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Matter 5: Residential and Employment Site 

Allocations 

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.  



Matter 5 – Croudace Homes Ltd 

Page 2 

Issue 1 – Residential and Employment Site Allocations 

Question 1 -  Is the approach taken to the assessment and selection of 
allocated residential sites, as set out in response to the Inspectors’ 
Initial Questions, justified? Does the submitted evidence demonstrate 
that the sites have been selected based on a robust, consistent and 
objective approach? 

1.3 We do not consider that the approach to selecting sites for allocation is justified nor is it based on a 

robust, objective approach. 

1.4 The response of the Councils to the Inspector’s Initial questions at 11.1 makes it clear that it was the 

SA process, alongside the Green Belt Assessment work, which determined which sites were 

selected for allocation. It confirms that the reasons for selecting sites is set out in section 5.6 of the 

SA report. 

1.5 Section 5.6, specifically table 5.8, lists the 37 sites which were identified for potential Green Belt 

release through the Green Belt Assessment work. The reliance on the Green Belt Assessment for 

the identification of potential development sites is therefore clear. 

1.6 As we have covered in our Matter 4 Green Belt Statement, we believe there are serious flaws in the 

Green Belt Assessment as it fails to adequately assess options for Green Belt release around the 

principal settlements. 

1.7 Hundreds of sites were submitted to the Councils and are listed in the HELAA report, including our 

client’s land at Botley Road, Chesham. The majority of these sites are listed as being rejected at 

stage 1 due to being unsuitable for Green Belt release. This is despite the specific sites not always 

being individually assessed through the Green Belt Assessment. 

1.8 Therefore, based on the flawed Green Belt Assessment, no detailed assessment of the merits of our 

client’s land, or numerous others, has been undertaken and they have not been properly considered 

for allocation.  

1.9 As is covered in our Matter 4 statement, the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment only looked at our 

client’s land in the context of a much larger area, covered largely by AONB, which is of a 

fundamentally different character. It was not looked at in isolation or in the context of the land to the 

north, which we consider to be of a more similar character to the land to the north. 

1.10 When it was looked at alongside the land to the north in the Part 2 Assessment, this assessment 

was, in our view, influenced by the conclusions of the Part 1 Assessment which had drawn a 

negative conclusion of the wider parcel originally considered. 

1.11 What we would have expected to see is a proper assessment of the availability, suitability and 

sustainability of our client’s land (and others), with the findings set out in the HELAA. In such an 

assessment Green Belt would have been identified as a constraint to be reviewed but it would have 

provided a consistent basis from which to take forward consideration of potential allocations.  
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1.12 The contribution all sites make to the Green Belt, particularly around the Principal Settlements, 

should then have been undertaken – both individually and in combination where appropriate. 

1.13 Without such an assessment, we do not consider the approach taken to identifying sites to be 

objective. 

Question 2-  How was the scale and spatial distribution of allocations 
determined? For example, why do some settlements have allocations, 
but others do not? How were the allocations informed by the spatial 
strategy of the Plan? 

1.14 This issue is addressed in more detail in our Matter 3 Statement. However, in summary we do not 

believe that any proper consideration has been given to an overall spatial strategy. The strategy and 

distribution of growth has largely been driven by conclusions on the contribution certain sites make 

to the purposes of the Green Belt. 

Question 3 - Has the site selection process for the residential site 
allocations been based on sound process of Sustainability Appraisal 
and the testing of reasonable alternatives? Are the reasons for 
selecting the preferred sites and rejecting others clear and justified? 
Do the reasons given in the SA and other evidence available 
comprehensively and consistently explain why the site allocations were 
selected or rejected? 

1.15 We do not consider that the approach of the Council has robustly explained why site allocations 

were selected or rejected. 

1.16 Notwithstanding that we do not agree with how reasonable alternatives were identified (see 

Question 1), it is unclear what evidence underpins the site selection process.  

1.17 The SA (tables 5.4 - 5.7) appears to provide a clear assessment of the relative sustainability of sites 

but on review of the site assessments in the Appendix does not make it clear on what objective 

basis (and evidence) a number of conclusions are drawn. 

1.18 We would have expected to see cross referencing to other parts of the evidence base, such as 

heritage and landscape assessments, but this is not the case. 

1.19 As already noted, the HELAA rules many sites out of further consideration on the basis on the 

conclusions of the Green Belt Assessment before a full assessment is undertaken of each. We 

would have expected to see the HELAA draw together all of the evidence on the suitability (or 

otherwise) of all sites prior to conclusions on Green Belt effectively dictating the process of selecting 

reasonable alternatives. Without this step, the site selection process does not allow the proper 

comparison of sites on an objective basis and it is not possible to conclude objectively that the sites 

are the most appropriate of those promoted for development. 
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Question 4 -  What is the justification for excluding sites in the Green 
Belt from the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
Update (January 2020) (HELAA)? Is the approach consistent with 
guidance in the PPG? 

1.20 We do not consider that there is justification for ruling Green Belt sites out of the HELAA (January 

2020). The PPG is clear that the purpose of an assessment of land availability is to provide 

information on the range of sites which are available to meet the local authority’s requirements – it is 

not the role of the HELAA to determine which sites are most suitable to meet the requirement. 

1.21 ID: 3-002-20190722 of the PPG clarifies that Plan-Making bodies should take into account 

constraints such as Green Belt when carrying out a study. We do not believe this means that Green 

Belt sites should be excluded. 

1.22 This is supported by ID: 3-010-20190722 which states that  

Sites with particular constraints (such as Green Belt) need to be included in the assessment for the 

sake of completeness… An important part of the desktop review however is to identify sites and 

their constraints, rather than simply to rule out sites outright which are known to have constraints. 

1.23 The approach of the Council is contrary to this final part of the Guidance and, as set out in response 

to question 3, means that the proper process of land assessment has not been undertaken to inform 

the development of the Local Plan. 

Question 5 -  If sites were discounted at the first stage of the HELAA, 
how did the Councils ensure that the allocations in the Plan are 
justified and appropriate having regard to reasonable alternatives? 
How did the Councils ensure that sites put forward for allocation in the 
Green Belt were assessed on a consistent and transparent basis? 

1.24 In response to the first part of the question, we have already commented in earlier questions and 

statements that the full range of reasonable alternatives has not been considered as too much 

reliance has been placed on the flawed Green Belt Assessment. 

Question 6 -  Does the Plan identify land to accommodate at least 10% 
of the housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare, as 
required by paragraph 68 of the Framework? 

1.25 The HELAA (January 2020) paragraph 36 clarifies that no assessment of whether the 10% small 

sites requirements is met due to a gap in data. 

1.26 This suggests that the Council are effectively ‘hoping’ that the 10% small site requirement will be 

met – they do not appear to have proactively planned to meet the requirement which is what the 

NPPF requires. Therefore, it is suggested that the Plan is unsound in this regard as it is not 

consistent with National Policy. 
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Question 7 -  How have the constraints of each site been taken into 
account and any necessary mitigation been considered as part of the 
process of allocating land for housing? In particular, how have the 
Councils considered and assessed the impact of development on 
transport infrastructure, air quality, heritage assets, drainage, schools 
and health care provision? Where is this set out? 

1.27 As a continuation of the points made in response to questions 1 and 3, we do not believe all of the 

constraints have been taken into account as part of the process of allocating land. The only 

constraint that is noted for numerous sites is Green Belt, which has been used to rule sites out from 

further assessment – even when they have not been assessed on their own merits in the Green Belt 

Assessment. 

1.28 There is no comprehensive site assessment document which clarifies what evidence has been used 

to inform the selection of sites or indeed the overall development strategy. The reliance appears to 

be on the Sustainability Appraisal and the brief conclusions at Table 5.8. This is supported by site 

assessments set out in Appendix B. 

1.29 As previously noted, this assessment does cover aspects such as drainage and education, but it is 

not clear how these conclusions are informed by evidence with a number of assumptions appearing 

to have been made about ‘likely’ or ‘expected’ impacts. 

1.30 There are a number of pieces of evidence submitted in support of the Local Plan, such as the FRA, 

and Landscape Character Assessment, but it is unclear how these have informed the site 

assessment process as they are not always referenced in the SA. 

1.31 Finally, for each assessment set out in Appendix B of the SA, a post mitigation score is given. 

However, there is no clarification of what mitigation is proposed in each case, making the 

assessment unclear. 

Question 8 -  How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? 
Are the assumptions justified and based on available evidence? 

1.32 The only reference to calculating the capacity of allocated sites is at paragraph 15.7 of the Council’s 

response to the Inspector’s Initial Questions. This clarifies that it has been assumed that ‘urban 

sites’ (assumed to be those on the edge of the Principal Settlements) is set at 30 dwellings per 

hectare.  

1.33 There is no evidence setting out the basis for this conclusion and we would question whether 30 

dwellings per hectare represents an appropriate density for all sites, reflecting the different character 

of each area. It may be that a lower capacity would be more appropriate which would mean a loss of 

dwellings to meet housing need, rendering the Local Plan unsound as it would be ineffective. 
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Question 9 -  Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as 
part of the preparation of the Plan? 

1.34 Whilst not being directly related to viability, we would question whether land ownership has been 

fully taken into account in considering the viability (and deliverability) of potential sites. There are 

proposed allocations in the plan which are not in single ownership or controlled by a developer. 

1.35 Our clients land at Botley Road, Chesham, is in a single ownership and under option to Croudace 

Homes who are committed to bringing forward development of the site in a timely manner. 

1.36 We have concerns that deliverability has not been fully assessed as part of the plan making process 

and that there may be sites which will not be delivered in a timely manner to meet the significant 

housing need in the area. In this regard, it is considered that the proposed approach to allocations is 

unsound as the allocations are not properly justified. 

Summary  

1.37 Overall, we consider that the draft Local Plan requires significant modifications to be made sound. 

The process of assessing and selecting sites is not robust with a lack of due consideration given to 

a number of sites, primarily due to over reliance on the Green Belt Assessment to rule out potential 

opportunities.  

1.38 The evidence which underpins the Local Plan needs to be thoroughly reviewed and each submitted 

site assessed in a transparent and objective manner.  

1.39 Only once this work has been undertaken can the proposed allocations be properly justified. It is our 

view that if this work is undertaken, alongside a review of the spatial strategy, different sites to those 

proposed for allocation will be identified as being more suitable and sustainable for development. 
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