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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination – Matters, Issues 

and Questions – Stage 1 

Matter 5 – Residential and Employment Site Allocations 

Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology 

Statement on behalf of Richborough Estates Limited 

Question 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? 

 

1.1 In responding to this question the Inspectors are referred to Richborough Estates’ 

Statements for Matters 3 and 4 because a number of the issues raised are similar.  Further, 

and will be for consideration under the Part 2 Examination, Richborough Estates have 

raised detailed concerns about planning circumstances of some of the sites which have 

been selected.   

 

1.2 Paragraph 11.1 of the Council’s Reponses to the Inspectors Initial questions (Exam 2) 

refers to the site selection and rejection exercise undertaken under Section 5.6 

Sustainability Appraisal (June 2019) (CSBLP 7).  Although, as highlighted above, 

Richborough Estates does question the individual merits of the sites in this Statement, the 

in principle concern is how only 38 sites for potential release from the Green Belt went 

forward for assessment.  The wider merits, the potential exceptional circumstances of 

other sites and a fine grained assessment of their characteristics were not considered. 

 

1.3 The Council’s Reponses then refer at paragraph 11.2 to the only ‘reasonable alternative ‘ 

being releasing more land from the Green Belt to meet a high housing need.  However, 

this misses the point.  A reasonable alternative is whether the sites which were the subject 

of assessment in the Sustainability Appraisal evolved through a robust approach and 

whether other sites should have been assessed against wider sustainability criteria.   

 

1.4 This alternative approach does not say that more land has to be released from the Green 

Belt for residential purposes unless, of course, there is a greater housing need (i.e. the 

outcome of Matter 2) or identifying safeguarded land in accordance with paragraph 138 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework (Matter 4 Question 14). 
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1.5 Richborough Estates has already identified that there was not a robust and coherent 

approach based upon cogent evidence to determine which might be a reasonable level of 

growth at each settlement (Matter 3).  In summary, what is missing in the Sustainability 

Appraisal is any consideration of the merits of each of the settlements to accommodate 

growth in a sustainable manner. 

 

1.6 The approach in this Local Plan is that sustainability and the policy objectives of the 

National Planning Policy Framework to promote sustainable patters of development have 

become subservient to Green Belt – this should not be the case.  This duty is the other 

way around and this is confirmed in the Judgement of I M Properties Development Ltd v 

Lichfield District Council [2015] P.T.S.R. 1536 and Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham 

City Council [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) where the exceptional circumstances to justify 

the release of Green Belt land can be extended to include a site’s consistency with a plan’s 

settlement strategy and the need to promote sustainable patterns of development.   

 

1.7 The Framework is clear that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote 

sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account and consider the 

consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban 

areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green 

Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.  Further, where it has 

been concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, first 

consideration should be given to land which has been previously-developed and/or is well-

served by public transport.   

 

1.8 This approach to identifying locations is reinforced by paragraph 103 of the Framework 

where significant development being focused on locations which are, or can be made 

sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport 

modes.  In this context, railway stations are considered to be important in the Settlement 

Capacity Study (January 2020) (CSBLP 58) because they are fixed and provided generally 

consistent service levels (page 3).   

 

1.9 There is a need to also consider matters such as the size of a settlement and the range of 

facilities available whether retail, healthcare, educational and employment opportunities.  

The Settlement Capacity Study is a helpful source of information presented in a consistent 

manner.  Richborough Estates acknowledge that significant environmental constraints, as 
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opposed to just planning policy constraints, such as the Chilterns Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Burnham Beaches Special Area of Conservation (SPA) 

would influence the suitability of some settlements to accommodate major growth.  

However, it is unfortunate that an objective and robust assessment of the merits of the 

settlements within the Local Plan area to devise a settlement hierarchy and associated 

spatial strategy was not undertaken during the preparation of the Local Plan and used in 

the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

1.10 If the approach advocated by Richborough Estates had been adopted then it is likely there 

would have been more reasonable alternative sites for release from the Green Belt to 

assess, including at Gerrards Cross which is a Principal Settlement where no such 

allocations are proposed.  The Settlement Capacity Study is clear about the merits of 

Gerrards Cross and that it is an area which could accommodate a significant part of the 

housing requirement (page 98): 

 
As a district centre, Gerrards Cross together with its neighbour Chalfont St Peter is 
one of the more accessible locations in the plan area, enjoying a rail service and a 
high level of provision of facilities. While not all facilities are found within the town 
itself, the wider area including Chalfont St Peter functions as one urban area with 
shared facilities available. These factors suggest that the area should 
accommodate a significant part of the housing demand of the plan area. (emphasis 
added) 

 

1.11 By way of illustration of a reasonable alternative, the following site at Gerrards Cross which 

should have been considered fully is Raylands Farm (Exam 5/5a Omission Site 1212969). 

 

Question 2 

 
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? 
 

1.12 The Local Plan (CSBLP 1) does not contain a spatial strategy but only a Spatial Vision 

(Section 3.4) followed by Spatial Objectives (Section 3.5).  It is acknowledged that the 

Vision and Objectives could provide the basis for a spatial strategy which would 

demonstrate how, for example, new development has been focussed in accessible 

locations thereby reducing the need to travel and increase opportunities for walking, 

cycling and use of passenger transport (paragraph 3.5.3).   
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1.13 It is worthwhile the Inspectors noting that at paragraph 27.12 of the Councils’ Responses 

to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions (December 2020) (Exam 2) there is the basis of a spatial 

strategy being articulated.  What is missing is the evidence about public transport and the 

range of facilities available at particular settlement.   

 

1.14 The Settlement Capacity Study is useful in understanding the extent to which the 

distribution of housing proposed in the development plan both reflects the Options and 

directs new homes to where there is likely to be the greatest demand from the resident 

population.   

 

Table 1: Level of Housing Growth Relative to Population in the Parish of the 
Principal Settlements (Option C) 

 Parish 
Population 

Housing 
Other 

Sources 

Housing 
Green 

Belt 
Releases 

Proposed 
Dwellings/ 

1000 
people 

Percentage 
of Housing 

Need1 

Retail 
Hierarchy 

Chesham 22,887 435 500 41 8.4% District 

Amersham 15,010 503 95 40 5.4% Local 
(Old Town) 

Little 

Chalfont 

6,858 236 700 136 8.4% Local 

Chalfont St 

Peter 

12,979 860 552 108 12.7% District 

Gerrards 
Cross 

8,247 382 0 46 3.4% District 

Burnham 12,164 368 0 30 3.3% Local 

Beaconsfield 12,702 529 1,660 172 19.7% District/ 
Local 

 

1.15 The absence of a higher level of residential growth at Amersham is understandable 

because of the limitations on major development within the AONB which applies, in part, 

to Chesham.  There is a constraint on growth at Burnham due to the SPA.  However, 

neither of these environmental constraints is applicable to restricting housing Gerrards 

Cross as a proportion either of the town’s population or housing needs of the Districts.  

 

1.16 The Settlement Capacity Study has This commentary compares with a less than fulsome 

endorsement of Little Chalfont at page 58, which only has Local Centre, where land for 

some 700 dwellings is proposed to be released from the Green Belt but only identified as 

only having a decent provision of facilities and accommodating a reasonable part of the 

housing demand of the plan area.  

 

 
1 Local Plan Table LPb Overall Supply Needed (Row O) less Requirement needed from Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan (Row Q) equates to 11,099 dwellings  
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1.17 Similarly, at Holmer Green (Little Missenden Parish with a population of 6,490).  The 

Settlement Capacity Study (page 61) states that:  
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Little Missenden parish is an area of polycentric development including the 

settlement of Holmer Green. Holmer Green’s proximity to Hazlemere in Wycombe 

District means that the two settlements effectively share many services. For 

instance, Hazlemere library is just across the district border and provides services 

to both communities. Overall this is a relatively accessible location with decent 

provision of facilities, albeit not in each settlement. These factors suggest that it 

should accommodate a proportion of the housing demand of the plan area. 

(emphasis added) 

 

1.18 There is no spatial strategy which supports the allocations of the scale proposed at Little 

Chalfont and Holmer Green (300 dwellings) which is not a Principal Settlement, is 5km 

from any railway station and is only hs a local centre.  There are demonstrably more 

positive comments about the merits of Gerrards Cross as a settlement where growth should 

be directed if a logical and coherent approach to the assessment of the settlements or 

allocations was adopted. 

 

Question 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? 

 

1.19 As is evident form the response to Questions 1 and 2, and the content of the Richborough 

Estates’ Matters 3 and 4 Statements, the selection of residential sites is not based upon a 

sound process with delivering sustainable development at its heart.   

 

1.20 The approach in this Local Plan is that sustainability and the policy objectives of the 

Framework to promote sustainable patterns of development have become subservient to 

Green Belt which is the wrong way around.  The flaw has arisen because of the approach 

being adopted in the Green Belt Assessment Stage 2 Report (October 2017) (CSBLP 15.3) 

of discounting sites which, if the requirements of paragraphs 103 and 138 of the 

Framework had been followed first, would have meant they may well have continued to 

be tested at a finer grain level as reasonable alternatives.  It may well be these additional 

sites carried forward via a sustainability led approach were then discounted for good 

reasons.  However, the opportunity to assess all reasonable alternatives and what other 

exceptional circumstances existed was artificially curtailed. 

 

1.21 Paragraph 3.5 of the Assessment Part 2 Report contains a comment that the individuals 

making an assessment about Green Belt boundaries could exercise some judgement: ‘...the 
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use of professional judgement where only limited mitigation would be required to identify 

a readily recognisable boundary that is likely to be permanent.  Further consideration may 

be given to the potential to create new Green Belt boundaries as part of the overall 

decision-making process for site allocations as part of the new local plan.’ (emphasis 

added).  If such an approach had been consistently applied through a fine-grained 

assessment of all potential sites at sustainable settlement then alternative opportunities 

would have inevitably presented themselves. 

 

1.22 As an example, it was only the absence of a professional judgement on how to define the 

western boundary which precluded the Raylands Farm site at Gerrards Cross, which is in 

an acknowledged highly sustainable location echoed in the Settlement Capacity Study 

(January 2020) (CSBLP 58), being released from the Green Belt for housing purposes.  It 

is also somewhat surprising that Raylands Farm was not tested further via a fine-grained 

approach given that the Part 1 Assessment itself explicitly states that there is scope for 

sub division of Parcel 47b (Page 134) and the Development Options Appraisal (CSBLP 14.4) 

also refers to the far eastern and western areas of the parcel as being less important for 

preventing coalescence of settlements at page 109. 

 

1.23 In the Framework there is not a specific requirement that the Green Belt boundary has to 

currently exist.  Indeed, the lack of applying a professional judgement by recognising the 

existing western boundary of Raylands Farm could be reinforced to provide a defensible 

Green Belt boundary can be contrasted with some of the site allocations where there is a 

specific policy requirement for additional planting: Allocations SP BP3; SP BP7 SP BP8; SP 

BP9; SP BP11 and SP BP13 (CSBLP 1).  An inconsistent approach is manifested by the 

landscaping requirements of these policies to reinforce a defensible Green Belt boundary.   

 

1.24 This Omission Site is put forward as an example, and there will be others, where incorrect 

application of national policy and the failure to adopt a pragmatic approach has resulted 

in sub optimal housing sites having been included in the Local Plan when compared to 

other reasonable alternatives at sustainable location adjacent to Principal Settlements. 

 

Question 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? 
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1.25 It is evident from the Green Belt Development Options Appraisals (CSBLP 15, 15a and 15b) 

that those sites which were considered appropriate through the flawed Assessment Part 2 

process were the subject of further assessment on a limited number of matters, such as 

landscape and infrastructure.  Volume 2 of the Sustainability Appraisal (CSBLP 8) does 

include some commentary about the likely impacts of development and potential mitigation 

measures.  However, these comments are at a high level. 

 

1.26 The information provided to date to identify the constraints, and opportunities, associated 

with the proposed allocations is, therefore, somewhat weak when compared to other Local 

Plans (e.g. Wycombe).  Further, and especially for the larger sites, there is a lack of clarity 

about how any site specific constraints might impact upon the developability and ultimate 

capacity of a site to accommodate development (e.g. Chesham and Beaconsfield).  

Indicative Master Plans for the larger allocations should have been prepared to enable a 

fuller understating of how the site might come forward for development and what 

mitigation would be required. 

 

Question 8 

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

1.27 At paragraph 11.2.1 of the Pre-Submission Local Plan the site specific policies are ‘to help 

create masterplans for the allocations’.  Richborough Estates criticised the absence of any 

master planning to demonstrate the proposed allocation could deliver the scale and type 

of development being suggested.  At the time of drafting this Statement, there is still no 

information which explains how the proposed allocations might be developed and what 

their realistic capacity is to accommodate housing, taking into account minimising visual 

impact, the available capacity of the highway network and any on-site constraints 

associated with topography, flooding or biodiversity. 

 

1.28 As part of Richborough Estates’ representations to the Pre-Submission Local Plan 

assessments concerns about the realistic capacities of some sites were undertaken.  The 

Inspectors are invited to consider these submissions, in particular Policy SP BP9 at 

Beaconsfield where Richborough Estates’ analysis is that only around 1,100 dwellings could 

be accommodated which is circa 500 dwellings short of the indicated allocation in the Local 

Plan.  This contrasts with a full masterplan, supported by finer grained technical and 

environmental assessments undertaken for the Raylands Farm Omission Site. 
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Question 9 

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

1.29 Although not strictly falling within the definition of viability, the Inspectors need to be 

satisfied that the proposed allocations are deliverable.  As an example, Richborough 

Estates highlighted in its representations to the Pre-Submission plan that some of the sites 

have multiple ownerships, including Holmer Green.  A Memorandum of Understanding 

between the landowners of the allocations should be provided to confirm availability and 

delivery. 

 

 

Version: Final 

Dated:  21 February 2020 


