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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared in response to The Planning Inspectorate 

document 'Inspectors' Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1' in respect of the 

forthcoming examination of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan on behalf of 

Paradigm Housing Group. Paradigm are one of the South East’s leading affordable 

housing providers. The company manages over 15,000 homes, across 33 local 

authorities, with its origins within Chiltern District Council.  

1.2 Representations are made on all five matters set out within the above document. 

This representation is in respect of Matter 3 which concerns the Spatial Strategy. 

For ease of reference, the response is divided into the issues set out within the 

Planning Inspectorate document.   

 

2. 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 focused on: 

• A more efficient use of land;  

• Extensions to principal settlements; and 

• Green Belt release close to train stations.  

Q4 – Does the Plan identify Principal Settlements where the Councils have sought 

to focus development 

2.1 Although the emerging Local Plan makes various references to Chiltern's 

'settlements', no specific reference is made to any being 'principal settlements' and 

in Paragraph 7.3 of the Councils Response to the Inspectors Initial Questions, it is 

stated that the Local Plan does not contain a settlement hierarchy. The reference 

to 'principal settlements' appears to have arrived from an early version of the 

Spatial Strategy that was subsequently amalgamated and revisited. However as no 

such distinction is made within the emerging Local Plan, and the Councils have 

been clear that there is no settlement hierarchy, it is considered reasonable to 

assume that such areas can include towns and villages with their own distinct 

settlement boundary, and this would include Chalfont St Giles.  
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2.2 As has been set out in our responses to other Matters, in preparing their Plan, the 

Councils have dismissed a site at Chalfont St Giles known as Land at High View. 

The merits of this site as a development site are discussed elsewhere, however it 

is worth noting with reference to Q2 that the site would form an extension to an 

existing settlement, which as set out above can be considered a 'principal 

settlement'. The allocation of this land for development would therefore comply 

with the Councils own development options.  

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 

proposed significantly more dwellings in Beaconsfield then Amersham? What was 

the process and what alternative strategies were considered?  

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?  

2.3 These questions are primarily for the Councils to answer, however we would be 

interested in the explanation for their strategy of allocation. As has been noted by 

the Planning Inspectors, the Plan is seemingly focused on allocating large, single 

allocations rather than several smaller sites in and around towns. No allocations 

have been proposed at Chalfont St Giles despite sound sites being put forward, 

such as Land at High View. This is considered surprising, given that it is a sizeable 

settlement with many facilities. Furthermore, the recently made Chalfont St Giles 

Neighbourhood Plan (23rd July 2019) identifies a lack of affordable housing in 

Chalfont St Giles as an issue, with 'Objective 1' of the Plan supporting and 

encouraging the provision of homes with an emphasis on the delivery of affordable 

housing.  

2.4 As such, it would seem reasonable to allocate housing on the edge of the settlement 

that would result in a proportionate increase to the population, meeting an 

identified need within this Parish.  

2.5 With reference to our comments in respect of Matter 1, it is considered that if the 

site at High View was assessed correctly, it would be reasonable to allocate it as a 

smaller site around an existing settlement, aiding a more even and sustainable 

distribution of growth across the Plan area.  
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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 

with are, or can be made, sustainable?  

2.6 It is not considered that the spatial strategy and distribution of development is 

consistent with Paragraph 103 of the NPPF. In allocating large numbers of dwellings 

in certain parts of the Plan area, such as Beaconsfield, and ignoring or only 

allocating small numbers of housing in other areas, the distribution of development 

across the area does not respond to local need, is uneven and disproportionate. 

2.7 As has been highlighted in our response to Matter 1, the Plan proposes to allocate 

a number of sites on the edge of settlements in locations they consider to be 'highly 

sustainable', but then note that the sites are outside the target distance for access 

to local amenities and public transport services. The site at High View is in just as 

– if not more – sustainable a location than a number of sites that are proposed for 

allocation in terms of its distance from such amenities and services. 

2.8 The Councils response to the Inspectors Initial Questions (paragraphs 8.4 and 8.7) 

admits that due to the AONB, there are limited development options available. Yet 

the Councils have chosen not to allocate land at a perfectly viable site, which does 

not lie within the AONB, at High View. The release of this land would not be a large 

scale release of land from the Green Belt in comparison to what is proposed for 

release elsewhere and would be compliant with the Councils spatial development 

option of a built area extension (paragraph 8.8).  

2.9 The opportunity was presented to the Councils as part of the Local Plan process to 

allocate equally sustainable sites for housing more evenly distributed across the 

Plan area with no further harm to the Green Belt and in compliance with their 

preferred spatial development options. However, they have chosen instead to focus 

on a small number of large allocations, as is evident from Policy SP LP1. As such, 

it is not considered that the Plan gives proper consideration to the expansion of 

settlements in a sustainable manner, and therefore does not comply with Paragraph 

103 of the NPPF.  
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Q10 – Is the Spatial Strategy justified? Does it represent an appropriate strategy 

when considered against the reasonable alternatives available?  

2.10 In respect of Q10, in light of the above it is our view that the spatial strategy is not 

justified and does not represent an appropriate strategy. There are reasonable 

alternatives available which the Councils have considered incorrectly, such as High 

View, that would offer a more even, sustainable distribution of growth across the 

Plan Area, whilst still aligned with the Councils options for growth in extending an 

existing settlement.  
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