheme tips into 

viability and comes forward on that basis, then the Councils’ proposed (and now adopted) 

nominal CIL charge at £35/sq. m for a wide range of development uses is very unlikely to 

tip such a scheme back into non-viability. 

6.7 CSBLP50 continues the commentary on these aspects. Overall, it is considered that the 

Councils’ approach goes as far as it is able to in acknowledging the role of development 

viability, and factoring this into an approach to both their local plan strategy and policies, 
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and their setting of the CIL charging rates (again, now endorsed through examination). An 

approach needs to be taken to making provision for suitable development, in readiness 

for working with the market. The Local Plan policy set does not add unduly to the 

development costs or therefore the potential pressure on viability scenarios that are likely 

to be seen based on appropriate available evidence at this stage. Moving ahead, the 

Councils expect to monitor and review their strategies on securing suitable employment 

and other development.  

6.8 General HELAA viability commentary is provided under Matter 5 Issue 1 Question 9. 

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 

employment? In particular, how has the Council considered and assessed the impact 

of development on transport infrastructure and air quality? Where is this set out? 

7.1 This question links to the testing of development potential on the employment site 

allocations (Matter 5 Issue 2 question 5). Fundamental constraints were tested as part of 

the overall Local Plan spatial strategy and Sustainability Appraisal. They were also assessed 

in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), for example as set 

out in stage 1 of the HELAA methodology [CSBLP19.01]. Therefore, as a result of this 

higher – level assessment process, none of the employment site allocations include land 

within Flood Zone 3, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, the Burnham Beeches Special Area 

of Conservation, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Ancient Woodlands, Historic Parkland 

or designated local open spaces. None of the employment site allocations are in the 

Chilterns AONB.  

7.2 However, each site allocation needed to be tested to ascertain whether other important 

constraints would be affected. If this was the case it was important to consider how 

impacts could be mitigated. In the first place this was a map – based GIS assessment and 

included checking whether a number of physical and environmental constraints would be 

affected. In some cases, a constraint may not be a show-stopper, preventing development 

from coming forward. Detailed design and layout can mitigate impacts, for example site 

SP BP 14 is the subject of a woodland TPO and so individual trees would need to be 

protected as part of a site landscaping scheme. The sites were all included within the 

landscape assessment advice for Green Belt sites [CSBLP39.6]. 

7.3 Other constraints which have been taken into account as part of this process are listed 

below. If relevant to a particular allocation the matters raised have also been incorporated 

as site – specific criteria within each site allocation policy. They would also be subject of 

other policies in the Local Plan, such as for the Colne Valley Regional Park, Biodiversity and 

Archaeological Heritage. In addition to this the HELAA [CSBLP19.01] assessed against 

these constraints at Stage 2.  Any constraints that applied are listed in the summary for 

each site in HELAA Appendix 2 [CSBLP19.03]. 

 Fluvial flood zones – see Councils’ response to Matter 1 Issue 6 question 1 -3  

 Local nature reserves 
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 Local wildlife sites – site SP BP11 to provide supporting evidence – wildlife impact 

assessment to support net biodiversity gain 

 Historic landscapes and conservation areas and their setting – these were 

included as a consideration within the Councils’ Landscape Capacity Study for 

Green Belt Development Options [CSBLP39.6] 

 Topography – this was important in terms of whether the sites could be accessed 

by HGVs. However, they are all on reasonably flat land without significant 

gradients 

 Listed buildings – none of the employment site allocations include listed 

buildings 

 Archaeological findings – this may need site specific mitigations although none 

of the site are known to contain scheduled remains 

 Tree Preservation Orders – these would not necessarily represent a fundamental 

constraint, e.g. if a scheme could be designed to accommodate protected trees 

(woodland TPO on the SP BP14 site) 

 Public Rights of Way – site allocations can represent an opportunity to secure 

improvements to nearby paths and bridleways. Opportunities are referred to in 

the relevant policies and in the Transport Topic Paper [CSBLP44] 

 Potentially Contaminated Land – this is not necessarily a fundamental constraint 

as the redevelopment of a site could present an opportunity for remediation of 

land. This is relevant to site SP BP11.  

 Noise and pollution constraints e.g. proximity to motorways, whereby the mix and 

layout of development on a site could help protect new employees / visitors from 

noise and pollution.  

7.4 A number of the above matters will also be important for the masterplanning stage for 

these site allocations. 

7.5 Specifically, with regards to transport infrastructure, the Local Plan is supported by 

modelling of the impacts on the local and strategic (motorway) network in terms of what 

the estimated levels of congestion would be and how this could be mitigated. This is 

explained in the Bucks County Council Transport Topic paper [CSBLP44] in more detail 

but it is highlighted here that the Local Plan employment site allocations were included 

as part of the testing of overall growth scenarios in the transport modelling. The local 

modelling shows predicted impacts at the end of the Local Plan period (2036) in particular 

for specific settlements in the plan area. The results of the modelling show the predicted 

level of congestion related to the Local Plan growth scenario firstly without any mitigation.  

7.6 Mitigations to address these impacts were prepared and tested with the advice of 

Transport for Bucks and Buckinghamshire County Council as Highway Authority. 

Mitigations perform positively to address predicted congestion in most settlements 

whereby the overall level of congestion at the settlement level is reduced compared to 

the without-mitigation scenario. In other settlements the congestion levels are relatively 

unchanged by the mitigations. The commentary in the report also refers to the impacts of 
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the mitigations on specific roads and junctions. All of this is shown in Table 6A of 

CSBLP46.    

7.7 The local highway mitigations needed are listed in Appendix 2 of the Transport Topic 

Paper [CSBLP44], the Infrastructure Delivery Plan [CSBLP34.1 and 35.1] and relevant 

Local Plan policy for the site allocations. This includes costed junction improvements and 

works within the local highway network, bus service improvements, new bus stop 

infrastructure and public rights of way improvements. At the more detailed stage the sites 

will also need to be supported by Transport Assessments to show how impacts will be 

mitigated, as set out in the Local Plan Policy DM CP 1.  

7.8 Air quality impacts of the development proposed on the site allocations will be assessed 

as part of the Transport Assessment prepared for each site at the planning application 

stage. A requirement for this is set out in the Local Plan Policy DM NP 10 whereby an Air 

Quality Assessment will be required as part of a planning application. For example, 

planning applications related to the site allocations in Iver will need to be accompanied 

by Air Quality Assessments to show that the Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) in 

Iver Parish and relating to the M4, M40 and M25 motorways to show how potential 

impacts will be mitigated.  

7.9 In addition, the measures to encourage use of sustainable modes of transport within the 

site allocation policies and referred to in the IDP [CSBLP 34.1 and 35.1] will help to 

mitigate air quality impacts, as well as the requirements for electric vehicle charging points 

in Policy DM NP10 and green infrastructure and strategic landscaping as set out in the 

site allocation policies.  

 


