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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This response to Matter 5 of the Inspectors’ MIQs in respect of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
(CSB) Local Plan 2036 Examination has been prepared by the Strategic Planning Research 
Unit (‘SPRU’) of DLP Planning Ltd. SPRU have been instructed to appear at the Examination 
on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society. 

1.2 SPRU have made submissions on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society to the Regulation 19 
consultation (June – August 2019) on the emerging Local Plan, objecting to the Submission 
Version of the CSB Local Plan on several grounds, including its failure of the four tests of 
soundness in the NPPF, paragraph 35. This statement should be read in conjunction with 
those submissions. 

1.3 The cumulative effect of the issues raised in our previous representations and our submitted 
hearing statements for Matters 1 to 5, are such that the Draft Local Plan should not be 
allowed to continue through the examination process in its current form. 
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2.0 MATTER 5 – RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATION 

a) 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? 

2.1 In the Councils’ response to the Inspectors’ initial questions, it is stated that in section 5.6 of 
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) there is sufficient justification for site selection, or rejection 
of alternatives. This is set out in Table 5.8 of the June 2019 SA. 

2.2 At paragraph 5.6.1 of the SA it is stated that comparing the performance of each reasonable 
alternative against one another is not possible, because each site has its own intrinsic quality. 
This is a significant issue, as we have previously set out in our Regulation 19 representations 
(‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal and Reasonable Alternatives to the Spatial Strategy’), if 
sites are not assessed on an equal basis, how can it be possible for the selection process to 
be based on a robust, consistent and objective approach? 

2.3 We consider that the issue of site selection has arisen because proposed allocations have 
effectively been identified prior to any robust, consistent and objective approach. Taking the 
proposed allocation East of Beaconsfield (SP BP9) as an example, the selection of this site 
pre-dates decisions in relation to the overall development strategy and the assessment has 
not been updated to take into account any updates to the Councils’ evidence base. This is 
covered in detail in our Regulation 19 submissions and will be covered in significantly more 
detail should the examination of the Plan reach stage 2. We consider that the SA or site 
selection process has failed to take into consideration: 

a. Burnham Beeches SAC and mitigation measures 

b. Green Belt  

c. Consequential harm 

2.4 Further to this we consider that the Councils’ failure to consider spatial strategy options which 
do not include SP BP9 has contributed to the failure to properly identify and assess the 
effects. 

2.5 From the Councils’ reasons for site selection back in January 2016 to the Plan submission 
in 2019, have not been revisited or subject to iterative testing having regard to the Plan’s 
evidence base. As set out above land at SP BP9 has been identified for allocation since the 
2016 Issues and Options report, has remained in all the assessments and has been part of 
all reasonable alternatives spatial distribution alternatives considered by the Council through 
the SA.  

2.6 Adequate justification was not provided in the first instance in January 2016 and the reasons 
for selection have not been retested or revisited since. This has allowed for only a single view 
of the potential impacts, which was formed on the evidence available prior to January 2016. 

2.7 Considering whether a robust, consistent and objective approach has been carried out is 
difficult to ascertain. The Councils, in their response to the Inspectors’ initial questions on 
site selection methodology, point to no document that clearly sets out exactly what process 
been undertaken. Whilst this does not necessarily mean one does not exist, it calls in to 
doubt whether there has been one or if it has been followed. In our investigations into this 
matter in our Regulation 19 representations, we identified several key points, which we 
consider demonstrate that the Councils have not taken a robust, consistent and objective 
approach. In summary these are: 
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a. Predication that SP BP9 will be allocated as it is within all reasonable alternative 
spatial strategies  

b. Largely ignored the findings of the Green Belt Stage 1 study 

c. Failure to revisit the MoU with AVDC post introduction of the Standard Methodology 
for LHN 

d. The Councils consideration that 38 reasonable alternatives were assessed. However, 
this was done at Issues and Options stage based on very limited information and 
which did not consider options for spatial distribution, and were not subject to further 
testing in later SA 

e. In the 2017 SA, part of the consideration to site selection was to “focusing new 
development in or close to settlements within the Plan area proportionate to the size 
and function of those settlements informed by the settlements hierarchy” the Plan 
itself has no settlement hierarchy, so how was this considered in the SA nor has it 
been possible to locate an evidence base documents which comes to a view of size, 
function and role of settlements in the Plan area (i.e. evidence which would justify a 
settlement hierarchy). 

f. The 2017 SA again only considers the 15 preferred options in isolation and does not 
assess spatial strategy options, nor does the 2019 SA consider distinct spatial 
strategy options, in particular one without SP BP9. 

g. The Councils have consistently assessed the site with a capacity of 1,600 dwellings 
since the 2016 SA, despite the evidence base for the Local Plan no longer reflecting 
that capacity. This change should have been reflected in the different iterations of the 
SA. The Councils’ landscape assessment uses a capacity of c.1,300 and no 
consideration has ever been made to the scale of SANG required on site 

h. There has been no consideration in the SA if the proposed allocation can even 
support SANG, if this is not possible, no consideration has been given to an 
alternative location or how that strategy to SANG provision could be implemented.  

2.8 These issues of site selection and spatial strategy are interlinked and also cross into the 
consideration of whether exceptional circumstances exist for Green Belt release. This is 
covered in more detail in our response to Matter 4.  

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? 

2.9 Our response to this question is supported by our answers to Matters 1 and 3. In summary, 
we do not consider the Council has considered any reasonable alternative spatial strategies 
nor has the selected strategy been justified, therefore the scale and spatial distribution of 
allocations has not been informed by a spatial distribution strategy.  

2.10 Specifically, for proposed allocation SP BP9 this site has been included in each of the 
Councils’ ‘alternative strategies’, there is no justification for this approach.  

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? 

2.11 Our response to this question is set out in detail in Matter 1. We do not consider that the SA 
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gives adequate nor comprehensive reasons for selection or justification. We do not consider 
that this issue can remedied by simply updating parts of the SA. These issues have been 
inherent in the SA since the first version of the Plan was published in 2016, as set out in our 
response to question 1.  

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? 

2.12 No response.  

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? 

2.13 No response. 

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? 

2.14 No response. 

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? 

2.15 No response. 

Q8. How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the assumptions 
justified and based on available evidence? 

2.16 There are inconsistencies in the stated areas and dwelling capacities for the site allocations 
in the various Local Plan and evidence base documents, including for Site SP BP9. The 
capacity of this site is variously stated as 1,600 dwellings in the Local Plan policy wording, 
as 1,565 dwellings in the HELAA (January 2020 update) and 1,312 dwellings in the 
‘Landscape Capacity Assessment for Green Belt Development Options in the emerging 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan’ (Terra Firma, November 2017).  

2.17 Furthermore unclear how the capacity of Site SP BP9 to accommodate Suitable Alternative 
Natural Greenspace (SANG) provision has been assessed, particularly in light of the 
constraints identified by the Landscape Capacity Assessment. Based on the maximum 
capacity figure of 1,600 dwellings quoted in Policy SP BP9 and an occupancy rate of 2.4 
residents/dwelling we have calculated that the resulting population of c.3,840 people would 
require around 30.7ha of SANG to be provided. This is accordance with the Natural England 
standard multiplier of 8ha/1000 people (0.008ha per resident) and does not include any 
allowance for additional impacts associated with proposed employment uses. Based on this 
assumption, at least 27% of the 111.9 ha allocation that is proposed to be removed from the 
Green Belt would need to be used for SANG provision, and this brings the capacity figure of 
1,600 dwellings into question. It is notable that no such calculations have been produced by 
CSB. 

Q9. Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the preparation 
of the Plan? 

2.18 No clear assessment of the viability of the proposed site allocations has been published with 
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the Plan.  

2.19 In respect of Site SP BP9 for example, there is no evidence that the impact of the proposed 
SANG provision upon the capacity, viability and deliverability of the site has been properly 
assessed as part of the SA process, nor has it been part of the plan-making process. This is 
particularly significant as one of the proposed strategies for mitigating the impacts upon the 
Burnham Beeches SAC is a financial contribution in which “The developer of each new home 
within 500 metres and 5.6 kilometres of the SAC is required to pay the Council through a 
Section 106 agreement (in addition any other Community Infrastructure Levy) a financial 
contribution to support the implementation of measures identified in the emerging SAMMS 
(Strategic Access Management and Mitigation Strategy)”, as agreed in the signed Statement 
of Common Ground between Natural England, City of London and Chiltern and South Bucks 
District Councils (17th January 2020). It is not clear that the implications of this financial 
contribution upon the viability of the proposed allocation sites has been properly assessed. 

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

2.20 No response. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


