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Independent Examination of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
 

 
Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions, Stage 1 

Hearing Statement1 on behalf of Visao Limited 
Matter 3 

 

 

Introduction 

 

1. There is, in reality, no spatial strategy in this plan.  The spatial options assessed in the June 

2019 SA all related to how much housing development should be allocated within the Plan 

areas, as opposed to not meeting needs or allocating land outside the Plan area.  There was 

no consideration, on a strategic basis, of where land should be allocated, within the Plan 

area.  As such, there is essentially no spatial distribution in the Plan 

 

Issue 1: Distribution of Growth 

 

Question 1 

 

1. No comment at this stage.   

 

Questions 2-3 

 

2. There is no indication of a spatial strategy in the plan which prioritises extensions to 

principal settlements and green belt release close to train stations.  This is clear from the 

position in relation to Gerrards Cross.   

 

3. The Green Belt Development Options Post Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation 

states at 1.3 that the Development Strategy includes “Focusing new development in or 

close to settlements within the Plan area proportionate to the size and function of those 

settlements informed by the settlement hierarchy”. 

 

                                                           
1 This Hearing Statement is made further to Visao Limited’s comments to the Regulation 19 stage, 

which are not repeated herein.   
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4. Gerrards Cross is one of the major settlements in the Plan area.  It is one of the three 

largest settlements in South Bucks (SA Scoping Document, November 2015, 1.3.1).  It was 

one of the primary settlements in the draft settlement hierarchy at the Issues and Options 

Stage (see Green Belt Development Options Appraisal: Post Preferred Green Belt Options 

Consultation, paras 1.3-1.4).  It was a principal settlement described in the Sustainability 

Appraisal at the Issues and Options Stage (January 2016, Table 6.1).   

 

5. Gerrards Cross is also well connected.  In terms of transport sustainability, it has the major 

advantage of a train station which links to London (SA Scoping Document, 1.3.3 and 

3.2.5).  The Plan refers to “railway stations with fast and efficient travel in to London” 

(para. 7.0.4).  The SA Scoping Document states at 3.2.10: 

“Gerrards Cross is also served by frequent buses; it is… on the A40 bus route, and also 
has services to Slough, the Chalfonts and Amersham.” 

 

6. The Settlement Capacity Study Update January 2020 states on p.3 that its analysis 

“considers railway stations to be important, as they are fixed and provide generally constant 

service levels”. 

 

7. Gerrards Cross is a district centre within the retail hierarchy: Settlement Capacity Study 

Update January 2020, p.97.  This goes on to state at pp.98-99: 

“As a district centre, Gerrards Cross together with its neighbour Chalfont St Peter is one 
of the more accessible locations in the Plan area, enjoying a rail service and a high level of 
provision of facilities. While not all facilities are found within the town itself, the wider 
area including Chalfont St Peter functions as one urban area with shared facilities available. 
These factors suggest that the area should accommodate a significant part of the housing 
demand of the Plan area. 
Following consideration of recent delivery rates and commitments, plus the physical 
characteristics of the town, it is suggested that this parish should have scope to 
accommodate 9% of the residual windfall allocation for the Plan area (108 dwellings). 
The suggested housing figure for this parish for the period 2016-2036 is 0 dwellings from 
allocations and 382 dwellings from other sources…” 

 

8. This appears perverse.  Notwithstanding the sustainability benefits of the settlement, and 

the Councils’ claim to have focused on extensions to principal settlements, and Green Belt 

release close to train stations, the Plan contains no allocations for residential development 

at Gerrards Cross whatsoever.  It is said that the area “should accommodate a significant 

part of the housing demand of the Plan area”, but yet there are no allocations made.  This 

failing on the part of the Plan may well arise from the lack of a spatial strategy and spatial 

distribution.   
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9. The approach regarding Gerrards Cross conflicts with the Councils’ Response to 

Inspectors’ Initial Questions, para. 27.12, where it is stated: 

“The core element of the spatial strategy is, as far as possible, to locate new homes and 
jobs in settlements which offer good access to the key public transport corridor, ensuring 
that residents have the best access to public transport and therefore also provide residents 
with good access to a wide range of jobs, services and facilities but within and outside the 
districts, in line with the NPPF’s emphasis on encouraging sustainable economic growth 
(paragraph 81).” 

 

10. It is no answer that the Plan does not need a strategy setting the pattern of development 

(Councils’ Response to Inspectors’ Initial Questions, para. 7.3), because it allocates land 

for development: 

(i) The allocation of land should itself be determined by the strategy setting the pattern 

of development; 

(ii) Plans need to be flexible (NPPF 11), and a plan with a general spatial strategy will 

provide greater guidance in the face of unexpected circumstances than one which 

does not; 

(iii) If development fails to come forward as predicted (whether in Chiltern and South 

Bucks itself, or in AVDC), then the Councils will need to grant planning 

permission on non-allocated sites if they are to meet needs, which is a process 

which should be guided by a spatial strategy. 

 

11. The Settlement Capacity Study Update states on p.1: 

“The NPPF requires the housing requirement figure for a neighbourhood area to reflect 
the Local Plan’s overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any relevant 
allocations. The Councils have received legal advice which interprets this requirement as 
saying that this study needs to focus on infill options for supply to supplement proposed 
Green Belt site allocations in the Local Plan.” 

 

12. This appears to be a concession that the Settlement Capacity Study process has not been 

used in order to determine where Green Belt site allocations should be made.  This makes 

no sense: the study of settlements is information which should have been used in 

considering where Green Belt allocations should be made.  A failure to take this approach 

means that the Plan is unsound on the basis of not being justified (NPPF para. 35(b)).   
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Question 4 

 

13. Consistent with its ad hoc approach to allocations, the Plan does not appear to identify 

Principal Settlements.  Primary settlements have been referred to in documents in the 

evidence base.   

 

14. A plan should specify principal settlements on which development is to be focused.  This 

helps guide development to the most sustainable areas.   

 

Question 5 

 

15. Only the Councils can answer this question, because it is unclear how it was decided how 

much development should be assigned to each settlement.  It appears that this was done 

on an ad hoc, site-by-site basis rather than as a matter of any reasoned distinction between 

settlements.   

 

Question 6 

 

16. No comments at this stage. 

 

Question 7 

 

17. Given that the Plan does not appear to have a spatial strategy and distribution of 

development within the Plan area, it does not comply with NPPF para. 103.  The Plan is 

unsound on the basis that it does not prioritise offering a genuine choice of transport 

modes.  Furthermore it does not prioritise land which is well-served by public transport.    

This is particularly clear given the lack of any allocations at Gerrards Cross, a highly 

sustainable settlement in transport terms.   

 

18. Visao Limited has previously provided a detailed comparison by Vectos between the site 

at Woodhill Farm and the draft allocations (Regulation 19 Consultation Response, 

Appendix 9).  The fact that the Woodhill Farm site has not been allocated, despite its 

favourable credentials in transport sustainability terms, further demonstrates the failure on 

the part of the Plan to comply with NPPF para. 103.  See also the comparison at para. 35 
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of the Regulation 19 Response (Planning Statement).  The failure to consider the spatial 

strategy explains why there has been a failure to avoid proposed development in Air 

Quality Management Areas (the sites at Iver Station and Iver Heath). 

 

Questions 8-9 

 

19. No comments at this stage.   

 

Question 10 

 

20. Given all of the points above, the approach to the concept of a spatial strategy in the Plan 

is not justified.  Firstly, there is in fact no spatial strategy: merely deciding what proportion 

of allocations should be within the Plan area as opposed to outside the Plan area (or not 

met) does not constitute a spatial strategy.  Secondly, the approach to allocations shows 

that there has been insufficient consideration of spatial matters.  This is demonstrated by 

the fact that the highly sustainable settlement of Gerrards Cross has not received any 

allocations.  It is no answer to say that this was due to the fact that Gerrards Cross is 

surrounded by Green Belt, as the Plan area is heavily constrained by Green Belt and the 

Plan proposes release of land from the Green Belt for housing allocations.  In any event, 

the Green Belt assessment in relation to Gerrards Cross, and specifically in relation to the 

site at Woodhill Farm, was fundamentally flawed (see Visao Limited’s Responses to 

Matters 1 and 4).   

 

Issue 2: Location of New Development 

 

Question 1 

 

21. As stated in relation to Issue 1, Questions 2-3, the Plan is unsound for failing to provide a 

spatial strategy.  This means that if the Councils have to consider permitting development 

in circumstances not contemplated by the plan (for instance, if there is a significant failure 

to deliver by housing sites within the Plan area or in AVDC), then there is no spatial guide 

as to how development should be considered. 

 

 



6 
 

 

Questions 2-3 

 

22. No comments at this stage.   

 

ALISTAIR MILLS 

Landmark Chambers 

Tuesday, 25 February 2010 


