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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination – Matters, Issues 

and Questions – Stage 1 

Matter 3 – Spatial Strategy 

Issue 1 – Distribution of Growth 

Statement on behalf of Richborough Estates Limited 

 

1.1 As it has been drafted, and for the purposes of Matter 3, the Local Plan is unsound 

because it is not justified and fails to reflect national policy.  In the absence of a Spatial 

Strategy the Local Plan currently fails to adequately promote sustainable patterns of 

development by not channelling the sufficient growth towards sustainable and accessible 

location towards at the Principal Settlements.  This approach is part of national policy as 

expressed at paragraphs 103 and 138 of National Policy Framework (the Framework).  

This can be rectified through Proposed Modifications by deleting some of the proposed 

allocations and replacing them with more sustainable options.  Whether additional 

allocations are required will arise from the outcome of Matter 2.  These are not, 

however, fundamental flaws with the Local Pan and can be addressed via Main 

Modifications. 

Question 2 
 

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? 

 

1.2 Richborough Estates recognise land within the urban areas for housing and employment 

purposes, especially within the Principal Settlements, should be considered for 

development first (Spatial Option A tested by the Councils – Sustainability Appraisal 

(June 2019)) (CSBLP7).  However, there will be a need to consider at the Examination 

whether the urban capacity is correct.  Richborough Estates is also supportive of an 

approach which then considers extensions to the Principal Settlements (Spatial Option 

C), especially where such growth would include land being released from the Green Belt 

close to the railway stations (Spatial Option J).  However, the Local Plan’s (CSBLP1) 

distribution of growth fails to fully respond to these options in choosing land releases 

from the Green Belt. 
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1.3 For Spatial Option C, the list of Principal Settlements comprises Chesham, Amersham, 

Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham.  The 

Sustainability Appraisal (CSBLP 7) at paragraph 10.1.5 identifies Gerrards Cross, 

Beaconsfield, Burnham, Farnham Common, Denham Green, Iver, Iver Heath and Stoke 

Poges as being the most significant settlements within South Bucks. For Chiltern District, 

Amersham and Chesham are the principal towns,  with the lower tier settlements 

including Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Great Missenden. 

 

1.4 The belated Settlement Capacity Study (January 2020) (CSBLP58) is useful in 

understanding the extent to which the distribution of housing proposed in the 

development plan both reflects the Options and directs new homes to where there is 

likely to be the greatest demand from the resident population.  The Study helpfully 

includes an assessment of the services within the relevant Parish albeit such facilities are 

focused upon the Principal Settlements.  Table 1 summarises the size of the Principal 

Settlements and the proposed housing provision. 

 

Table 1: Level of Housing Growth Relative to Population in the Parish of the 
Principal Settlements (Option C) 

 Parish 
Population 

Housing 
Other 

Sources 

Housing 
Green 

Belt 

Releases 

Proposed 
Dwellings/ 

1000 

people 

Percentage 
of Housing 

Need1 

Retail 
Hierarchy 

Chesham 22,887 435 500 41 8.4% District 

Amersham 15,010 503 95 40 5.4% Local 

(Old Town) 

Little 

Chalfont 

6,858 236 700 136 8.4% Local 

Chalfont St 
Peter 

12,979 860 552 108 12.7% District 

Gerrards 

Cross 

8,247 382 0 46 3.4% District 

Burnham 12,164 368 0 30 3.3% Local 

Beaconsfield 12,702 529 1,660 172 19.7% District/ 

Local 

 

1.5 The absence of greater growth at Amersham is understandable because of the 

limitations on major development within the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

(AONB) which applies, in part, to Chesham.  There is a constraint on growth at Burnham 

due to the Burnham Beaches Special Area of Conservation (SPA).   

 

 
1 Local Plan Table LPb Overall Supply Needed (Row O) less Requirement needed from Vale of Aylesbury Local 
Plan (Row Q) equates to 11,099 dwellings  
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1.6 However, neither of these environmental constraints is applicable to Gerrards Cross.  As 

a proportion of either the population or the housing need in the Local Plan it is noticeable 

that Gerrards Cross’s housing provision is well below the other Principal Settlements 

which do not have AONB, or SPA  environmental constraints. 

 

1.7 Table 1 also includes the classification of the retail centre of each location within the 

hierarchy as an indicative guide concerning the facilities and services available.  As can 

be inferred from Table 1, Gerrards Cross possessing a District Centre has not been fully 

recognised, especially where the Settlement Capacity Study (page 98) confirms that: 

 

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. 

(emphasis added) 

 

1.8 This commentary compares with a less than fulsome endorsement of Little Chalfont at 

page 58, which only has Local Centre, where land for some 700 dwellings is proposed to 

be released from the Green Belt but only identified as only having a decent provision of 

facilities and accommodating a reasonable part of the housing demand of the plan area.  

 

1.9 For Option J the of settlements where there are railway stations comprises Chesham, 

Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow.  There are 

the glaring omissions of Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield from this list.  Table 2 includes 

a similar assessment to Table 1 with the 2 omitted Principal Settlements added for 

comparative purposes. 

 

Table 2: Level of Housing Growth Relative to Population in the Parish of the 
Railway Stations (Option J) 

 Parish 

Population 

Housing 

Other 
Sources 

Housing 

Green Belt 
Releases 

Proposed 

Dwellings/ 
1000 

people 

Percentage 

of Housing 
Need 

Retail 

Hierarchy 

Chesham 22,887 435 500 41 8.4% District 

Great 

Missenden 

9,675 148 0 15 1.3% Local 

Amersham 15,010 503 95 40 5.4% Local 

Little 
Chalfont 

6,858 236 700 136 8.4% Local 

Seers Green 2,421 94 0 39 0.8% n/a 

Iver 11,961 337 1,440 149 16.0% Local 

Taplow 1,905 32 0 17 0.3% n/a 
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Gerrards 
Cross 

8,247 382 0 46 3.4% District 

Beaconsfield 12,702 529 1,660 172 19.7% District/ 
Local 

 

1.10 Spatial Options C and J do not include provision for the identification of a strategic 

allocation of 300 dwellings at Holmer Green (Little Missenden Parish with a population of 

6,490).  The Settlement Capacity Study (page 61) states that:  

 

Little Missenden parish is an area of polycentric development including the 

settlement of Holmer Green. Holmer Green’s proximity to Hazlemere in Wycombe 

District means that the two settlements effectively share many services. For 

instance, Hazlemere library is just across the district border and provides services 

to both communities. Overall this is a relatively accessible location with decent 

provision of facilities, albeit not in each settlement. These factors suggest that it 

should accommodate a proportion of the housing demand of the plan area. 

(emphasis added) 

 

1.11 This commentary is less supportive of growth occurring at Holmer Green when compared 

to the fulsome assessment of Gerrards Cross.  However, and more importantly, a 

significant development at Holmer Green does not positively respond to any of the 3 

Spatial Options.  The scale of growth  is also relatively high when compared to the 

relative size of other Principal Settlements and only possessing a Local Centre with no 

train station. 

 

Question 4 

 

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

1.12 No.  The Local Plan (CSBLP1) does not contain a spatial strategy but only a Spatial Vision 

(Section 3.4) followed by Spatial Objectives (Section 3.5).  It is acknowledged that the 

Vision and Objectives could provide the basis for a spatial strategy which would 

demonstrate how, for example, new development could be focused in accessible 

locations thereby reducing the need to travel and increase opportunities for walking, 

cycling and use of passenger transport (paragraph 3.5.3).   

 

1.13 Although assessed in respect of Question 2, population alone is not the sole 

determinative factor for defining a Principal Settlement in any hierarchy.  Significant 

development of the type being proposed in this Local Plan should be focused on 

locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and 
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offering a genuine choice of transport modes. There is also a need to take into account 

the availability of services and facilities, whether retail, healthcare, community or social.   

 

1.14 It is worthwhile the Inspectors noting that at paragraph 27.12 of the Councils’ Responses 

to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions (December 2020) (Exam 2) there is the basis of a 

retrospective spatial strategy being articulated.  What is missing is the evidence about 

public transport and the range of facilities available at particular settlement.  In short, a 

useful way to devise a spatial strategy is to have a clear settlement strategy or hierarchy 

in the Local Plan reflecting the attributes identified.  This approach is reflected at Policy 

CS1: Spatial strategy of the Chiltern Core Strategy which is followed by Policy CS2 

reflecting the amount and distribution of new homes identified by the settlement 

hierarchy. 

 

1.15 As demonstrably evident from the Settlement Capacity Study, Gerrards Cross is one of 

the larger settlement and more accessible locations in the plan area.  It has a rail service 

and there is a high level of provision of facilities.  It is a town where significant growth 

should be focussed because it would promote a sustainable pattern of development.  The 

Local Plan currently fails to do this. 

 

Question 5 

 
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? 
 

1.16 This is principally a question which the Councils need to answer.   

 

1.17 There was not a robust and coherent approach using cogent evidence to determine what 

might be a reasonable level of growth at each settlement.  The decision making 

approach summarised in the Sustainability Appraisal which identifies the housing 

requirement and  directs some of some growth to Aylesbury Vale District.  There is then 

a consideration of the Spatial Options which were consulted upon and this is followed by 

a discussion concerning reasonable alternative Green Belt sites.  What is missing 

between the choice of Spatial Options and the consideration of potential releases from 

the Green Belt, is any consideration of the merits of each of the settlements to 

accommodate growth by reason of their size, range of facilities and availability of public 

transport, particularly rail.   
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1.18 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) is clear that when reviewing 

Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable patterns of development should 

be taken into account and 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.  Further, where it has been concluded that it is necessary to 

release Green Belt land for development, the first consideration should be given to land 

which has been previously-developed and/or is well-served by public transport.   

 

1.19 There is a contrast in the approach to public transport between the Council’s Responses 

to the Inspector Questions and the Settlement Capacity Study.  Pages 28 to 31 to the 

Councils’ Responses identify that for some of the allocations there is a reliance being 

placed upon accessibility to existing bus services.  However, the Study at pages 2 and 3 

refers to legal advice about not placing too much weight on transport sustainability and 

‘considers the presence or absence of bus routes to be of a more limited importance’ 

when compared to railway stations.  To highlight again, Gerrards Cross is a town with a 

railway station which does not have a Green Belt housing allocation. 

 

1.20 From the perspective of Richborough Estates, after looking at land within the built-up 

areas, the Councils’ locational approach appears to have been determined through a 

desire to avoid major development in the AONB, which is understood, and then place 

significant reliance upon the outcome of the Green Belt Assessment process (CSBLP 15.3 

and 15.7).  There is no explicitly identified settlement.  

 

1.21 As stated in the representations to the Pre Submission Local Plan, the approach in this 

Local Plan is that sustainability and the policy objectives of the Framework to promote 

sustainable patterns of development have become subservient to Green Belt – this 

should not be the case.  This duty is the other way around and this is confirmed in the 

judgement of I M Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield District Council [2015] P.T.S.R. 

1536 and Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) 

where the exceptional circumstances to justify the release of Green Belt land can be 

extended to include a site’s consistency with a plan’s settlement strategy and the need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development.   
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1.22 The Inspector’s report for the Cheshire East Local Plan grappled with the issue of spatial 

distribution albeit for a District with some parts within the Green Belt.  Paragraphs 83 

refers to the following: 

 

I considered that the revised spatial distribution of development represents a 

realistic, rational and soundly-based starting point for the spatial distribution of 

development; it is justified by a proportionate evidence base and takes account 

of the relevant factors, including the crucial importance of the Green Belt and the 

outcome of other studies undertaken during the suspension period.  It is also 

based on sound technical and professional judgements and a balancing exercise, 

which reflects a comprehensive and coherent understanding of the 

characteristics, development needs, opportunities and constraints of each 

settlement.  Since that time, there is no fundamental or compelling new evidence 

which suggests that these conclusions should be reviewed.  However, several 

matters need to be addressed which gained greater prominence in the resumed 

hearings and were raised in the representations at the Main Modifications stage. 

(emphasis added) 

 

1.23 A similar theme is expressed in the Inspectors’ comments on the Joint West of England 

Spatial Plan at paragraphs 8 and 9 where: 

 
Moreover, even if it could be demonstrated that these principles did form the 
basis on which the selection/rejection of SDLs [strategic development locations] 
was undertaken (a) there is no priority or sequential approach to them (other 
than for ‘urban living’) so it is unclear how SDLs have been selected against them 
when most candidates are likely to meet at least one of the principles; (b) there 
is no comprehensive and consistent assessment of candidate SDLs against the 
principles; and (c) as far as we can tell, no appraisal or testing against possible 
alternatives has been undertaken of the principles themselves. Additionally, we 
remain to be convinced that, in terms of assumed mitigation measures (eg 
transport), candidate SDLs have been appraised on a consistent basis and that 
realistic reasonable alternatives for the size/configuration of SDLs have been 
considered.  
 
The problems caused by the absence of a spatial strategy which is not based on 
specific SDLs are particularly highlighted in relation to the Green Belt, the 
protection of which is a strong element of national policy. 

 

1.24 In the case of this Local Plan there is no settlement strategy nor hierarchy.  Box 5.1 in 

the Sustainability Appraisal in the discussion about the Chiltern and South Bucks Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2 Report (April 2019) (CSBLP 15.3) refers to ‘It also reviewed other 

areas of Green Belt which had come out of other research into sustainable locations and 

employment site searches.’  This comment is not supported by the content of the 

Assessment Part 2 which is focused upon:  

 
The overall purpose of Part Two is to consider through more detailed assessment 
the appropriateness of any adjustments to Green Belt boundaries in respect of 
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the Part One Recommended General Areas and Recommended Sub Areas in 
Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. 
 

Together with separate emerging Local Plan evidence around the relative 

suitability of different Green Belt sites for development8, the Part Two 

assessment feeds into the assessment of whether, in accordance with the NPPF, 

there may be exceptional circumstances that would justify the alteration of the 

Green Belt boundary through the new Local Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks 

Districts. 

 

1.25 Footnote 8 refers to Green Belt Development Options Appraisals (October 2016 and 

November 2017) (CSBLP 15.4, 15.4a and 15.4b) which extend to a broader range of 

factors and considerations, both site‐based and more strategic.  However, to be assessed 

against the broader range of factors a site had to ‘pass’ the assessment, including 

whether a Green Belt boundary could be defined otherwise it failed to go further.  

However, if a fine grained approach was adopted then these other factors themselves 

are capable of amounting to exceptional circumstances to release the land from the 

Green Belt.  Solely as an example, the land at Raylands Farm, Gerrards Cross (Exam 

5/5a - Omission Site 1212969) was not considered against other factors because (page 

109): 

 
Green Belt Assessment 
 
Unable to define an appropriate defensible Green Belt boundary should this 
option be taken out of the Green Belt and therefore the assessment failed at that 
point. 
 
Failed to define a boundary and therefore not considered further. 

 

1.26 If an holistic approach had been taken from the start to consider an alternative strategy 

based upon the suitability of settlements to accommodate growth then different 

decisions may have been made about some of the Green Belt sites which were assessed.   

 

1.27 As is evident from the Settlement Capacity Study, Gerrards Cross is one of the larger 

settlements and is one of the more accessible locations in the plan area.  It has a rail 

service and there is a high level of provision of facilities.  It is a town where significant 

growth should be directed because it would promote a sustainable pattern of 

development but the Local Plan currently fails to do this. 
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Question 6 

 
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? 
 

1.28 Although Principal Settlements, neither allocation is particularly accessible to the main 

local facilities.  Solely for illustrative purposes, Table 3 compares these 2 sites against the 

land at Raylands Farm, Gerrards Cross in terms of accessibility to key facilities.  The 

Raylands Farm site is more accessible than these 2 large sites which helps to illustrate 

the lack of justification on sustainability and accessibility grounds for some of the 

allocations. 

 

Table 3: Accessibility to Facilities (Centre of Site) 

 Railway Station Supermarket District Centre 

SP BP2 Chesham 2km 1.9m 2km 

SP BP9 Beaconsfield 1.9km 1.4km 1.6km 

Raylands Farm 1km 1.2km 1.3km 

 

1.29 In principle, Richborough Estates support the allocation of a range of residential sites of 

varying sizes across the Districts to meet the housing need. A distribution of some 

growth to all the Principal Settlements, including Gerrards Cross, is means by which there 

is choice delivered in the housing market and a range of outlets enables a higher rate of 

new homes to be delivered, whether market or affordable units. 

 

Question 7 

 
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? 
 

1.30 No.  Through the preparation of the Local Plan the Councils should have undertaken an 

assessment of the settlements within the area to determine a settlement strategy and 

hierarchy to assist with devising a spatial strategy to direct growth.  Through such an 

assessment process the opportunity to make decisions that would actively manage 

patterns of growth in support of these and focus. Significant development locations 

which are or can be made sustainable would have been best made, including Gerrards 

Cross.  This comment echoes the lack of the Councils failing to both promote sustainable 

patterns of development and choose locations well-served by public transport (especially 

rail) when releasing land from the Green Belt.   
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Question 9 

 
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? 
 

1.31 Richborough Estates have commented about the implications of these major 

infrastructure projects and their potential impact on the objectively assessed housing 

need under Matter 2.  These comments are not repeated but it is noted that there may 

well be other strategic infrastructure projects which need to be taken onto account in 

establishing a housing need for the plan area. 

 

Question 10 

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

1.32 No.  In the absence of a spatial strategy the Local Plan currently fails to adequately 

promote sustainable patterns of development by not channelling the main growth 

towards sustainable and accessible location towards at the Principal Settlements and 

then some growth to lower tier settlements adjacent to railway stations which have at 

least a good range of local facilities.  This approach is part of national policy and is a 

reasonable alternative strategy. 

 

1.33 There should have initially been an assessment of the settlements within the Local Plan 

area to devise a settlement strategy and hierarchy in the first instance to determine 

where, based upon population, facilities and being well-served by public transport, 

growth would be best accommodated to deliver sustainable patterns of development.   

 

1.34 However, what appears to have occurred instead is the primary consideration was to 

assess the Green Belt circumstances and contribution of sites to the Green Belt that were 

forward through consultation processes without having the context of a settlement 

strategy or other framework to enable the identification of allocations which would better 

contribute towards promoting sustainable patterns of development.  A pertinent point is 

made under Matter 3, Issue 1, Question 11 about the omission of Gerrards Cross as a 

settlement where the Green Belt boundary is not proposed to be altered to accommodate 

growth. 
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1.35 As it has been drafted, for the purposes of this Matter the Local Plan is unsound because 

it is not justified and fails to reflect national policy.  This can be rectified through 

Proposed Modifications by deleting some of the proposed allocations and replacing them 

with more sustainable options, such as at Raylands Farm, Gerrards Cross (Omission Site 

1212969). 
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Dated:  21 February 2020 


