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Matter 1: Compliance with the Act and Regulations  

Introduction 

1.1 These responses to the Inspectors’ Stage 1 Matters, Issues and Questions have been prepared by 

Bidwells LLP on behalf of Croudace Homes Ltd who are promoting land at Botley Road, Chesham, 

as a suitable site for Green Belt release. 

1.2 For the avoidance of doubt, we have only included responses to questions that are relevant to the 

representations previously made by Croudace Homes Ltd.  
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Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’)  

Question 1 - …. Part of the justification for not pursuing Option 5 
(meeting all housing needs in Chiltern and South Bucks) is the 
constraints of the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (‘AONB’). However, the Plan includes strategic 
development sites which require alternations to the Green Belt 
boundary, and, some residential development sites that fall within the 
AONB. How, therefore, did the Councils determine the scale of housing 
and economic development that would take place within the Plan area? 

1.3 Other than conclusions on the restraint of Green Belt (which we have addressed in more detail in 

our Matter 4 Hearing Statement), it is unclear why a greater level of development cannot be 

accommodated within the Plan area. We are of the view that the level of development that could be 

accommodated in the area, on land which serves limited Green Belt purposes, should be higher as 

the assessment process has not properly considered all of the suitable sites in the Districts. 

1.4 The Green Belt Assessment work identifies 37 sites (Sustainability Appraisal, Reg 19, June 2019, 

table 5.3). It is our view that this list has been severely curtailed by the inappropriateness of the 

Green Belt Assessment methodology. 

1.5 Of these 37 sites, only 11 have made the ‘cut’ in terms of allocation, with the reasons for 

rejecting/selecting certain sites being listed in Table 5.8 of the SA Report (June 2019). Whilst we 

have not analysed the reason for each of the rejected sites being considered unsuitable, it is 

effectively this decision, when combined with the capacity of sites identified in the HELAA, which 

dictates the level of need that can be accommodated in the Plan area, rather than any strategic 

planning decisions. 

1.6 We do not consider that this process is robust and a more detailed assessment, centred around 

delivering sustainable patterns of development, which assessed a greater range of sites in more 

detail, would have given a different outcome. 

Question 2 - The five options referred to above all relate to the scale of 
growth that will occur in Chiltern and South Bucks, comparing it with 
options for exporting unmet needs to Aylesbury Vale. Once the scale of 
development had been established within Chiltern and South Bucks, 
where does the SA consider the spatial distribution of this growth and 
test it against reasonable alternatives? I.e. where does the SA consider 
the geographic distribution of proposed new housing and economic 
development? 

1.7 We are not aware that such an assessment has taken place with the SA considering the suitability 

and sustainability of sites rather than options for the geographical distribution of development. 

1.8 We are of the view that if the SA process had considered alternatives to the distribution of growth 

proposed, it would have highlighted the significant benefits that increased levels of development 

around settlements such as Chesham would bring. Without such an assessment the process of 
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establishing the spatial strategy is neither legally compliant or sound as it is not properly justified by 

consideration of reasonable alternatives. 

Question 3 - Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of 
the 37 sites identified as ‘reasonable alternatives’. What process did 
the Councils follow to determine which sites were taken forward into 
this stage of the assessment? In creating the list of 37 sites to be 
tested through the SA did the Council consider sites on a consistent 
and transparent basis? 

1.9 This point is covered in more detail in our Matter 4 Green Belt Statement. The list of 37 Sites at 

Table 5.3 of the SA report is established through the flawed Green Belt Assessment work which sits 

alongside the SA as part of the evidence base. As far as we can tell, no other process has 

influenced the creation of this list.  

1.10 Our main concerns with the process of considering whether sites are suitable for Green Belt release 

are that: 

a) There was a lack of due consideration of the need for sustainable development within the 

review of sites. 

b) The parcelisation of land in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment was inappropriate and meant that 

suitable sites for Green Belt release were missed. 

c) There was a lack of consistency between the Green Belt Assessment and the early options 

work which also meant that appropriate sites were not properly considered. 

1.11 As a result of these deficiencies, the list of 37 ‘reasonable’ alternatives, in our view, is deficient and 

does not include all options that could be considered reasonable. 

1.12 As an example, our clients land north of Botley Road, Chesham, was originally assess at Issues and 

Options stage as part of a logical eastern extension to Chesham, alongside land which is proposed 

to be allocated as site SP BP2 (Chesham 1 in the Issues and options SA report). We consider this 

to be a reasonable alternative worthy of further consideration.  

1.13 However, due to the approach to defining ‘general areas’ through the Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment, which parcelled our clients land with AONB land to the south rather than more logically 

with the land to the north (as per the issues and options work) this ‘alternative’ appears to have 

been lost and not adequately assessed.  

1.14 Whilst the site is picked up again in the Part 2 Assessment (site 2.01), this assessment has been 

prepared in the context of the outcome of the negative Part 1 Assessment which we suggest unduly 

influences the conclusions. 

1.15 We therefore do not consider that the process of identifying the 37 sites is robust and the 

assessment is flawed due to a lack of proper consideration of all reasonable alternatives. 
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Question 4 - Were the sites chosen to be taken forward and tested as 
‘reasonable alternatives’ based on an established, and tested, spatial 
strategy? Where is this set out? 

1.16 It is considered that this question is linked to question 3 above. Paragraph N31 in the Reg 19 SA 

Report states: 

The housing allocations sites that are presented in the Local Plan have been derived from a 

reasonable alternatives process which has been informed by a review of the Green Belt. The Green 

Belt review process, which began in 2015, identified a range of locations that the Councils identified 

as Reasonable Alternatives to be appraised through the SA process. 

1.17 It is therefore clear that the identification of the reasonable alternatives is based solely on the 

identification of sites through the Green Belt Assessment, which we claim in our Matter 4 Green Belt 

Statement is flawed and is not based on any consideration of what the spatial strategy for the area 

should be to support sustainable patterns of development. 

1.18 The Green Belt Assessment looks at the performance of large general areas all across the Districts 

and although it identifies the main towns which would logically be the focus of growth, these are only 

identified for the purpose of assessing potential coalescence rather than them necessarily being 

sustainable locations for growth. 

1.19 It is our view that there has been a lack of consideration through the SA process of the spatial 

strategy which has means that the proposed development strategy is neither legally compliant or 

sound as it is not properly justified by the evidence and the consideration of reasonable alternatives. 

 

 

 

  

 

  



 

 

Bidwells is a trading name of Bidwells LLP, 

a limited liability partnership, registered in 

England and Wales with number OC344553. 

Registered office: Bidwell House, 

Trumpington Road, Cambridge CB2 9LD 

 


