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Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan – Examination in Public 

Hearing Statement – Matter 3 Spatial Strategy 

Representor Number: 1224892 

On behalf of Reside Developments Ltd 

 

1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Reside 
Developments Ltd (Reside) in respect of Matter 3 relating to the Spatial Strategy.  
 

1.2 Separate Hearing Statements covering the following Matters have been prepared: 
 
• Matter 2 (Housing Provision) - Barton Willmore Development Economics 
• Matter 4 (Green Belt) - LDA, on behalf on behalf of Reside 
• Matter 5 (Residential Housing Allocations) - Barton Willmore Planning 
  

1.3 Reside is promoting Land at Woodland Farm, Chalfont St Peter (‘the Site’) for residential 
development and previously submitted representations raising objection to elements of 
the Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation in August 2019.  
 

1.4 Woodlands Farm is approximately 5.1ha in size and is currently in use as paddocks. The 
Site is located on the eastern side of Narcot Lane and is bounded by agricultural land and 
buildings associated with Woodlands Farm to the north and east, Chalfont St Peter Infant 
School and residential dwellings to the south, a driving centre to the south-west and a 
park to the west.  
 

1.5 The Site falls within the Green Belt and has not been identified for release within the 
emerging Local Plan.  
 

1.6 The Settlement Capacity Study (January 2020) confirms that Chalfont St Peter has a 
population of approximately 12,979. A number of enhancements have been identified in 
order to address, what the Council has identified, as current constraints to development, 
including expansion of the primary school and secondary school, improvements at A413 
roundabouts, new healthcare facilities, expansion of primary care facilities and possible 
replacement of the Community Associated Building. 
 

1.7 The Settlement Capacity Study states that as a district centre, Chalfont St Peter is a more 
accessible location and enjoys a high level of provision of facilities. The wider area 
including Gerrards Cross functions as one urban area with shared facilities, which 
suggests that the area should accommodate a significant part of the housing demand. 
Accordingly, the Capacity Study identifies Chalfont St Peter as being able to accommodate 
552 dwellings across Green Belt site allocations, and a further 860 dwellings through 
completions between 2017 and 2019 (as of April 2019), HELAA sites and windfall sites.  
 

1.8 It is Reside’s case that the contribution that Chalfont St Peter can make to meeting 
housing needs is and should be greater and that the release of land at Woodlands Farm 
would be consistent with the various assessments that form the evidence base that 
supports the draft plan. Put simply, if the two proposed allocations (SP BP7: Chalfont St 
Peter – North East and SP BP8: Chalfont St Peter – South East) are found sound, then 
land at Woodlands Farm can also be released in a manner that is consistent. 
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2.0 Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy 
  
Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth 
 
Q1 . How  d id  the  Counc i l s  determ ine  t he  l eve l  o f  g row th  betw een  t he  
adm in i s t ra t iv e a reas  o f  Ch i l t ern  and South  Buck s?  Does t he leve l  o f  g row th  
proposed  in  each  a rea  ref l ec t  t he  hous ing need  for  bot h  au thor i t i es?  
 

2.1 Para. 5.1.5 of the draft Local Plan confirms that housing need in Chiltern and South Bucks 
has been calculated using the standard methodology, the Housing Needs Assessment 
(HNA) for South Bucks, and the Buckinghamshire Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling 
Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment, which equates to a combined housing 
need from 2016 to 2036 of 15,260 homes or 763 homes per year. The Chiltern and South 
Bucks Housing & Economic Needs Assessment (2019) confirms that this is based on a 
minimum local housing need figure of 330 for Chiltern and 433 for South Bucks. When 
allowing for an additional 10% to account for potential non-delivery of homes, the overall 
housing requirement is 16,786 across the plan period.  
 

2.2 The Plan considers total completions since 2016, supply from HELAA sites, supply from 
windfall sites and site allocations, identifying a total supply of 11,099 homes. When 
considered against the overall requirement (and assuming the forecast and proposed 
supply is correct), there is a shortfall of 5,687 homes. The Plan states that this will be 
met through the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP) and that this has been agreed 
through a Memorandum of Understanding between Aylesbury Vale District Council, 
Wycombe District Council, South Bucks District Council and Buckinghamshire Thames 
Valley LEP.  
 

2.3 In terms of proposed allocations, Policy SP LP1 of the draft Local Plan states that provision 
is made for approximately 5,200 homes across a total of 11 allocated sites, delivering 
between 40 and 1,600 dwellings. These allocations will provide 1,590 dwellings in the 
Chiltern administrative area and 3,610 in South Bucks. 
 

2.4 Given the annual housing need figures for Chiltern and South Bucks of 330 and 443 
respectively, the number of allocated dwellings is not directly proportional to the housing 
needs for each administrative area. Chiltern’s housing requirement accounts for 43% of 
the overall housing requirement and South Bucks’ requirement accounts for 57% of the 
overall requirement. Of the 5,200 homes required, Chiltern should therefore accommodate 
2,184 and South Bucks should accommodate 2,964. Chiltern can deliver more housing in 
a manner that is consistent with the approach taken in the draft Local Plan. For example, 
at Chalfont St Peter, further land can be released that performs no worse and we say 
better against the criteria adopted by the Councils to select sites for release.  

 
Q2 . P aragraphs 8 .9 -8 .10  o f  t he Counc i l s ’  r esponse t o  the I nspector ’ s  I n i t ia l  
Quest ions  s t a tes  t ha t  in  ex p lor i ng  opt ions  for  grow th , t he Counc i l s  focussed on: 
A  m ore  ef f i c ien t  use  o f  land ; Ex tens ions  to  pr inc ipa l  set t lem ent s; and  green  be l t  
re l ease c lose t o  t ra in  s t a t i ons . How  has  the  d i s t r i bu t ion  o f  hous ing and  
econom ic  deve lopm en t  proposed in  t he  P lan  responded  to  t hese  deve lopm ent  
opt i ons?  
 

2.5 Within Chalfont St Peter, both proposed allocated sites (SP BP7: Chalfont St Peter – North 
East and SP BP8: Chalfont St Peter – South East) would form extensions to the existing 
settlement with  Gerrards Cross rail station located approximately 4.6km from SP BP7 and 
3.7km from SP BP8. Woodlands Farm is 3.4km from Gerrards Cross. 
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2.6 The draft allocations of sites SP BP7 and SP BP8 must be considered by the Council to 
meet the criteria set out in The Capacity Study.  Woodlands Farm performs better makes 
a further contribution to meeting unmet need. In addition, whilst access to railways 
stations is one criteria, consideration should also be given to the role and function of 
settlements and the local facilities and services that are available, that can support 
development (in addition to the generation of housing need from the settlement itself). 
Once the need for Green Belt release is established, then the locations for such release 
should be a function of contributing to a sustainable pattern of development, not just a 
review of Green Belt function. However, the plan should reflect the wider role of centres 
and seek to reinforce that role and function. Chalfont St Peter is one such settlement 
which ought to and should make a stronger/greater contribution to need. The Councils 
have drawn the criteria too tightly and unnecessarily constrained the supply of land for 
housing.  
 
Q3 . Does  t he  P lan  adequat e ly  set  ou t  an  overa l l  s t ra tegy  for  t he  pa t t ern , sca le  
and  qua l i t y  o f  deve lopm ent  as  requ i red  by  paragraph  20  o f  t he  Fram ew ork ?  I s  
th i s  su f f i c ien t ly  c l ea r  t o  dec i s i on -m ak ers , deve lopers  and  l oca l  com m un i t ies?  
 

2.7 The draft Local Plan does not adequately set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale 
and quality of development and there is no clear policy setting out the settlement 
hierarchy for Chiltern and South Bucks.   
 

2.8 The Spatial Vision outlined at Section 3.4 of the draft Local Plan sets out a broad vision 
for the area and seeks to achieve sustainable development, meet the needs of 
communities, enable centres to develop and thrive, support business and investment, 
protect and enhance the built and natural environment, and reinforce the role of the 
Green Belt. The vision makes no specific reference to housing targets or the settlement 
hierarchy. The criteria employed (see response to question 2) undermines the 
achievement of a sustainable pattern of development and fails to consider the broader 
range of issues and matters that would contribute to a sustainable pattern of 
development. 

 
2.9 Similarly, the Strategic Objectives for the draft Local Plan outlined at Section 3.5 are also 

broad in nature and fail to make specific reference to where development should be 
focused.   
 

2.10 However, the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides further detail on spatial options and 
confirms that the preferred strategy seeks to meet the housing need set out in the 
standard methodology over the plan period using all sources, including additional Green 
Belt Strategic Options releases as necessary, all suitable HELAA sites, and exporting 
remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury. However, the SA does not provide 
a clear settlement hierarchy and how the role of function of settlements has informed the 
proposed development strategy and allocations.  The result is that the allocations of land 
as proposed cannot be justified by reference to a clear spatial strategy evidence by the 
application of an assessment of settlement hierarchy and the role and function of 
settlements. 
 
Q4 . Does  the P lan  iden t i fy  t he P r inc ipa l  Se t t lem ent s  w here the Counc i l s  have  
sought  t o  focus  deve lopm ent?  
  

2.11 Other than identifying settlements on the Key Diagram and stating that new development 
should be focused in accessible locations (para. 3.5.3), the draft Local Plan does not 
identify Principal Settlements where development should be focused, nor does it set out 
the settlement hierarchy for Chiltern and South Bucks.  
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2.12 The SA does, however, refer to Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, 
Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham as ‘principal settlements’.  See comments 
above in response to Q3. 
 
Cha l fon t  S t  P et er  
 

2.13 Chalfont St Peter and the role it plays should not be understated in the draft Local Plan.  
The settlement is highly sustainable with key services and transport infrastructure. The 
Settlement Capacity Study states that as a district centre, Chalfont St Peter is a more 
accessible location and enjoys a high level of provision of facilities. 
 

2.14 In total 560 dwellings are proposed over the plan period.  This represents under 10% the 
settlement.  If the allocated sites deliver the full requirement of affordable housing, this 
will result in just 224 new dwellings.   
 
Q5 . How  d id  t he  Counc i l s  dec ide  on  the  sca l e and leve l  o f  g row th  a t t r ibu ted t o  
the t ow ns  and v i l l ages  in  t he P lan?  For  ex am p le, w hy  do t he a l l o ca t ions  i n  the 
P lan  propose  s i gn i f i can t ly  m ore new  dw el l ings  in  B eaconsf i e l d  than  Am ersham ?  
W hat  w as  the process  and w hat  a l t e rna t i ve  s t ra teg ies  w ere cons idered?  
 

2.15 The SA states that in determining the spatial strategy, the Councils considered twelve 
options to meet local housing need within the plan area. These options were later revisited 
and amalgamated into four options: 
 
• Option A – do nothing. 
• Option B – export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable 

commitments. 
• Option C – meet partial housing need over the plan period using commitments and 

all suitable HLEAA sites and exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury. 
• Option D – meet the housing need over the plan period using all sources and 

include additional Green Belt Strategic Options releases as necessary, and all 
suitable HELAA sites, and exporting remaining unmet need to Aylesbury. 

 
2.16 The SA states that the site allocations presented in the draft Local Plan have been derived 

from a reasonable alternatives process informed by a review of the Green Belt, which 
identified 38 Green Belt locations considered to be Reasonable Alternatives and appraised 
them through the SA process. Option D was selected as the preferred strategy.  
 

2.17 The Councils have undertaken a Settlement Capacity Study which calculates the required 
housing numbers for each Parish within Chiltern and South Bucks. The study focuses on 
infill options to supplement the proposed Green Belt allocations. The housing figure for 
each neighbourhood area is therefore made up of supply from Green Belt Site Allocations, 
identified supply from other sources (including completions since the start of the plan 
period, existing commitments and HELAA sites) and unidentified supply from windfalls.  
 

2.18 The Capacity Study considers the position of a settlement in the retail hierarchy, the 
provision of services and facilities (libraries, schools, hospitals, public transport (namely 
rail stations) and town centre facilities) and any infrastructure constraints. The 
methodology for the Settlement Capacity Study is not considered to be robust and 
summaries for each settlement refer to the provision of facilities as being ‘high level’, 
‘decent’, ‘restricted’ or ‘very few’. This is a subjective approach and a numerical scoring 
system should have been used.  
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2.19 The Study provides no quantified evidence to justify the number of dwellings proposed in 
each settlement through the allocation of Green Belt release sites. Furthermore, there 
appears to be some inconsistency between settlements with similar positions in the retail 
hierarchy, and similar provision of services and facilities, but lower summary ratings. 
 

2.20 It is not clear how the number of units proposed in the Green Belt releases have been 
determined i.e. how was need identified for each settlement first and green belt sites 
released accordingly. The need should be the total requirement, and then apportioned 
having regard to the spatial strategy. Only when this need is not met, should it be 
exported. As set out above, if the draft allocations are found sound and therefore 
considered to meet the selection criteria employed by the Council, then further land can 
be released in a manner that is consistent with the approach adopted by the Councils.  

 
Q7 . I s  t he  spat ia l  s t r a tegy  and  d is t r ibu t i on  o f  deve lopm ent  cons i s t en t  w i th  
paragraph  103  of  t he Fram ew ork  w h ich  s t a t es  tha t  the p lann ing  sys tem  shou ld  
act ive ly  m anage pat t ern s  o f  g row th  and  focus  s i gn i f i can t  deve lopm ent  i n  
loca t i ons  w h ich  a re , o r  can  be m ade susta inab le?  
 

2.21 The Plan sets out no clear spatial strategy for the distribution of development and how 
this has informed the site selection process. Therefore, the draft Local Plan is undermined 
and is not consistent with para 103 of the Framework.  
 
Q10 . I s  t he  spat ia l  s t r a tegy  j us t i f i ed?  Does i t  represent  an  approp r ia te  s t ra tegy  
w hen  cons idered  aga ins t  t he reasonab le a l t erna t iv es  ava i l ab le?  
 

2.22 As confirmed in the SA, the strategy for the draft Local Plan seeks to meet housing need 
over the plan period using all sources, including additional Green Belt Strategic Options 
releases as necessary, and all suitable HELAA sites, and exporting remaining unmet 
housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury. 
 

2.23 It is argued that meeting the remaining unmet need through the Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan is unjustified and part of this need should instead be accommodated on sites within 
the Chiltern and South Bucks administrative areas.  In this respect, we do not consider 
that the Council has exhausted all options. 
 
W ood lands  Fa rm , Cha l fon t  S t  P et er   
 

2.24 Woodlands Farm can deliver an additional 120 homes.  The site is in a sustainable 
location, as it lies adjacent to Chalfont St Peter’s Infant School and is less than 400m to 
Chalfont’s Community College and Chalfont Leisure Centre. The site is also within 1km of 
the District Centre. 
 
Issue 2 – Location of New Development  
 
Q1 . I s  i t  c l ea r  t o  dec i s i on -m ak ers , deve loper s  and  loca l  com m un i t i es  w here new  
hous ing  and  econom ic  deve lopm ent  w i l l  be  perm i t t ed?  I s  the P lan  ef fect iv e  in  
th i s  regard?  
 

2.25 The draft Local Plan makes clear that new development will be permitted on those sites 
listed under Policy LP SP1. Policy DM PP1 also confirms that new development will not be 
permitted in the Green Belt unless very special circumstances are demonstrated. Aside 
from this, it is unclear as to where development should be focused.  
 

2.26 The question assumes the spatial strategy upon which the plan is predicated upon is 
correct. The plan needs to be robust in the first instance. 
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Q3 . Does  the  P lan  seek  to  t ak e t he  sam e, o r  a  d i f f eren t  app roach  t o  new  
deve lopm ent  w i th in  t ow ns  and  v i l l ages  i nse t  f rom  t he  Green  B e l t ?  For  ex am ple, 
w ou ld  a  dec is i on -m ak er  cons ider  the  p r inc ip l e  o f  deve lopm ent  d i f feren t ly  i f  i t  
w as  l oca t ed  i n  Beaconsf ie l d , as  opposed  to  Bot l ey  and Ley  H i l l ?  
 

2.27 The draft Local Plan does not identify Principal Settlements where development should 
be focused, nor does it set out the settlement hierarchy.  However, the SA refers to 
Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 
Burnham as ‘principal settlements’.   These locations should be the focus of development, 
as opposed to locations inset from the Green Belt. 

 
 
 
 
BARTON WILLMORE 
25 February 2020 


