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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy  

3.1 This statement provides responses to the Matter 3 Issues and Questions following the 

Pre Submission consultation response submitted by Berkeley in August 2019. 

 

3.2 As an overall point, Berkeley considers that the Council’s responses to the Inspectors’ 

Initial Questions lack clarity in relation to this matter and this is likely a result of failings 

in the Local Plan spatial strategy and its evidence base. Our specific concerns are 

highlighted below. 

Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth 

Q1. How did the Councils determine the level of growth between the administrative 

areas of Chiltern and South Bucks? Does the level of growth proposed in each area 

reflect the housing need for both authorities?  

3.3 It is not entirely clear how the level of growth between the districts was determined but 

it can be seen that the proposed new allocations totalling 5,200 homes set out in Policy 

SP LP1 are distributed between the two districts in a fairly similar proportion to the 

minimum local housing need. Around 43% of the local housing need and 41% of the 

new supply is in Chiltern, whilst 57% of the need and 59% of the new supply is in South 

Bucks.  

 

3.4 However, of the 5,200 homes proposed to be allocated across both districts 3,750 

homes (72%) are located to the north the M40 with 1,450 (28%) homes to the south of 

the M40, all around Iver. In addition the proposed spatial strategy has a strong 

northerly bias when the 5,750 homes being met in Aylesbury Vale are taken into 

account. The proposed approach to unmet need means that a significant proportion of 

the new homes needed in South Bucks would be provided some considerable distance 

away to the north, in a housing market area that is, for the south of South Bucks, 

functionally separate and in a district, Aylesbury Vale, that is not a nearest neighbour. 

 

3.5 The lack of provision south of the M40 is further compounded by the Local Plan’s 

approach to ‘turn its back’ on neighbouring authorities to the south where there is a 

close functional economic relationship, in particular Slough, by failing to provide any 

homes for Slough’s unmet need.  
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3.6 Overall the approach means that the Local Plan would not provide a balanced spatial 

strategy for addressing housing needs, including the local need for affordable homes, 

in the south of South Bucks, nor would it provide for any unmet need from Slough. The 

likely effects of the approach would be worsening affordability issues in the south of 

South Bucks and unsustainable commuting patterns. 

 

3.7 Berkeley considers that this could be resolved through making additional allocations 

in the south of South Bucks, for example around the settlements of Farnham Common, 

Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges where there are number of suitable, available and 

achievable sites, including Berkeley’s site east of Beaconsfield Road, Farnham 

Common. This should be considered as a modification to the Local Plan. 

Q2. Paragraphs 8.9-8.10 of the Councils response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions 

states that in exploring options for growth, the Councils focussed on:  

 A more efficient use of land; 

 Extensions to principal settlements; and 

 Green Belt release close to train stations.  

How has the distribution of housing and economic development proposed in the Plan 

responded to these development options?  

3.8 It is unclear how the options have informed the proposed distribution of growth and, 

although the consultation responses to the earlier stage of the Local Plan are 

referenced by the Councils in the Responses to the Inspectors’ questions, the process 

does not appear to be properly reflected elsewhere in the evidence base, in particular 

the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Instead the Councils’ SA (para 5.3.1) confirms that 

there was no real analysis undertaken of the twelve consultation options and the focus 

was on five options, which as set out under Matter 2, are not genuinely spatial options, 

but are higher level options as to how the area’s housing need should be met. 

 

3.9 Therefore there is a lack of clarity as to how the Councils arrived at the preferred 

distribution and there is a need for further work to be undertaken to show that the 

distribution is part of an appropriate strategy.  

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?  
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3.10 We believe the spatial strategy is not as clearly presented in the Local Plan as it could 

be. For example key elements of the Plan relating to level and distribution of growth 

appear later in the plan document than various detailed design criteria. The structure 

of the document would benefit from a rethink so that it commences with the strategic 

issues in relation to growth before later moving onto more detailed policy areas such 

as design which relate more to how the strategy should be implemented. 

 

3.11 Presentation and document structure aside,  in our view the spatial strategy does not 

adequately respond to local housing need in the south of South Bucks, the housing 

needs of Slough, which are closely related to South Bucks, and other strategic factors 

including Crossrail and Heathrow.  

 

3.12 We consider this could be remedied through further assessment and by making further 

allocations in the south of South Bucks, such as Berkeley’s site in Farnham Common. 

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

focus development?  

3.13 The plan does not include a settlement hierarchy and the Councils have confirmed that 

they have not prepared one. 

 

3.14 Notwithstanding the lack of hierarchy, it is unclear whether the Councils have 

appraised the relative sustainability of the different settlements across the area and 

used this to help inform where new development should most appropriately be located. 

 

3.15 Berkeley considers that Farnham Common is a sustainable location for growth as a 

result of its size, accessibility and level of services. However, this settlement is 

effectively ignored by the Local Plan.  

 

3.16 The Council may argue that this is because of its proximity to Burnham Beeches SAC, 

but the policy for the SAC as drafted only restricts development within 400m and there 

are suitable sites, such as Berkeley’s site east of Beaconsfield Road, that could be 

developed beyond this area to provide for housing needs in this part of South Bucks. 

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 
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significantly more new dwellings in Beaconsfield than Amersham? What was the 

process and what alternative strategies were considered?  

3.17 As above there is a lack of clarity about the spatial strategy and exactly which factors 

have informed the approach. We are unclear as to why no allocations have been made 

in Farnham Common, Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges and we consider that the 

Councils should consider alternative distributions of housing, including providing for 

additional homes in the south of South Bucks. 

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?  

3.18 Berkeley recognises that it is important to provide a range of sites that can deliver in 

the early part of the Local Plan period within five years and that contribute to a balanced 

spatial strategy which responds to the relative sizes and sustainability of existing 

settlements. 

 

3.19 Across both districts, Local Plan appears to strike a reasonable balance between large 

and smaller sites, but taking South Bucks in isolation the strategy is dominated by two 

large sites at Beaconsfield and Iver. The Local Plan would benefit from additional sites 

in those parts of South Bucks which aren’t currently proposed to have any new 

allocations, for example at Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. This would ensure 

that these currently neglected areas received some new housing – in particular 

affordable housing - within the plan period, help address some of Slough’s housing 

need and help to ensure a robust five year land supply. 

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?  

3.20 Not entirely. As above we consider that the Council should include additional sites in 

the south of South Bucks in or on the edge of settlements that are well related to Slough 

and infrastructure such as Crossrail. This would ensure homes are provided in the 

areas they are needed and support sustainable travel patterns. 

Q8. What role have the Councils played in the spatial distribution of development in the 

emerging Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan? Are specific sites identified in the Vale of 
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Aylesbury Local Plan to meet the unmet needs from Chiltern and South Bucks, and if 

so, are they located in areas close to where the need arises?  

3.21 We understand that there is no specific allocation in Aylesbury Vale for Chiltern and 

South Bucks but rather the 5,750 homes are part of the overall AVDC housing figure. 

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?  

3.22 As set out in our Pre Submission consultation response, these matters do not appear 

to have been taken into account, as shown by the lack of consideration of higher 

growth scenarios and the lack of allocations south of the M40. 

 

3.23 Further work is needed to ensure the Local Plan is a positive response to these factors 

as opposed to being a constraints led and capacity based approach. 

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

considered against the reasonable alternatives available? 

3.24 As the Council has not properly set out and tested the reasonable alternatives to the 

spatial strategy it is not justified. Further work is required to demonstrate the strategy 

is justified and therefore sound. This should include considering the potential to 

accommodate further growth in the south of South Bucks to provide for balanced 

spatial strategy, respond the needs of Slough and strategic factors such as Heathrow 

and Crossrail. 

 
Issue 2 – Location of New Development  

 
Q1. Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities where new 

housing and economic development will be permitted? Is the Plan effective in this 

regard?  

3.25 No comments. 

Q2. How would a decision-maker react to a proposal for new housing or economic 

development within a settlement inset from the Green Belt?  

3.26 No comments. 
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Q3. Does the Plan seek to take the same, or a different approach to new development 

within towns and villages inset from the Green Belt? For example, would a decision-

maker consider the principle of development differently if it was located in Beaconsfield, 

as opposed to Botley and Ley Hill? 

3.27 No comments. 

 


