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Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy  
Questions and responses  
 
Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth  
 
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? 
 
The Councils’ response to this question contradicts the approach taken within the   
Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options (January 2016) (2016 SA). Table 6.1 of this 
sets out 12 spatial options for the delivery of 15,100 homes within CSB. Of these, it was only the 
following three that were assessed in detail within the 2016 SA, despite the majority of the 
options scoring the same against the SA objectives: 
 
c) Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, 
Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham;  
 
d) Built area extension(s) within Chiltern/South Bucks administrative area on the edge of 
principle settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough, and Maidenhead; 
 
e) Built area extensions to a wider range of settlements - Great Missenden, Prestwood, Chalfont 
St Giles, Denham Green, Iver Heath, Farnham Royal, Stoke Poges and Iver Village.  
 
There is no explanation as to why the remaining spatial options were discounted, which 
included a) making more efficient and effective us of land and, j) additional sustainable growth 
options in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt close to train stations (Table 6.1, SA 2016). 
There is therefore no evidence to support the Councils’ contention that these two options 
formed part of the main focus in exploring options for growth. This is further confirmed in 
paragraph 5.3.3 of the 2019 SA, as discussed in response to Q10 below. 
 
 
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? 
 
The Plan itself does not contain a settlement hierarchy. The Councils seek to justify this in their 
response to the Inspector’s Questions at paragraph 7.3, stating that this is not a requirement of 
national policy, and that this is unnecessary to include given the settlements within Chiltern and 
South Bucks are surrounded by Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 103 relates to where significant development should be focussed, therefore, this 
includes the location for development within a Local Plan. The logical starting point when 
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determining the spatial strategy and the distribution of development should be to understand 
which locations within the Plan area are sustainable, or can be made sustainable through 
development in accordance with paragraph 103 NPPF. The Councils have omitted this vital step 
in the process by failing to produce a settlement hierarchy to understand the capabilities of the 
settlements within the Plan area, therefore it cannot be said that the Plan is compliant with 
paragraph 103, nor that it contributes to sustainable development in accordance with paragraph 
16a) of the NPPF. As a result, the Plan is unsound. 
 
Q10. Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent an appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives available? 
 
We do not consider that the spatial strategy is justified, given it is not based upon any form of 
settlement hierarchy to ensure development is directed to the most sustainable locations. In 
addition, the SA 2016 considered only three spatial options in detail, as set out in our response 
to Q2 above. It is unclear as to why the other options were not assessed in the same level of 
detail within the SA.   
 
Further, the 2019 SA states at paragraph 5.31.1 that this process did not identify a single best 
performing option, and that the overall sustainability performance of the options was identified 
as being uncertain due to the lack of detail concerning the size and location of potential 
development. These options were not revisited as part of any subsequent SA, or as further 
technical evidence was commissioned which would be provided the necessary detail to 
establish the sustainability assessment of the options.  
 
Paragraph 5.3.3 of the 2019 SA states that the spatial options were revisited by Plan makers in 
2019 and presented as a suite of four options, described in Table 5.2 as ‘spatial strategy 
reasonable alternatives’.  
 
These comprise: 
 

• Option A – Do nothing.  

• Option B - Export all unmet housing need to Aylesbury and develop all suitable 
commitments.  

• Option C – Meet partial housing need set out in the Standard Methodology over the Plan 
period (2016-2036) including using commitments and all suitable HELAA sites and 
exporting remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of Aylesbury.  

• Option D - 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. 

 
Option D was selected to deliver the Local Plan, the rationale for which described in paragraph 
5.3.5 to be: 
 
“The evidence on housing supply and availability indicated that it would not be possible for the 
LHN to be met in full within the Plan area without proposing either Green Belt releases or relying 
on the relatively less constrained AVDC to meet some of that need. AVDC’s own evidence 
indicated that meeting more than 5,750 homes of the CSB unmet housing need would not be 
deliverable given local market conditions.” 
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However, given the timings of this change in approach (2019), it is considered that this is a 
retrospective decision which did not in fact inform the Plan process, or the spatial strategy. 
Instead, it is submitted that the spatial strategy is based entirely upon the recommendations of 
the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (Stage 1 GB Assessment March 2016), which 
identified a number of ‘General Areas’ within the Green Belt for further consideration. It is only 
these ‘General Areas’ that have been considered throughout the Plan process, and is not based 
on a set and accepted professional methodology.   
 
Given the above, all potentially suitable sites that fulfilled a limited Green Belt function but were 
located within a larger ‘General Area’ that was dismissed as part of the Stage 1 GB 
Assessment, were overlooked as being suitable for development in the HELAA due to their 
location within the Green Belt. As set out in our response to Matter 5, we do not consider that 
there has been a consistent approach to assessing sites, given such sites were not subject to 
any form of Green Belt assessment to support their rejection.  
 
As noted in our response to Q2, the strategy appears to be based solely upon the findings of the 
Stage 1 GB Assessment. There were 15 of these areas included for allocation within the 2016 
Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation, 13 of which remain allocated within the Plan, with no 
changes throughout the Plan process other than the deletion of two sites (Hazlemere and Iver 
Heath North). 
 
The assessment of reasonable alternatives was undertaken in the 2019 SA, which assessed 37 
alternative Green Belt sites (also identified within the Stage 1 GB assessment) as reasonable 
alternatives. We do not consider this represents an adequate consideration of the reasonable 
alternatives available, given this does not include other sites which may be potentially suitable, 
but which have not been subject to the same level of scrutiny because they have not been 
identified as part of the Green Belt Assessment.   
 
In addition, we are also unclear as to how these 37 areas identified within the Stage 1 GB 
Assessment were determined, given there were a considerable number of general areas which 
scored ‘medium’ overall in the purpose assessments. Only some of the areas were assessed as 
part of a finer grain approach within the same assessment to determine if there were any 
opportunities for smaller scale release of sites from the Green Belt. We consider this approach 
to be inconsistent and unjustified, which has potentially resulted in suitable sites put forward for 
allocation being overlooked.  
 
We consider that the Councils should have undertaken a Green Belt assessment that sought to 
assess the performance of sites submitted for allocation within the Plan against the purposes of 
the Green Belt, prior to being discounted. This could have ascertained whether any additional 
areas could be released from the Green Belt to contribute towards meeting the OAN with the 
Plan area. Without this, it cannot be demonstrated that the Plan is based upon a sound strategy, 
having thoroughly and properly considered the reasonable alternatives to the reliance on a 
significant contribution from the VALP to meet the OAN. 
 
 


