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Independent Examination of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
 

 
Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions, Stage 1 

Hearing Statement1 on behalf of Visao Limited 
Matter 5 

 

 

Issue 1: Residential Site Allocations Methodology 

 

Question 1 

 

1. Given the constrained nature of the Plan area, the assessment and selection of allocated 

residential sites is closely tied with the question of Green Belt release.  Visao Limited has 

explained in detail in its Response to Matter 4 how the Councils’ approach to release of 

land from the Green Belt is flawed.  These points apply to the Councils’ approach to 

assessment and selection of allocated residential sites.   

 

Question 2 

 

2. The approach in the Plan to scale and spatial distribution of allocations is unsupported by 

the evidence.  Visao Limited explained in detail in its response to Matter 3 the incoherence 

of the Plan’s approach to scale and spatial distribution, and it relies on those points in 

relation to Matter 5.  In short: 

(a) There is no explanation as to the spatial distribution of allocations within the Plan area, 

as opposed to how development should be provided within the Plan area; 

(b) The assessment of Green Belt release failed to have sufficient regard to the 

consideration of sustainability; 

(c) Consideration of the properties of settlements in the Settlement Capacity Study Update 

(January 2020) was undertaken independent of the consideration of Green Belt 

allocations, and attempted to downgrade the significance of transport to the concept 

of sustainability; 

(d) The approach to Gerrards Cross, in allocating no sites for development, cannot be 

justified.   

                                                           
1 This Hearing Statement is made further to Visao Limited’s comments to the Regulation 19 stage, 

which are not repeated herein.   
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Question 3 

 

3. The Council has failed to follow a transparent process in terms of site selection and the 

testing of reasonable alternatives.  Visao Limited relies upon its response to Matter 1.  

Despite the requirements of Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004, Regulation 12(2)(b) and Schedule 2, the Councils have failed to explain 

within the Sustainability Appraisal how they selected the reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed allocations.  Visao Limited contends that the site at Woodhill Farm is more 

sustainable than sites allocated for residential development in the Plan, yet the Woodhill 

Farm site is not even considered as a reasonable alternative.   

 

Questions 4-5 

 

4. The Housing and Economic and Availability Assessment Update (January 2020) states at para. iii: 

“In previous HELAA reports all Green Belt sites in both Chiltern and South Bucks (not 
previously developed land) were excluded at Stage 1, however sites identified as being 
suitable for release from the Green Belt in the May 2019 Green Belt Exceptional 
Circumstance Report were re-assessed in this updated HELAA report…” 

 

5. The decision to exclude Green Belt sites from the HELAA process is therefore only as 

robust as the separate Green Belt assessment process in the evidence base for the Plan.  

As explained in relation to Matter 4, the assessment of Green Belt sites has not been robust, 

and has been specifically flawed in relation to the Woodhill Farm sites.  Furthermore, the 

approach to reasonable alternatives is flawed (see Visao Limited’s response to Matter 1).   

 

Question 6 

 

6. No comments at this stage. 

 

Question 7 

 

7. Visao Limited reserves its right to make comments in relation to the proposed allocation 

of specific sites at Stage 2 of this Examination.  At this stage, it refers to the comments of 

its consultants Vectos in relation to the sustainability of the various allocations at Appendix 

9 to its Regulation 19 Consultation Response.   
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8. Given that at least two of the sites have issues regarding flooding, it is not clear that the 

Council has adequately considered issues of drainage: 

(i) BP2 Chesham (surface water flood risk areas); 

(ii) BP6 Little Chalfont (groundwater flood risk areas). 

 

9. The Council has placed too much emphasis on its assessment of how sites contribute to 

the purposes of land being included within the Green Belt, and too little emphasis on the 

sustainability of sites in conventional planning terms.  The sustainability of a site in 

planning terms is relevant to whether it should be allocated, even if it is in the Green Belt, 

and indeed sustainability is relevant to the question of whether exceptional circumstances 

exist to justify the release of land from the Green Belt.  There are more likely to be 

exceptional circumstances justifying the release of a site from the Green Belt where it is 

highly sustainable than where it is not.   

 

Question 8-10  

 

10. No comments at this stage.   

 

Issue 2: Employment Site Allocations Methodology 

 

11. No comments at this stage.   

 

ALISTAIR MILLS 

Landmark Chambers 

Tuesday, 25 February 2020 

 


