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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 We enclose representations to Matters 3 and 4 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

Examination on behalf of our client – Offington Resources. 

1.2 We have previously promoted our client’s site – Richings Park Golf Club, Iver – for residential 

development. By way of context, the ownership of the land at Richings Park Golf Club, is in the 

process of being transferred from Deer Park Hotel & Golf Courses, the parent company of 

Richings Park Golf Ltd (who was our client when we submitted representations to the most 

recent Local Plan consultation) to Offington Resources. 

1.3 We have limited our responses to the key issues of relevance to our client. The particular 

concern of our client is the failure of Chiltern and South Bucks in meeting their local housing 

requirement through a lack of sites allocated for residential development. 



 

  
 

2 MATTER 3 – SPATIAL STRATEGY 

Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth 

Q1. – Q3. 

2.1 No Response 

Q4. Does the Plan identify the Principal Settlements where the Councils have sought to 
focus development? 

2.2 No. The draft Local Plan does not define the Principal Settlements, nor does it set out a 

settlement hierarchy. In their response to Q7 (on settlement hierarchy) of the Inspector’s 

Initial Questions, the Councils set out (in paragraph 7.3) that ‘this is not formally required by 

NPPF paragraph 103, it was considered unnecessary to produce one given that all of the 

settlements in Chiltern and South Bucks are tightly surrounded by Green Belt’. 

2.3 We disagree with this approach as it does not conform with the approach set out in the 

Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal (SA), which references (in paragraph N25) the ‘principal 

settlements’ of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards 

Cross and Burnham in growth Option C. 

2.4 Therefore, the reluctance to replicate the settlement hierarchy means that the plan does not 

specify where the most sustainable or most appropriate locations within and around which to 

focus development. 

2.5 Furthermore, the failure to recognise the sustainability of sites in proximity to major 

settlements adjacent to the boundaries of the Councils, including Slough, means that other 

sustainable locations for development may not have been considered. 

2.6 In paragraph 7.4 of their response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions, the Councils also set out 

that ‘the Green Belt Part 1 review was not influenced by settlements, but the outcome was that 

the review identified the areas that least met the Green Belt functions were attached to 

existing settlements. Part 2 of the Green Belt review considered these potential large parcels 

for growth and narrowed the size of the parcels down in accordance with a number of 

considerations, including defensible boundaries and impacts on the Chilterns. These 

considerations in turn also narrowed down the shape of the parcels of release and by 

coincidence contribute to a tighter distribution of growth to the settlements.’ (our emphasis). 



 

  
 

2.7 However, the purposes of the Green Belt include specific reference to towns. Therefore, the 

failure to acknowledge what the principal settlements or towns demonstrates that there are 

potential sites that may have been overlooked in the Green Belt review process. 

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? 

Q6. What is the justification for the scale of development proposed on individual sites at 
Beaconsfield and Chesham? Why does the Plan seek to allocate large, single allocations, 
rather than several smaller sites in and around the towns? 

2.8 This is a response to Q5 and Q6. Although these questions are primarily for the Councils to 

respond to, the more general point about relying on large, single allocations is a valid one. We 

have concerns that there is an overreliance on larger strategic sites given the longer lead-in 

times for delivery. We encourage the promotion of smaller and medium-sized sites to come 

on stream alongside the larger sites to boost the supply of housing delivery. 

2.9 In relation to the amount of housing supply on larger sites, paragraph 36 of the draft Housing 

and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA, 2020) states: 

‘Para. 68 requires that 10% of the housing requirement should be on sites no larger than one 

hectare (unless it can be shown, through the preparation of relevant plan policies, that there 

are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be achieved), and that such small sites should 

be identified through the development plan and brownfield registers. This draft HELAA report 

does not include an analysis of whether or not the NPPF small site requirement is met as there 

is, at present, a data gap in terms of the site size of existing completions since the base date of 

the plan (1st April 2016) and the base date of the HELAA (1st April 2019). Once existing 

completions are mapped and their site size is known, an assessment of the contribution of small 

sites to meeting the housing requirement will be able to be produced. This will be included in 

the next HELAA update.’ (our emphasis). 

2.10 The above statement demonstrates that the Councils do not know what proportion of the 

housing supply are small sites. The only sites that are definitely under 1 hectare as set out in 

the housing supply in Table LPb of the draft Local Plan are in row I (Windfalls), which amount 

to 450 homes. This is less than 3% of the total supply identified (11,099 homes). Therefore, 



 

  
 

the Councils need to update their HELAA to set out the size of all sites included in the housing 

supply as this is a key part of the evidence base. 

2.11 We also have doubts about the delivery rate of new housing on the strategic sites. 175 homes 

out of 500 in Chesham (BP2) are forecast to be delivered in the first five years following 

adoption. Similarly, expecting 390 homes out of 1,600 are expected to be delivered in the first 

five years at Beaconsfield (BP9). This appears unrealistic given the need for planning 

applications to be approved, site assembly and construction. 

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? 

2.12 No, we do not feel that the plan is consistent with paragraph 103 of the NPPF as it does not 

appear to have a clear and defined spatial strategy. Chapter 13 of the plan sets out that Policy 

CS1 (The Spatial Strategy) of the Chiltern Core Strategy 2011 is to be superseded by text in the 

Sustainable Places chapter of the plan – The Spatial Vision. However, the Spatial Vision does 

not explicitly (or implicitly) set out where housing growth should be focussed. 

2.13 The plan has also failed to translate the preferred strategy as set out in the SA – Option D, 

which is to ‘Meet the housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over the plan period 

(2016-2036) including using all sources and include additional Green Belt Strategic Options 

releases as necessary, and all suitable HELAA sites, and exporting remaining unmet housing 

need to the Vale of Aylesbury’. However, even Option D fails to set out the a clear and defined 

spatial strategy. As mentioned in our response to Q4, the failure to identify a settlement 

hierarchy, and consequently, the most sustainable locations for development means that 

there is a lack of justification behind the spatial strategy. Although the SA assessed sites in 

relation to transport and accessibility, it appears as though a lack of weight has been given to 

this objective. 

2.14 In terms of distribution, we raise concerns about a lack of sites around Slough as it is a major 

settlement where the full extent of the built-up area meets South Bucks’ boundary. This is an 

area that would benefit from additional allocations given Slough’s unmet need. Slough 

Borough Council and Chiltern and South Bucks Councils still need to do more work to resolve 

the pressures facing Slough therefore, at the very least, land should be safeguarded around 

Slough to remedy any potential defects. 



 

  
 

Q8. 

2.15 No response. 

Q9. Under the heading ‘Strategic Context’, section 3.6 of the Plan refers to strategic plans 
and projects which may affect the plan area. Amongst others this includes the Oxford-
Cambridge Arc, proposals for a third runway at Heathrow and the Western Rail Link. How 
have these projects been taken into account as part of the Plan’s preparation? 

2.16 These projects do not appear to have been taken into account by the Councils as they have 

not factored in flexibility into the Green Belt releases. It would be a fully justified approach to 

either make additional allocations now or to identify safeguarded land to address the 

infrastructure projects. Therefore, the Councils’ approach is insufficiently positive. 

2.17 It is essential that the Councils identifies safeguarded land in this plan that could be used to 

meet the needs for longer term development. It is particularly important as safeguarded sites 

can be allocated through a review of the Local Plan and enable the Councils to bring forward 

sites much faster than if it had to prepare a whole new local plan. 

Q10. Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent an appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives available? 

2.18 No, we do not feel that the spatial strategy has been justified. The plan does not appear to 

have a clear and defined spatial strategy. Chapter 13 of the plan sets out that Policy CS1 (The 

Spatial Strategy) of the Chiltern Core Strategy 2011 is to be superseded by text in the 

Sustainable Places chapter of the plan – The Spatial Vision. However, the Spatial Vision does 

not explicitly (or implicitly) set out where housing growth should be focussed. 

2.19 The plan has also failed to translate the preferred strategy as set out in the SA – Option D, 

which is to ‘Meet the housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over the plan period 

(2016-2036) including using all sources and include additional Green Belt Strategic Options 

releases as necessary, and all suitable HELAA sites, and exporting remaining unmet housing 

need to the Vale of Aylesbury’. However, even Option D fails to set out the a clear and defined 

spatial strategy as simply stating ‘all sources’ is not a robust position. 

2.20 Furthermore, as mentioned in our response to Q4, the failure to identify a settlement 

hierarchy, and consequently, the most sustainable locations for development means that 

there is a lack of justification behind the spatial strategy. Although the SA assessed sites in 



 

  
 

relation to transport and accessibility, it appears as though a lack of weight has been given to 

this objective. 

Issue 2 – Location of New Development 

Q1. – Q3. 

2.21 No response. 


