
Matter 5 – _Residential and Employment Site Allocations (Policies SP LP1 
and SP BP2 - SP BP14)  
 
My written representation at the forthcoming Hearing are solely as a resident living 
in Denham, South Bucks District Council. By profession, I am a dual qualified 
chartered surveyor (planning and development) and chartered town planner. 
 
Noting from the Stage 1 Hearing Programme advice note that discussions on 
individual allocations will take place during Stage 2 of the examination, I wish to 
reserve my specific comments for proposed employment and mixed use allocated 
sites at Stage 2 of the Hearing process that have been identified in the draft Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan (hereafter referred to at the draft Local Plan). 
 
My written representation for Matter 5, Issue 2 primarily concerns the soundness of 
the draft Local Plan’s approach that has been taken to identify all of the employment 
site allocations, however the following written comments I make hereon in refer to 
all of the proposed sites allocations in the draft Local Plan. 
 
With reference to the requirements set out for plan making in the National Planning 
Framework updated in 2018 for examining plans (paras 15-37) and more recently 
the Planning Policy Guidance on Viability and plan-making updated in September 
2019, my written representation for Matter 5, primarily concerns the soundness of 
the draft local plan’s approach that has been taken to identify all of the residential 
and employment site allocations. 
 
My overriding objection to the proposed site allocations is that I believe there are 
significant gaps in the evidence base provided by the Council in the viability in plan-
making process as set out in the PPG on Viability in Plan- Making. I see no robust 
evidence of the necessary infrastructure and affordable housing need to support the 
proposed developments, nor a proportionate assessment of viability that takes into 
account all relevant policies, and local and national standards, including the cost 
implications of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and section 106. 

The PPG on Viability and Plan-making makes its clear the Council’s role for viability 
assessment is now primarily at the plan making stage. While I accept the 
assessment of viability of plans does not require individual testing of every site or 
assurance that individual sites are viable, it is worth recognising the vital importance 
of undertaking an adequate range of testing/proxies in the viability assessment to 
ensure that the draft policies are realistic, and that the total cumulative cost of all 
relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the draft Local Plan as set out in 
para 2 of the Guidance Note. The Council should be undertaking a sufficient range of  
site typologies to determine viability at the plan making stage which I don’t believe 
has been adequately undertaken. Given the sensitivities of the proposed site 
allocations, the Council should have been more thorough in their viability 
assessment approach and commissioned more detailed assessments for particular 
areas identified such as those proposed in and around the Denham area and other 
key sensitive sites on which the delivery of the plan is reliant upon. This is further 
amplified in the PP-Guidance for strategic sites where the expectation is that the 
Council should be considering what, if any, are the specific circumstances of 
strategic sites and how the Council can undertake site specific viability assessment 
for sites that are critical to delivering the strategic priorities of the draft Local Plan. 

It is the responsibility of the Council, as plan-makers in collaboration with the local 
community, developers and other stakeholders, to create realistic, deliverable 



policies yet there is little evidence of meaningful engagement directly with the local 
community beyond the very basic of requirements.  

The draft plan should be a realistic and deliverable plan that contains policies which 
facilitate the scale and types of development sought over the plan period and thus 
reduces the need for site specific viability at the application stage. Reviewing the 
evidence submitted to date, I question the quality of the viability evidence provided 
and question whether the proposed site allocations will actually produce realistic and 
deliverable plans. As the PPG on Viability and plan-making makes it clear: both Plan-
makers and the Inspector must place ‘weight’ on this requirement. 
 
Given the important changes to the NPPF in plan making in July 2018 and the May 
2019 PPG on Viability and Plan making, I believe the Council has failed in its duty to 
provide the necessary detailed viability evidence base to justify their proposed site 
allocations in their draft Local Plan. By not meeting this fundamental obligation, 
which has significant weight when examining a draft local plan, it must be adjudged 
to have failed the tests of soundness as set out in the NPPF (paragraph 35).  
 
For this reason, I believe the draft local plan is currently unsound on viability 
grounds and further work must be commissioned and evaluated to justify the 
proposed site allocations.  
 
I wish to reserve my right to appear at the Hearing and provide oral evidence for 
Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the examination process. 
 
 
Faraz Baber MRTPI FRICS 
Resident, Denham – South Bucks District. 


