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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This response to Matter 3 of the Inspectors’ MIQs in respect of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
(CSB) Local Plan 2036 Examination has been prepared by the Strategic Planning Research 
Unit (‘SPRU’) of DLP Planning Ltd. SPRU have been instructed to appear at the Examination 
on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society. 

1.2 SPRU have made submissions on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society to the Regulation 19 
consultation (June – August 2019) on the emerging Local Plan, objecting to the Submission 
Version of the CSB Local Plan on several grounds, including its failure of the four tests of 
soundness in the NPPF, paragraph 35. This statement should be read in conjunction with 
those submissions. 

1.3 The cumulative effect of the issues raised in our previous representations and our submitted 
hearing statements for Matters 1 to 5, are such that the Draft Local Plan should not be 
allowed to continue through the examination process in its current form. 

 

 

 

 



BU5243-1PS – Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 
Matter 3  
 

   
 

5 
 

02.10.KW. BU5243-1PS.Chiltern and South Bucks LP - Matter 3 Statement_Beaconsfield Society_FINAL 

2.0 MATTER 3 – SPATIAL STRATEGY 

a) 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? 

2.1 According to our calculations outlined in our Matter 2 response (Issue 1, Q2), the local 
housing need for Chiltern District for the period 2019/20 to 2029/30 is 337 dwellings per 
annum (dpa) (44% of the combined requirement). The equivalent figure for South Bucks 
District is 431 dpa (56% of the combined requirement).  

2.2 In terms of future supply, the level of growth proposed in each authority area is not set out in 
the Submission Plan, and as such there does not appear to have been consideration of this 
matter. In particular, no justification is provided by CSB for combining the two authorities’ 
local housing needs and then redistributing this need across the whole plan area, rather than 
deciding to meet each authority’s need within its own geographic area. 

2.3 As set out in our response to Q3 below the plan does not have an overall spatial strategy for 
the Plan area, so it has not been demonstrated how the level of growth has been distributed 
between the administrative areas of Chiltern and South Bucks. 

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? 

2.4 It is unclear from the evidence presented how CSB’s identification of proposed development 
sites was informed by the above development options. In particular, there is no evidence to 
show where individual sites were assessed against these particular preferred development 
option criteria. Paragraphs 8.9 to 8.10 of the CSB response to the Inspectors’ Initial 
Questions states:  

“The public response showed that the most popular spatial development options were: 

• A - More Efficient Use of Land 

• C - Built Area Extensions - Principal Settlements 

• J - Green Belt - Close to Train Stations 

Given the above findings, the Councils ultimately focussed their development options on 
these three key areas. This direction of travel was incorporated into the findings of the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part One [CSBLP15.7], and Green Belt 
Assessment Part Two in relation to the particular circumstances surrounding the option 
of development around stations.”  

2.5 The Green Belt Assessment Parts 1 and 2 referred to by CSB in their above response do not 
explicitly refer to the above spatial development option criteria in the main report or the 
assessment proformas. Whilst the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment proformas do question 
whether each site is a ‘good fit with the spatial strategy’, the responses then identify which 
of the spatial options the site best matches, rather than assessing whether the site fits with 
the preferred spatial development options. Only one of the sites (parcel 1.18A) assessed in 
the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, for example, was found to accord with Option A (more 
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efficient use of land), and none of the parcels was found to fit with spatial option J.   

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? 

2.6 Paragraph 20 of the NPPF sets out that: 

“Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality 
of development, and make sufficient provision for: 

a) housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other 
commercial development…” 

2.7 The submitted plan is not sound in this regard, as it has failed to set out any spatial strategy 
for the pattern, scale and quality of development across the Plan area. A spatial strategy is 
not referenced in the Plan’s vision and objectives nor in any policy. There has been no spatial 
strategy to inform the selection of site allocations. The Plan therefore provides no clarity to 
decision makers, developers or local communities.  

2.8 Our Regulation 19 response (‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal and Reasonable 
Alternatives to the Spatial Strategy’, Section 4) discusses how CSB’s preferred options were 
selected substantially prior to any preferred development strategy being identified and how 
a spatial strategy underpinning the Plan has never been fully tested. The preferred 
development options are identified in CSB’s ‘Green Belt Development Options Appraisal 
Post Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation’ (November 2017), however no reasons are 
given to justify why these particular development options have been selected nor is any 
framework outlined in terms of how individual site options (or combinations of options) have 
been assessed in terms of spatial fit. Further detail is provided in our response to Matter 1 
(Issue 2). 

2.9 The absence of a spatial strategy in the Plan and the lack of evidence which sets out how a 
preferred strategy and alternatives have been considered is a serious and fundamental 
failing of the plan-making process. In order to begin an adequate consideration of spatial 
alternatives now during the examination process and to determine exactly what the spatial 
strategy of the Plan should be at this stage in the process would be wrong and would 
represent a significant change to the plan. We therefore consider that such a level of change 
is insurmountable at this stage in the plan-making process.  

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

2.10 As noted above, CSB have not identified any principal settlements within the Submission 
Plan. 

2.11 Paragraph 4.7 of the Regulation 18 Issues and Options document identifies development 
‘Option C’ as representing “Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, 
Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham”. 
However, it is unclear whether this represents a comprehensive list of principal settlements 
as a settlement hierarchy is not clearly defined. Although a ‘draft settlement hierarchy’ is 
outlined in paragraph 1.4 of the ‘Post-Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation’ (November 
2017), this has not been taken forward by the Council and a ‘final’ version of this settlement 
hierarchy is not defined elsewhere, including in the Submission Plan. Therefore, as it is only 
a draft document, we can only infer it has not been taken into consideration in plan making. 

2.12 It is also noted that Paragraph 4.7 of the Regulation 18 Issues and Options document states 
that “the Plan will need to review the existing settlement hierarchy”, however such a review 
does not appear to have been undertaken within the plan-making process. 
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2.13 Appendix 7 of the Regulation 18 Issues and Options document defines the ‘Scope for 
Proposed Development Management Policies’. A number of proposed ‘sustainability policies’ 
are defined including a ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ policy whose purpose is “To define a 
settlement hierarchy, broad focus for development and likely appropriateness for scale of 
new development” (p.54). It is notable that no such policy has been included in the 
Submission Plan.   

2.14 The Key Diagram shown at Section 3.3 of the Submission Plan does not distinguish between 
any of its settlements, identifying them all as the same tier of ‘settlement’. As such, it is 
unclear how the scale and level of growth within each settlement has been determined, as 
further discussed in response to Q5 below.  

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? 

2.15 Notwithstanding the lack of a defined settlement hierarchy within the Submission Plan, there 
is no clear spatial strategy for the distribution of growth across the settlements and districts 
within the Plan area. In particular, there is no justification as to why certain settlements have 
been allocated higher levels of growth than others. It would appear that the Councils’ 
approach to growth is a by-product of the site selection process in that the ‘strategy’ is led by 
the site selection process as opposed to the other way around. There has been no spatial 
strategy which influences, or is a criterion within, the site selection process.  

2.16 See our response to Matter 5 for further detail on the site selection process.  

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? 

2.17 As discussed in our response to Q5 above, there is no clearly defined spatial strategy, and 
as such there is no clear justification for the scale of development proposed on individual 
sites, such as those at Beaconsfield. This is particularly significant in the context of the 
comparatively high housing contribution of 1,600 dwellings proposed at Site SP BP9. No 
reasonable alternatives to the Local Plan have been tested that either exclude the 
contribution of this site towards development needs or present any alternative to the 
estimated capacity of 1,600 dwellings. In terms of a ‘do nothing’ scenario CSB have not taken 
account of the potential to deliver only the Major Developed Site in the Green Belt at Wilton 
Park, which is itself a reasonable alternative option as it is an extant allocation.  

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? 

2.18 Section 4(b) of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and Exceptional 
Circumstances’ Report identified that little consideration was given to the plan’s proposed 
spatial strategy, including requirements for sustainable development, when identifying 
potential sites for Green Belt release. This is contrary to NPPF Paragraph 138 which states 
that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic policy-making authorities 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development 
towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within 
the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary”. Furthermore, 
NPPF Paragraph 139(a) requires Local Authorities to ‘ensure consistency with the 



BU5243-1PS – Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 
Matter 3  
 

   
 

8 
 

02.10.KW. BU5243-1PS.Chiltern and South Bucks LP - Matter 3 Statement_Beaconsfield Society_FINAL 

development plan’s strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable 
development’ when defining Green Belt boundaries. The current strategic site options do not 
have regard to the over-arching spatial strategy for the plan area and are therefore contrary 
to national policy.  

2.19 Local Plans as a whole must contribute to the objective of achieving sustainable development 
(NPPF Paragraph 35a). In taking forward the strategic site allocations presented in the Draft 
Local Plan, CSB have sought to rationalise the justification based on pre-existing evidence, 
rather than giving full consideration to the objectives for sustainable development required 
by NPPF Paragraph 11 as a whole. This does not establish any clear or comprehensive 
relationship with an overall spatial strategy for the Local Plan, which is in itself unclear. As 
such, there remains an absence of a clear approach towards exceptional circumstances 
within the Draft Local Plan.  

2.20 In the Green Belt Assessment – Part 2, Appendix 1, Arup as ‘critical friend’ to CSB make the 
following comments: “We…believe that some of the considerations around spatial fit with the 
local plan options may be a more effective way of filtering sites (i.e. site is in a more/less 
favoured strategic option)” (p.55). However, CSB’s approach to identifying which sites 
assessed in the Green Belt review should be carried forward as development options is not 
transparent, and there is little indication that the chosen sites ‘fit’ with the broader spatial 
strategy of the Local Plan or that their contribution to sustainable development has been 
properly considered as part of this process. This approach is unsound.  

2.21 In CSB’s Settlement Capacity Study Update (January 2020) it is unclear how the capacity of 
existing settlements to accommodate large-scale allocations has been assessed. For 
example, CSB’s commentary on page 77 justifies a 1,600 dwelling allocation to the east of 
Beaconsfield as follows: “As a district centre, Beaconsfield is one of the largest towns within 
the plan area. It is also one of the most accessible locations with its own motorway junction, 
a good rail service and enjoys a high level of provision of facilities. These factors suggest 
that it should accommodate a significant part of the housing demand of the plan area”. This 
is not a detailed, evidence-based justification that the settlement can accommodate an 
allocation of this size, particularly in light of the significant infrastructure constraints the 
Councils identify on page 75. 

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? 

2.22 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? 

2.23 It is unclear how the above developments have informed the proposed distribution of growth 
in the Submission Plan. As outlined in our Matter 1 response (Issue 2, Q5), strategic 
contextual changes, including the agreement of the route of HS2 and further development of 
proposals for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford Corridor, were not taken into account in 
the June 2019 Sustainability Appraisal (SA). In respect of the Plan as whole, it is therefore 
significant that the assessment and identification of effects are not based on the most up-to-
date evidence and the conclusions of the SA and the Plan itself are therefore not fully 
justified. 



BU5243-1PS – Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 
Matter 3  
 

   
 

9 
 

02.10.KW. BU5243-1PS.Chiltern and South Bucks LP - Matter 3 Statement_Beaconsfield Society_FINAL 

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

2.24 Our Regulation 19 representations (‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal and Reasonable 
Alternatives to the Spatial Strategy’, Section 4(b)) objects to CSB’s approach to justifying 
their preferred development strategy in the June 2016 and June 2019 SA reports (see also 
our Matter 1, Issue 2 response). For example, in the June 2016 SA, CSB did not give reasons 
to reject the full range of spatial options (A-L) in terms of quantifying their contribution towards 
the development strategy. This is significant as paragraph 137 of the NPPF requires full 
consideration of options that seek to minimise the release of land from the Green Belt, 
including optimising density and re-using underutilised land. 

2.25 In addition, our Regulation 19 representations (‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and 
Exceptional Circumstances’, Section 5(a)(ii)) detail our objections to CSB’s approach to site 
selection and their failure to identify and consider alternative site options (see also our Matter 
4, Issue 1, Q6 and Q10). The Councils have failed to show how the sites proposed for release 
from the Green Belt are preferable to all other potential options (including those on non-
Green Belt land) and have therefore failed to demonstrate that exceptional circumstances 
exist to justify their release. 

2.26 CSB identify development within the Green Belt as an ‘option’ in paragraph 1.1 of the Part 2 
Green Belt Assessment methodology: “Land in the south of the county, mainly within Chiltern, 
Wycombe and South Bucks, is constrained by large areas of the London Metropolitan Green 
Belt, resulting in these districts being unable to meet their full objectively assessed housing 
need. The land within the Green Belt is therefore being considered as an option to identify 
whether there are any development opportunities.” 

2.27 However, this document provides no explanation of what other non-Green Belt options have 
been considered by these three authorities (including why these have been excluded) before 
the Green Belt ‘option’ was considered.  

2.28 One alternative option that has not been fully explored is that of identifying non-Green Belt 
land suitable for sustainable development in the wider HMA, including within Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (AVDC). Contrary to NPPF paragraph 137, CSB have failed to demonstrate 
how the decision to remove land from the Green Belt “has been informed by discussions with 
neighbouring authorities about whether they could accommodate some of the identified need 
for development”.  

2.29 We consider that the Council have failed set out a spatial strategy nor have they adequately 
considered reasonable alternatives. Without this, there is no evidence to demonstrate 
sustainable patterns of development are being promoted or that Green Belt release aligns 
with a spatial strategy. This is contrary to NPPF Paragraph 139(a) which requires Local 
Authorities to “ensure consistency with the development plan’s strategy for meeting identified 
requirements for sustainable development” when defining Green Belt boundaries. 

b) 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?  

2.30 No response. 

Q2. How would a decision-maker react to a proposal for new housing or economic 
development within a settlement inset from the Green Belt?  

2.31 No response. 
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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? 

2.32 No response. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 


