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Additional statement responding to the Inspectors Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1 January 

2020.  These representations do not repeat matters set out in previous representations on behalf of 

Geltex Properties Limited (Geltex) but the previous representations are cross-referenced as 

appropriate.  These representations do not seek to respond to every question raised in the 

Inspectors Schedule.  The matters set out below (in the order of the Inspectors’ questions) focus on 

particular issues which Geltex consider to be important in relation to assessing the soundness of the 

Plan. 

Geltex is the freehold owner of part of the land north east of Chesham identified under Policy SP BP2 

Chesham and proposed for a residential-led development.  The remainder of the land subject to the 

Policy is under the control of Countryside Properties (UK) Limited (Countryside) who have secured 

an option agreement with the landowner W J & M Mash Ltd.  This Hearing Statement (along with 

others submitted at Stage 1) has been produced in consultation with Countryside as part of a 

commitment to deliver the allocation in a comprehensive manner. 

 

Issue 1 - Residential Site Allocations Methodology 

Q 1 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. The approach to site assessment and selection is clearly set out in section 5.5 of the SA Site 

Assessments and section 5.6 The Preferred Approach (CSBLP7).  This process follows established 

best practice (RTPI Guidance 2018) and assesses sites before and after mitigation contained 

within emerging Local Plan policies.  This is regarded as a robust and justified approach. 

2. Each Green Belt site is tested in detail against the same set of 12 pre and post-mitigation 

criteria and scored accordingly.  The SA Appendices (CSBLP8) contain the detailed site by site 

appraisals.  This is both a consistent and particularly robust approach given the nature and scope 

of each of the 12 criteria tests.  The release of individual Green Belt sites is also considered in the 

Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (CSBLP15.1).  The sites are tested against: Green 

Belt purposes; the maintenance of defensible boundaries; how any impacts on the purpose of the 



Green Belts can be reduced and a balancing test of advantages and disadvantages  The sites have 

been selected based on a robust, consistent and objective approach. 

Q 3 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. Section 5 of the SA sets out the approach to site selection and the testing of reasonable 

alternatives and is based on a sound process.  Table 5.1 lists the 12 spatial strategy options tested 

and Table 5.2 the 4 reasonable alternatives.  The reasons for site selection (or not) are also clear,  

transparent, comprehensive and consistent and are summarised in Table 5.8.  For example, in the 

case of SP BP2 Chesham it says: 

 "The site can make a very significant contribution to meeting the development needs of the 

 Districts in a highly sustainable location. The impacts on the Green Belt can be mitigated and 

 a firm and defensible boundary either exists or can be provided. The benefits of the release 

 of the site and its subsequent development clearly outweigh the negatives" 

Q 7 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? 

4. The Councils first produced a draft IDP (CSBLP34) in May 2019 which accompanied the 

Reg 19 consultation on the Plan.  This document has subsequently been superseded in January 

2020 by the IDP Main Report and Appendices (CSBLP34.1 and CSBLP35.1). 

5. The updated IDP sets out the new infrastructure which is needed to support the site 

allocations and policies included in the Local Plan and contains some updates and clarifications to 

the original IDP. 

6. The IDP is a comprehensive document and considers the requirements for: Health and 

Wellbeing; Water, Utilities and Flood Alleviation; Community Cohesion and Education; Movement 

and Access; Funding Delivery and Viability; all within the context of infrastructure delivery 

mechanisms.  

7. In turn, this assessment of the requirements associated with the delivery of each site 

allocation has been incorporated into individual policy requirements for each site.   These policy 

requirements also formed part of the appraisal process in the SA (see paras. 1 and 2 above) and 

originate from a consideration of the constraints of each site at an early stage in the process .  

Identifying the constraints of each site has been an integral part of the process of site allocation 

Sites.  In the case of SP BP2 for example, the delivery of the allocation is expected to:  

 provide sustainable transport options including bus provision; 

 any necessary transport mitigation; 



 increase cycling accessibility; 

 contribute to healthcare provision; 

 include a community hub and a one form entry primary school; 

 contribute to secondary school places; 

 provide a shopping parade; 

 incorporate green infrastructure and a comprehensive landscaping scheme; 

 provide pitches for Gypsies and Travellers. 

8. The Plan, therefore, sets out a comprehensive and integrated approach to ensure the 

impact of development is recognised, acknowledged and that mechanisms are in place so that it 

can be managed correctly. 

Q 8 How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the assumptions justified 

 and based on available evidence? 

9. The HELAA (CSBLP19) at para. 45 sets out the methodology applied to determine site 

capacity.  This uses the standard methodology approach by applying a range of specific densities 

in accordance with PPG guidance.  This is clearly an appropriate approach. 

10. The publication of the draft Plan at Regulation 19 stage, gave the opportunity to test the 

capacity of the sites listed in the HELAA.  In the case of Policy SP BP2 masterplanning work has 

established (Geltex Reg. 19 comments 6267 and 6283) that the site capacity is closer to 600 

dwellings (taking into account all draft policy requirements) rather than the 500 capacity derived 

from the application of standard densities.  Based on this available evidence the capacity of SP BP2 

should be increased and the Policy changed accordingly. 

11. When Green Belt release is justified (as is the case here) it is critical that the most efficient 

use of the land is made, taking into account the site itself and the surrounding area.  Increasing the 

capacity of the allocation to 600 homes will help meet the clear and demonstrable need for new 

housing both market and affordable.  The PPG supports the more effective use of land and planning 

for higher density development (Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 66-004-20190722). 

Q 9 Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the preparation of the 

 Plan? 

12. The Councils have produced a detailed Viability Assessment (CSBLP50) in support of the 

sites proposed in the Plan.  In the case of SP BP2 the Councils assessment (CSBLP53 Table 2) 

shows a viability surplus based on 500 (but not 600) dwellings.  The reg.19 representations (6283) 

by Geltex's viability consultants made it clear that its own assessment also demonstrated that the 

allocation is both viable and commercially deliverable taking into account the Policy 

requirements.  Detailed viability evidence will be produced for the Stage 2 Hearing.  The current 

position on viability can only be strengthened by the delivery of 600 homes for the allocation. 
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