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           Matter 3 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CATESBY ESTATES  

Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy   

Preamble 

This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of our Client, Catesby Estates, in advance of making 

verbal representations to Stage 1 of the Examination in Public into the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan.   

 Catesby Estates have interests in two sites in Stoke Poges, which they have promoted  for 

housing through the preparation of the emerging Local Plan.  These two sites are: Land off 

Rogers Lane and Land off Gerrards Cross Road (omission sites 1224463).  Each site has the 

capacity to deliver 130 homes.  These sites are not included in the Plan as draft allocations 

and are proposed to remain in Green Belt.   

 Issue 1  

Q3.  Does the Plan adequately set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 

quality of development as required by paragraph 20 of the Framework?  Is 

this sufficiently clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities?  

1. No, whilst the Plan sets out Strategic Objectives, it is considered that it does not set 

out a clear strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development.   

2. Firstly, it is considered that the Plan does not set out a clear strategy for the pattern of 

development as there is no settlement hierarchy.  The Councils, in their Response to 

the Inspector’s Questions [EXAM2], explain that it is unnecessary to produce one given 

that all of the settlements in Chiltern and South Bucks are tightly surrounded by Green 

Belt.  We do not agree with this approach and consider that a settlement hierarchy 

would provide a clear direction and pattern for future development in line with 

Paragraph 20 of the Framework.  

3. It is also important to note that there is a settlement hierarchy in the South Bucks Core 

Strategy (2011), which comprises: principal, secondary, tertiary, rural and other 

settlements.  The Spatial Strategy in the South Bucks Core Strategy (2011) sets out a 

clear pattern of development in relation to each category of settlement.   Therefore, this 

approach was previously considered appropriate and achievable by South Bucks .    
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4. Thirdly, as recognised in the Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2], 

Policy SP LP1 does not set out the scale of development as it does not set out the 

minimum number of new homes that are required over the plan period.  

Q5.  How did the Councils decide on the scale and level of growth attributed to the 

towns and villages in the Plan?  For example, why do the allocations in the 

Plan propose significantly more new dwellings in Beaconsfield than 

Amersham?  What was the process and what alternative strategies were 

considered? 

5. The Councils’ Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2] notes the public response 

from the Issues and Options Consultation held in 2016 identified that the most popular 

spatial development options were to: make efficient use of land; extensions to principal 

settlements; and release of Green Belt close to train stations.  The Councils note in 

their Response to the Inspectors’ Questions [EXAM2] that they have sought to  follow 

this approach.  Following on from this, the scale and distribution of growth was 

determined firstly through land availability, excluding Green  Belt, the Chilterns AONB 

and Burnham Beeches SAC.  Following this, the SA reviewed different strategic spatial 

options for meeting the assessed development needs and a Green Belt Review was 

undertaken.  In addition, Paragraph 3.5.3 (Strategic Objectives) of  the Plan states that 

the Councils will focus new development in accessible locations, reducing the need to 

travel and increasing opportunities for walking, cycling and use of passenger transport.   

6. As we have set out in our response to Matter 1, our Review of the Sustainability 

Appraisal (July 2019), that was submitted as part of Catesby’s Representations to the 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 Regulation 19 Consultation , identifies that the 

SA comprises some weaknesses, including the assessment of cumulative effects and the 

assessment and selection of reasonable alternatives.   As such, it is considered that 

additional work is required in line with our comments on the SA in our Review to ensure 

the SA is robust.  

7. In addition to the above, the SA identifies that the site allocation at Holmer Green 

(Policy SP BP3) (Site 1.03) is located approximately 5 kilometres from the nearest train 

station and outside the 400m target distance of a bus stop providing hourly services.  

Therefore, it is considered that the Council did not follow their approach of releasing 

Green Belt close to train stations or the strategic objective of focusing development in 

accessible locations for this allocation.  
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8. We do not agree with the approach taken by the Councils in relation to the scale and 

levels of growth attributed to the towns and villages in the Plan.  For example, the Plan 

does not propose any housing allocations in the settlement of Stoke Poges over the 

plan period.  This is despite Stoke Poges being classified as a ‘secondary’ settlement in 

the adopted South Bucks Core Strategy (2011) and having significant community 

infrastructure including a primary school, secondary school, doctor’s surgery, post 

office, convenience store, pub, recreation grounds and regular bus services.  These 

range of services are also confirmed in the Settlement Capacity Study Update (January 

2020) [CSBLP58].  Furthermore, the Hierarchy of Economic Sites in the Plan identifies 

that two Strategic Economic Sites are located in the town (which are Sefton Park and 

Wexham Springs).   

9. As part of Catesby’s Representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 

Regulation 19 Consultation, we submitted a Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs 

Assessment.  The Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment concluded that the 

minimum housing need for Stoke Poges should be set at 334 homes (2016-2036), whilst 

recognising that an uplift for affordability would require between 468 and 635 new 

homes (2016-2036).  

10. As set out in Paragraph 2.7 of the Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment, it is 

important that the resident working age population of Stoke Poges grows over the Plan 

period to provide some of the labour force needed to fill jobs at the two Strategic 

Economic Sites and limit unsustainable commuting patterns.  Paragraph 3.22 of the 

Stoke Poges Local Housing Needs Assessment identifies that the provision of no new 

homes over the plan period will result in the demography of the settlement being 

unbalanced.  In addition, no new homes would fail to meet the aspirations of the 2005 

Parish Plan and the requirements of the Framework to establish mixed and balanced 

communities which are inclusive.  

11. Whilst Page 111 of the Settlement Capacity Study Update (January 2020) [CSBLP58] 

identifies that 48 houses could be delivered as windfall over  the Plan period, the Draft 

CSB Trajectory and 5YHLS (January 2020) [CSBLP19.014] confirms that windfall housing 

will only be delivered in the last 14 years of the Plan.  Given that our Stoke Poges 

Housing Needs Assessment concluded that there is a minimum housing need of 334 

homes for Stoke Poges (2016-2036), it is considered that windfall housing cannot be 

relied upon to meet the needs of the settlement or to deliver housing in the first few 

years of the Plan period.  
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12. Overall, to ensure that the Spatial Strategy is sound, it is considered that the Plan needs 

to provide a minimum of 334 new homes in Stoke Poges to meet the identified need in 

a sustainable location.  

Q7.  Is the spatial strategy and distribution of development consistent with 

paragraph 103 of the Framework which states that the planning system should 

actively manage patterns of growth and focus significant development in 

locations which are, or can be made sustainable? 

13. No.  As set out in our response to Question 5 above, Stoke Poges is a sustainable 

settlement and is categorised as a secondary settlement in the adopted South Bucks 

Core Strategy (2011); secondary only to Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham. 

Stoke Poges has significant community infrastructure and a wide range of facilities, 

including a primary school, secondary school, doctor’s surgery, post office, convenience 

store, pub, recreation grounds and regular bus services.   In addition, the Hierarchy of 

Economic Sites in the Plan confirms that two Strategic Economic Sites are located in the 

settlement.  Given that no housing growth has been identified for this sustainable 

settlement, it is considered that the Plan is not in accordance with Paragraph 103 of 

the Framework.  

Q10. Is the spatial strategy justified?  Does it represent an appropriate strategy 

when considered against the reasonable alternatives available? 

14. No.  It is considered that the Spatial Strategy is not justified as it has not followed a 

settlement hierarchy which sets out the clear direction for future development.  

Furthermore, the Spatial Strategy has not taken into account reasonable alternatives 

for housing allocations that have been based upon proportionate evidence relating to 

local housing needs and a robust SA.  For example, the Plan has not proposed any 

housing allocations in Stoke Poges which is considered to be a sustainable settlement 

despite there being a demand for new homes in this location over the plan pe riod.  


