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Matter 3: Spatial Strategy 
 

 
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? 
 
We consider that the Council’s general approach to the distribution of housing to be broadly sound 
(noting our previous response to Matter 1 Issue 2 relating to the scale and distribution of gypsy and 
traveller provision which we do not consider to be robustly evidenced).   
 
Principal settlement locations selected, such as Beaconsfield, are clearly sustainable places to bring 
major housing development forward, especially where major new infrastructure (e.g. Beaconsfield 
Relief Road) and major development proposals that will support this growth and infrastructure provision 
(e.g. Wilton Park redevelopment) provide a sustainable platform for this growth.  However, we have 
consistently raised questions over whether the land proposed for release is being brought forward to 
maximise the efficient use of the land and whether the most sustainable parts of that area (e.g. land 
closest to train stations) are being included.  We consider that more could be done around the edges 
of the Beaconsfield (SP BP9) allocation to enhance its position as a sustainable allocation for major 
housing development in the plan. 
 
 
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? 
 
We consider that for market housing and supporting community and employment uses that the plan 
and supporting evidence has appropriately considered a range of options and provided a clear strategy 
for the overall pattern, scale and quantity of development.  
 
 
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? 
 
The site East of Beaconsfield has a unique position by new highways infrastructure that has either been 
recently completed or is the subject of planning permission relating to the Wilton Park development 
(14/01467/FUL; 17/01763/OUT).  Furthermore, the proximity of a major brownfield Green Belt 
regeneration site (Wilton Park), strong options for providing a revised Green Belt boundary and the 
proximity of a principal settlement and excellent rail and road connections make this location a sound 
proposal for a large urban extension.  Furthermore, the scale proposed (circa 1600 dwellings) is of a 
size that can be delivered in full during the plan period. 
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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? 
 
As partly set out in our response to Q6, Beaconsfield is a sustainable location for additional housing 
growth, and has the opportunity to offer a genuine choice of transport modes.  Furthermore, the 
provision of employment, a primary school, a local centre and other supporting community facilities 
provides an opportunity to limit the need to travel longer distances to access such facilities.  The 
presence of two railway stations in the area as well as existing local and wider network bus services 
means that this growth can genuinely offer a choice of transport modes.  We consider that the Councils’ 
options for the spatial distribution for development to be more restricted in other locations around the 
District where these transport choices are less available. 
 
We have made previous submission in respect of the requirement to provide a car park as part of the 
Beaconsfield allocation to deal with existing under provision.  We do not consider that this requirement 
is soundly based nor in line with paragraph 103 of the Framework and should be deleted from the 
allocation text. 
 
 
Q10. Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent an appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives available? 
 
We consider that the spatial strategy for housing growth is justified given the largely rural nature of the 
District with many settlements limited by their constraints.  Locations such as Beaconsfield that are well 
served by existing public transport have the ability to absorb more growth than some other locations 
which are not served by the same range of supporting infrastructure.  The existence of other factors 
such as the provision of a strong retail centre should also be recognised.  Beaconsfield and Amersham 
are two locations where old and new towns provide a wider range of facilities than many other towns 
around the District, adding to the sustainability of these locations to support new housing growth. 
 
As set out in Matter 1 Issue 2 we do not consider that the spatial strategy for the provision of gypsy and 
traveller pitches is justified. 
 


