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Matter 3: Spatial Strategy  

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 1 – Distribution of Growth  

Question 1 -  How did the Councils determine the level of growth 
between the administrative areas of Chiltern and South Bucks? Does 
the level of growth proposed in each area reflect the housing need for 
both authorities? 

1.3 The response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions provides an element of clarity to the general 

approach of the Council’s to establishing the Spatial Strategy. 

1.4 At paragraph 8.2 the Council’s state that: 

The scale and distribution of growth was determined firstly through land availability within 

districts excluding the Green Belt, the Chilterns AONB and Burnham Beeches SAC.  

1.5 From this, it is clear that it was the availability of land which has dictated the strategy, rather than 

first considering the level of growth that should be accommodated in each authority area and each 

individual town. 

1.6 This is reinforced at paragraph 7.3 of the Council’s response to the Initial Questions which confirms 

that no consideration has been given to the settlement hierarchy as all settlements are surrounded 

by Green Belt. 

1.7 Whilst the lack of a settlement hierarchy is considered further below, it further indicates that the 

strategy was not driven by the scale and role of settlements across the area, which we would expect 

to have been the starting point for the development of any strategy. 

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? 

1.8 We do not consider that the options considered above have adequately been factored into the 

development of the spatial strategy. 

1.9 The Council have clearly looked at the potential from within urban areas, as demonstrated through 

the Settlement Capacity Study and work on the HELAA, which identifies a range of brownfield sites 
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and infill opportunities, which are likely to be developable over the plan period. However, we do not 

consider that extensions to the principal towns or possible Green Belt release near to train stations 

have adequately been assessed, meaning the distribution of development does not adequately 

respond to these options. 

1.10 As set out in our Matter 4 Statement, the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment does not look adequately at 

all realistic options for extensions to the principal settlements and thus, although certain options are 

looked at in the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, it is our view that this assessment is clouded by the 

conclusions of the Part 1 Assessment and does not go far enough in identifying and assessing all 

options. 

1.11 There is some consideration of possible Green Belt release close to train stations in the Part 2 

Assessment. But this is not a focus of the assessment and looks only at the potential to identify new 

defensible boundaries within 400m of a train station. Whilst the rationale of looking at the potential 

of land close to stations is understood, to limit this the search to 400m from stations and not 

consider accessibility in the wider context of national policy, which specifically refers to access to 

public transport as a consideration for Green Belt release (NPPF, para 138), which could make 

certain sites easily accessible to train stations despite being further then 400m away, is in our view 

an error.  

1.12 It means that the consideration of sites around towns with rail stations has been unduly restrictive 

and that the distribution of development does not adequately reflect sustainability credentials of the 

principal settlements. 

1.13 This is particularly important for Chesham and Amersham which have direct links to London and will 

be under considerable housing pressure in the future, 

Question 3 -  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?  

1.14 The structure of the Plan does not make it clear what the overall development strategy is. Whilst 

there is a key diagram in the Plan, there is not overall development strategy policy which sets out 

how where development will be focused and what scale of development is expected in each 

location.  

1.15 Whilst Table LPb outlines the scale of development expected and policy SP LP1 outlines the 

allocations to be made, this is not set out in an overall development strategy which we would 

normally expect to see in a Local Plan. 

1.16 Notwithstanding our issues with the overall strategy, we consider that the Local Plan would benefit 

from a new policy which clearly sets out the overall strategy prior to providing the details of how the 

housing requirement is broken down and where allocations are to be made. 
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Question 4 -  Does the Plan identify the Principal Settlements where the 
Councils have sought to focus development? 

1.17 As already noted, the Local Plan does not contain a settlement hierarchy which would normally be 

where the principal settlements to be the focus of development would be set out. The exclusion of a 

settlement hierarchy, or a spatial strategy policy, which would establish settlements to be the focus 

of development, in our view, is an error and is borne out of the fact that the overall development 

strategy has focused on the constraints of the area and the availability of land considered suitable 

for Green Belt release rather than first considering where the focus of development could and 

should be. 

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? 

1.18 As already set out, we consider the scale and level of growth proposed in towns and villages is as a 

result of the availability of particular sites rather than any strategic decision on the level of growth 

that would be most appropriate in each settlement. 

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? 

1.19 We do not consider that alternatives to large single allocations on the edge of Chesham have been 

adequately considered. As a recurring theme in our statements, the release of land to the north east 

of Chesham for 500 homes is considered to be as a result of the findings of the Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment, which reviewed arbitrarily sized and formed general areas of land which have largely 

been rolled forward as allocations after further review in the Part 2 Assessment.  

1.20 We consider that the Green Belt around Chesham (and other principal settlements) should have 

been informed by consideration of strategic objectives, the sites specifically put forward for 

consideration (irrespective of boundaries) and aspirations for the level of development that would be 

appropriate in the area. 

1.21 Whilst we do not have any objection to the release of land to the north east of Chesham to deliver 

500 homes, we consider that a larger site comprising our clients land to the south, or the additional 

release of our clients land in addition to the proposed allocation (which could deliver c.200 homes),  

may have been looked at more favourably had a greater range of alternative options been 

considered. Simply relying on the outcomes of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment which focused on 

‘general areas’ dictated by limited existing features, in our view is not robust and means that 

reasonable alternatives have not been properly considered. 
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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? 

1.22 We do not consider that the patterns of growth are actively managed by the plan nor that there is a 

focus on sustainable locations. Whilst the Plan is clear where allocations are proposed, which could 

be considered to be actively managing growth, we consider that this is simply as a result of Green 

Belt release rather than detailed consideration of where growth would be best located. 

1.23 There are settlements across the district which have good sustainability credentials and could be the 

focus of additional growth, such as Chesham, which is particularly sustainable given its location on 

the Metropolitan line into London. 

1.24 The Plan does not appear to have given adequate consideration to such factors and has instead 

concentrated on the constraints in the area in developing the spatial strategy. A more positive 

approach, focusing on sustainable locations first, in our view would have been in greater 

accordance with paragraph 103 of the NPPF. 

Question 10 - Is the spatial strategy justified? Does it represent an 
appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives available? 

1.25 We do not consider that the spatial strategy is justified by the evidence base. As outlined in 

response to previous questions, there has been an over reliance on the Green Belt Assessment 

which in our view has failed to adequately appraise the role that different parcels of land play in 

satisfying the purposes of the Green Belt. 

1.26 It is clear from the evidence and the Council’s response to the initial questions that the constraint of 

the Green Belt and AONB is the key determinant in identifying potential areas for development, 

which go on to dictate the spatial strategy and the alternatives considered. We are not aware that 

any comparison of settlements sustainability, their constraints etc… has been made as part of the 

plan making process, which is an error. 

1.27 In terms of the actual approach taken by the Council, the importance of getting the Green Belt 

Assessment right and fully assessing the role of all sites – large, small, in combination – is key to 

the identification of reasonable alternatives.  In our view, the Assessment has drawn inaccurate 

conclusions and not looked at a sufficient ‘grain’ at the potential for Green Belt release, particularly 

in the most sustainable locations such as Chesham. The lack of consideration of spatial options is 

therefore compounded further by the lack of proper consideration of alternatives at site level.  
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Issue 2 – Location of New Development 

Question 1 - Is it clear to decision-makers, developers and local 
communities where new housing and economic development will be 
permitted? Is the Plan effective in this regard? 

1.28 Whilst we do not agree with the spatial strategy and the proposed allocations in the Local Plan, we 

would accept that the plan is clear as to where the allocations for housing and employment are to be 

made. 

Question 2 - How would a decision-maker react to a proposal for new 
housing or economic development within a settlement inset from the 
Green Belt? 

1.29 We would expect that any development for redevelopment or infill within a settlement inset from the 

Green Belt would be approved subject to normal considerations such as design, technical feasibility 

etc… The purpose of insetting villages is to remove them from the Green Belt so normal Green Belt 

constraint and policy should have no bearing on decisions made on the suitability of development. 

1.30 However, a significant number of homes are to be delivered on HELAA sites. Whilst developers 

have a full understanding of what this means, it may be that communities don’t and the plan may be 

more effective if these sites were identified in the plan. 

Question 3 - Does the Plan seek to take the same, or a different 
approach to new development within towns and villages inset from the 
Green Belt? For example, would a decision-maker consider the 
principle of development differently if it was located in Beaconsfield, as 
opposed to Botley and Ley Hill? 

1.31 Whilst this question is primarily for the Council to answer, we consider that policy SP PP1 effectively 

means that the same approach will be taken to new development with all settlements inset from the 

Green Belt irrespective of size. 

1.32 In principle, we do not have an issue with this approach. However, we do not feel it is necessary for 

the policy to list the villages which have been inset from the Green Belt. These would be better listed 

in the supporting text.  

1.33 Without being overly prescriptive, the policy may also benefit from the addition of factors that may 

be relevant to the consideration of applications for development in the different scale of settlement, 

for example clarifying that character, density etc…  will be considerations, making it clear that ‘urban 

scale’ development is unlikely to be acceptable in the smaller rural settlements.  
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