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Overview 

1. This statement has been prepared by Nexus Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

2. Inland Homes has various land holdings within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts (“the Plan area”), 

including land South East of Whielden Street, Old Amersham (allocation ref, BP5), as well as the 

omission following sites: 

 

• Burial Ground, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0120); 

• Homewood Terrace (HELAA site ref. CD0122); 

• Land north of London Road, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0123); 

• Land north of School Lane, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0124); 

• Land north of High Street, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0133); 

• Land at Gore Hill, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0127); 

• Brays Wood, Hyde Heath (HELAA site ref. CD0126); 

• Penn Road, Hazlemere (HELAA site ref. CD0170); 

• Stony Lane, Little Chalfont (HELAA site ref. CD0535); 

• Land at 148 Swallow Street, Iver (HELAA site ref. SB0003); 

• Land west of Fulmer Road, Gerrards Cross (HELAA site ref. SB0323); and 

• Springfield Road (HELAA site ref. CD0145). 

  

3. We provide a summary of the key matters that are of direct relevance to each of the relevant 

Questions of this Matter below, but continue to rely upon our Regulation 19 representations for a 

detailed analysis of the soundness of the Plan. 

 

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? 

1. As outlined at paragraph 11.1 of the Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions 

(document ref. EXAM2), the assessment of sites is undertaken at Section 5.6 of the Regulation 19 

Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) (document ref. CSBLP7). 

 

2. Only 30 sites were assessed as potential allocations however, with the suitability of a number of 

sites not considered through the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (“HELAA” - 

document ref. CSBLP19) process purely on the basis of their location in the Green Belt. The 

appropriateness of this is considered in response to Q4 under this Issue. 

 

3. Many of the sites that were not assessed through the HELAA process are located at the most 

sustainable settlements in the Plan area. For example, a number of the Sites listed at the beginning 
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of this Examination Statement are situated at Amersham, which the Councils themselves recognise 

at paragraph 9.7 of EXAM2 to be one of the two settlements best served by public transport in the 

Plan area. Our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP PP1 demonstrate that strong durable 

Green Belt boundaries either exist, or can be formed around these sites. 

 

4. The Councils’ approach in this regard is contrary to paragraph 138 of the Framework, which states 

the following with respect to revising Green Belt boundaries: 

 

“When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development should be taken into account […] Where it has been concluded that it 
is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should first give consideration 
to land which has been previously-developed and/or is well-served by public transport.  
 

(Emphasis added)  
 

5. As outlined in detail in our Matter 1 Examination Statement, the Councils only assessed the 

reasonable alternative of meeting its housing and employment development needs in full within 

the Plan area as part of a SA Update (document ref. CSBLP9), carried out following the Regulation 

19 consultation. Further, it is clear that this has only been undertaken as a cursory exercise in 

response to comments raised during the Regulation 19 consultation and not on a comparable 

basis to SA Options A to D, as the Councils provide an ‘uncertain’ score against 6 of the 12 SA 

objectives the reasonable alternative is assessed against. 

 

6. Failing to assess a number of sites solely on the basis of their location within the Green Belt 

demonstrates that it is not possible to robustly conclude that meeting the Plan area’s needs in full 

within the Plan area would risk causing “significant and irrevocable harm to both the Green Belt 

and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty”, as claimed by the Councils at paragraph 11.2 of EXAM2. 

 

7. In light of the above, it is clear that the site selection process has not been undertaken in a robust, 

consistent and objective matter. 

 

Q2 - How was the scale and spatial distribution of allocations determined? For example, why do some 

settlements have more allocations, but others do not? How were the allocations informed by the 

spatial strategy of the Plan? 

1. Given the absence of a settlement hierarchy (as confirmed by the Councils at paragraph 7.3 of 

EXAM2), it is unclear how the scale and distribution of allocations have been determined. In light 

of the process of selecting sites to be assessed by the SA (as alluded to in response to the above 

question), it appears as though the scale and spatial distribution of allocations has been driven 

solely by the Plan area’s Green Belt and AONB constraints. 
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2. This is clearly illustrated by the failure to allocate any housing at Gerrards Cross, identified within 

the Regulation 19 SA (CSBLP7) to be one of Plan area’s principal settlements. 

 

3. The result is a Plan which appears to comprise a collections of ad-hoc strategic allocations, rather 

than a coherent growth strategy to deliver the Plan’s objectives.  

 

 

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? 

1. No. 

 

2. Please see our response to Q1 under this issue and our responses to Matter 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)? Is this approach consistent with 

guidance in the PPG? 

1. The Executive Summary of the HELAA Update (January 2020 - document ref. CSBLP19.01) states 

that: 

 

“In the previous HELAA reports, all Green Belt sites in both Chiltern and South Bucks (not 
previously developed land) were excluded at Stage 12, however sites identified as being 
suitable for release from the Green Belt in the May 2019 Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances 
Report were re-assessed in this updated HELAA report […]”  

 

2. The HELAA Update post-dates the submission of the Plan for examination, and it is therefore clear 

that no Green Belt sites were assessed by the HELAA during the preparation of the Plan. 

 

3. National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states the following at paragraph ref. ID 3-010-

20190722: 

 

“Identified sites which have particular constraints (such as Green Belt), need to be included in 
the assessment for the sake of comprehensiveness […] An important part of the desktop 
review, however, is to identify sites and their constraints, rather than simply to rule out sites 
outright which are known to have constraints.” 
 

(Emphasis added) 



 
 
 
 
Matter 5 Examination Statement continued 
 
 
 
 

  5 
 

 

4. Given the above, it is clear that the Councils’ approach to the HELAA is inconsistent with the 

requirements of the PPG.  

 

5. The consequence of this approach is that the Plan allocations are being substantially, if not 

entirely, led by Green Belt analysis. Clearly this is a critical component in the site allocation 

process, but certainly not the only consideration in the context of securing sustainable 

development.  

 

6. For example, the HELAA process may have identified that a site performed exceptionally well but 

that it was constrained by Green Belt however this could have prompted the Green Belt process to 

interrogate alternative site boundaries further to address any concerns in an effort to maximise the 

number of suitable site. Alternatively, the Councils could legitimately decide just to allocate a site 

despite the conclusions of the Green Belt Assessment, because it scored so well against other 

criteria and SA objectives. 

 

7. As such, the Plan is not justified. 

 

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 were assessed on a consistent and transparent basis? 

1. Please see our response to Q4 under this Issue. 

 

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?  

1. The HELAA (CSBLP19) identifies a list of small site commitments but in the context of dwelling 

quantum rather than site size. Other tables forming the HELAA identify ‘net developable area’ for 

the site but again not total site area.  

 

2. As such, the Plan does not provide any clear evidence to demonstrate that the requirements of 

paragraph 68a of the Framework are being complied with, and thus it is neither consistent with 

national policy nor justified.  

 

3. In addition, we note that paragraph 1.3 of the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation (October 

2016 - document ref. CSBLP15.4b) states that: 

“This consultation is limited to the Councils preferred development options in the Green Belt 
(1 hectare or more in size), the evidence base documents that support them and views on 
whether alternative or additional options should be considered.” (Emphasis added) 
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4. Subsequently, paragraph 2.6 of the Green Belt Development Options Appraisal - Post Preferred 

Green Belt Options Consultation (November 2017 - document ref. CSBLP15.4a) states: 

“It is important to note that this document only considers potential strategic Green Belt 
changes (sites of 1 ha or more in size with significant development potential). There will be 
other Green Belt changes recommended to be included in the Draft Local Plan as the Councils’ 
will also be considering existing/committed major development in the Green Belt, settlements 
washed over in the Green Belt, land that makes little contribution to Green Belt purposes and 
any necessary Inner Green Belt boundary changes. These are not considered in this document” 

5. However, sites of less than 1ha in size are not considered in the Inner Green Belt Review 

(document refs CSBLP15.6a and CSBLP15.6b), which appears to have missed a clear opportunity to 

ensure compliance with paragraph 68 of the Framework. 

 

Q7 - How have the constraints of each site been taken into account and any mitigation been 

considered as part of the process for 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? 

1. The Councils have reviewed the constraints of each site through the SA and HELAA processes prior 

to identifying whether they are suitable for a housing allocation. This was informed by an 

extensive range of documents forming the evidence base to the Plan. 

 

2. The Regulation 19 SA (CSBLP7) assesses the proposed allocations against the following objectives: 

 

• cultural heritage; 

• landscape; 

• biodiversity & geodiversity; 

• climate change mitigation; 

• climate change adaptation; 

• natural resources; 

• pollution; 

• waste; 

• transport & accessibility; 

• housing; 

• health; and 

• economy. 

 

3. An assessment against these objectives incorporated findings of other technical reports. 

 

4. With respect to Land South East of Whielden Street, Old Amersham (allocation ref. SP BP5) it is 

concluded that the site’s constraints can be appropriately mitigated. Consequently, the proposed 
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development of 50 dwellings on this site scores well against the SA Objectives (Table 5.9 of 

CSBLP7). 

 

5. Further detail on the suitability of SP BP5 is provided within our Regulation 19 representations to 

Policy SP BP5 and will be outlined within our Stage 2 Examination Statements. 

 

 

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

based on available evidence? 

1. Paragraph 45 of the HELAA Update (CSBLP9) identifies that the site capacity was first considered 

against a standard density of 100 dwellings per hectare (“dph”) for town centre sites, 50dph for 

other urban sites and 30dph for greenfield sites. Professional judgement was then used to identify 

whether this was appropriate on a site-by-site basis based on site constraints. 

 

2. As outlined in our Regulation 19 representations, the allocation of 50 dwellings at Land South East 

of Whielden Street (allocation ref. SP BP5) is appropriate having regard the site’s constraints and is 

the product of detailed discussions between the landowner and the Councils. 

 

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

1. The Plan is supported by a viability assessment (documents ref. CSBLP50 - CSBLP57). 

 

2. We cannot comment on the viability of site allocations in general, however for Land South East of 

Whielden Street, Old Amersham (allocation ref. SP BP5), Inland Homes consider the development 

of 50 dwellings on this site to be viable for the reasons set out in our Regulation 19 

representations to Policy SP BP5. This will be discussed further in our Stage 2 Examination 

Statements. 
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