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Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy  
 
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?  

 

1. No comments. 
 

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?  

 

2. The Chiltern Society’s main interest in the Local Plan is to ensure the conservation 
and enhancement of the Chilterns countryside, including the Green Belt and the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 

 
3. Given that 88% of Chiltern and 87% of South Bucks are Green Belt and 72% of 

Chiltern is AONB, it is essential that the Local Plan includes a clear Spatial Strategy 
so that these areas are protected as the two districts seek to meet their housing 

needs. 
 
4. Whilst the Councils have identified housing need through a recognised national 

methodology and applied the methodology set out in paragraphs 8.9-8.10 of the 
Councils response, there is no overall Spatial Strategy to direct the location of 

development. We would expect the Plan to include an assessment of the towns and 
villages across the two districts to identify a settlement hierarchy and specific 
development needs for each settlement. This could then be assessed against 

constraints such as the Green Belt and AONB to direct development towards 
sustainable locations. 

 
5. A thorough district-wide assessment of brownfield site capacity should have been 

undertaken across all of the main settlements in the district so that a brownfield 

first policy could be adopted as part of the Spatial Strategy. 
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6. The evidence suggests that the sites have been identified through a ‘call for sites’, 

rather than an assessment of sites across the whole Plan area. Many of the sites 
chosen are in the Green Belt and/or AONB. Most are located on the edge of existing 

settlements in locations which meet several of the 5 purposes of Green Belt 
designation, and in particular, restricting development encroaching into open 
countryside.  

 
7. The Councils appear to have identified the sites to be taken out of the Green Belt 

first and then considered other sites through the HELAA. A Spatial Strategy could 
ensure that removing sites from the Green Belt is a last resort when all other 
options have been exhausted. 

 
8. The lack of a Strategy has led to an inconsistent approach, with some settlements 

being identified to take significantly more growth than others. 
 
9. We are aware that adjoining districts are also significantly constrained, so apart 

from Aylesbury Vale, there are limited opportunities for unmet need to be located 
outside the District.  

 
10. Therefore, NPPF paragraph 11 sub-section i must be applied in this case and 

development in the Green Belt and AONB significantly reduced from the current 
levels, resulting in a reduction in the total number of dwellings below the OAN. We 
consider this could be addressed by considering non-designated sites beyond the 

sites in the ‘call for sites’ and by looking at potentially increasing development on 
brownfield sites, including some increased density in the urban areas.  

 
11. The loss of large areas of open countryside within the Chilterns landscape would 

have a significant detrimental effect on the area both in terms of the loss of Green 

Belt and potential increases in traffic and overstretching of water resources to the 
detriment of the Chilterns Chalk Streams.  

 
12. When sub-section ii is applied, we consider that the adverse impacts of doing so 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The need for housing 

on its own does not create an exceptional circumstance and would certainly not, in 
our view, outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, the Chilterns AONB and the AONB’s 

setting.  
 
13. We support the suggestion that a Spatial Strategy could be added as a main 

modification, but consider that it is so fundamental to the Plan that it should be the 
subject of further public consultations. 

 
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? 

 
14. As referred to above, the draft Local Plan does not set out a clear overall strategy 

for the pattern, scale and quality of development. The Strategy should bring 
together the requirements of sub-section (a) – (d) of paragraph 20 and provide an 
overall strategic policy that seeks to promote development is a co-ordinated and 

sustainable manner across the two districts. A clear part of this, under sub-section 
(d), should be a commitment to ensure conservation and enhancement of the 

Green Belt and AONB. 
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Q4. Does the Plan identify the Principal Settlements where the Councils have 

sought to focus development?  

 

15. The principal settlements have not been identified in the plan strategically, with the 

main development locations being identified in response to the call for sites and 
identified as strategic allocations. 

 

16. The Plan does not include specific policies in relation to settlements other than as 
strategic allocations. It is clear from the HELAA and the additional housing numbers 

identified for non-strategic allocations that the Councils intend to locate significant 
developments within the urban areas. This is not set out clearly in the plan, with 
some settlements eg Chalfont St Giles, Gerrards Cross being little mentioned. There 

needs to be a clear strategy relating to each of the main settlements set out in the 
Plan. 

 
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?  

 

17. The allocations appear to have been led by the call for sites rather than a strategic 
assessment. The HELAA identifies more development for the main settlements but 
this is not incorporated into the policies in the Plan. 

 
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?  

 
18. It is unclear from the Plan and supporting evidence why the allocations at 

Beaconsfield and Chesham are so large. Both have presumably arisen through 
developers putting them forward as part of the call for sites. 

 
19. In Beaconsfield, there is limited evidence as to whether brownfield sites within the 

urban area have been fully considered first. The proposed urban extension would 
extend some distance away from the railway station, thus reducing the benefits in 
relation to sustainable transport. Placing the site with easy access to the M40 will 

encourage car usage. A smaller scale allocation towards the western edge of the 
site would be nearer to the station and may encourage commuting by train. In 

order to maximise sustainability benefits, further sites should first be considered in 
the urban area in closer proximity to the station and town centre. 

 

20. A similar situation applies in Chesham where the site allocation is on the edge of 
the town and well away from the tube station and the town centre. The terrain is 

hilly and unlikely to encourage cycling to and from the station. The Society supports 
the proposals in the Chesham Masterplan to redevelop sites close to the town 
centre and to achieve a higher density development. It is unclear from the Plan 

whether this has even been considered, and if so, what the reasons were for 
rejecting it. The proposals of the Chesham Renaissance are well thought out and 

seek to regenerate the local economy whilst providing sustainable urban 
development. 

 

21. The Chesham Masterplan provides a model that could be applied to other 
settlements such as Amersham, the Chalfonts and Gerrards Cross. This type of 

urban regeneration-first approach is something that we consider should be at the 
core of the Spatial Strategy for the two districts. 
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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?  

 

22. As set out above, some of the locations for the site allocations are less sustainable 
than others. The key to this is, in our view, to regenerate the urban areas by 

increasing their density close to transport hubs and avoiding development in more 
remote areas of the Green Belt and AONB. 

 
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 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?  

 
23. No comments. 

 
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?  

 
24. No comments. 
 

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

when considered against the reasonable alternatives available?  

 

25. There is no clear spatial strategy in the Plan. As such the Plan must be considered 
to be unsound. 

 
 
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?  

 
26. The Plan makes no mention of how sites beyond the allocations would be 

distributed around the districts and between the settlements. The policies refer to 
sites being identified through the HELAA and subsequent updates. The recent 

HELAA and Settlement Capacity Study consider sites in a number of settlements 
and allocate specific numbers to each settlement. In some cases, this number is 
higher than the allocated site. These are not policy documents, so the numbers 

need to be referred to in the Plan with associated policies to justify the need for 
housing at each settlement. 

 
27. The figures in the Settlement Capacity Study refer to several hundred new 

dwellings in a number of settlements without any policy in the Plan to guide the 

choice of sites and identify criteria for the determination of planning applications. A 
much more strategic approach is required with priorities set for each settlement. 

 
28. The Plan is not effective in that it provides only limited policy on how the main 

settlements are to develop in the future. 
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Q2. How would a decision-maker react to a proposal for new housing or economic 

development within a settlement inset from the Green Belt?  

 

29. The areas in villages to be removed from the Green Belt do not coincide with 

Conservation Area boundaries. Therefore, much of the village would need to be 
treated as an undesignated site and applications determined against development 
management policies elsewhere in the Plan. There is no indication in the policies 

that a site in a village would be treated any differently to a site in an urban area. 
This will put pressure for development on rural areas, possibly leading to 

development that is less sustainable. 
 
30. The outcome of this could be additional applications for infilling or larger house 

extensions that would not have been permitted in the Green Belt, but could now 
have a significant impact on the character of the local area. 

 
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?  

 

31. See above. 
 


