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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared in response to The Planning Inspectorate 

document 'Inspectors' Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1' in respect of the 

forthcoming examination of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan on behalf of 

Paradigm Housing Group. Paradigm are one of the South East’s leading affordable 

housing providers. The company manages over 15,000 homes, across 33 local 

authorities, with its origins within Chiltern District Council.  

1.2 Representations are made on all five matters set out within the above document. 

This representation is in respect of Matter 5 which concerns the residential and 

employment site allocations. For ease of reference, the response is divided into the 

issues set out within the Planning Inspectorate document.   

 

2. Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology  

Q1 – 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?  

2.1 As set out within Paragraph 10 of the Inspectors Initial Questions, it has been 

confirmed that the 37 sites identified as 'reasonable alternatives' were derived from 

the Green Belt Assessment Part Two. Paragraph 11.1 of the Councils response 

states that the reasons for the selection and rejection of sites under Section 5.6 of 

the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) are clear and justified. This refers only to the 

selection and rejection process of the 'reasonable alternatives' however it is 

important to note that there was a selection and rejection process prior to this 

stage, within the Green Belt Assessment Part Two.  

2.2 As has been demonstrated in our response to Matter 1 and Matter 4, the 

methodology within the Part Two assessment is inconsistent and flawed in its 

approach to site assessments. A site we put forward to be considered for allocation 

at High View, Chalfont St Giles was rejected solely due to a boundary hedgerow 

not being a permanent or defensible feature. However, this assessment was 

incorrect and is inconsistent with the assessment of sites that have been taken 

forward as 'reasonable alternatives'. As such, we cannot agree that the Councils 

approach to site selection is based on a robust, consistent and objective approach.  
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Q2 – 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?  

2.3 This is for the Councils to answer however as we have set out elsewhere the spatial 

distribution of allocations is disproportionate, and the settlement of Chalfont St 

Giles has not been allocated any additional development. The justification for this 

approach is unclear.  

Q3 – 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?  

2.4 Whilst the Councils have undertaken a SA and have tested reasonable alternatives, 

again this does not cover the whole process. The Green Belt Assessment Part Two 

was a prior process for selecting the reasonable alternatives which is highly relevant 

given the that the allocations proposed the release of Green Belt land. As such, the 

same level of scrutiny should be applied to this process as to the selection and 

rejection of sites through the SA. It is our view that the site selection methodology 

that was applied prior to the SA was inconsistent and flawed, and it is this that has 

led to the High View site not being proposed for allocation.  

2.5 Additionally, it is clear from the testing of sites within the Sustainability Appraisal 

that the site at High View is comparable to a number of sites selected in terms of 

its impact – indeed, it would arguably have less of an impact than some sites. As 

we have demonstrated in our response to other matters, the sustainability of the 

site is comparable to a number of those selected as would be its impact on 

landscaping, biodiversity and the Chilterns AONB. As such, whilst we accept that 

the reasons for selecting and rejecting the 'reasonable alternatives' were clear and 

justified, there are sites, including High View, that were unjustifiably not subject to 

this process. As we have set out, it is our view that if High View was subject to 

testing as part of the SA, as it should have been, it would have performed well and 

would have reasoned justification for an allocation. 
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Q4 – 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?  

2.6 As set out within the HELAA, sites that were identified as being suitable for release 

in the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report, which was based on the Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2, were assessed within the HELAA. However, this meant that 

sites that were not considered suitable for release as part of the Green Belt 

Assessment (including High View) were excluded from the HELAA.   

2.7 The PPG states (Paragraph 010, Reference ID 3-010-20190722 dated 22/07/2019) 

'Identified sites, which have particular constraints (such as Green Belt) need to be 

included in the assessment for the sake of comprehensiveness, but these 

constraints need to be set out clearly, including where they severely restrict 

development'. In excluding sites from the HELAA due to a Green Belt designation, 

the Councils approach is not consistent with the PPG.  

2.8 Notwithstanding that, it is presumably the Councils argument that the Green Belt 

sites not included within the HELAA had already been subject to assessment and 

as such there was no requirement to take these any further. Regardless of whether 

this approach is consistent with the PPG, we could understand it if the sites had 

been subject to a robust and consistent assessment. However, as we have 

demonstrated, this has not been the case with specific regard to High View. As the 

Green Belt Assessment Part 2 is flawed and inconsistent, it should not form the 

basis for whether sites are included within the HELAA. 

Q5 - 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?    

2.9 We have demonstrated that the selection of the reasonable alternatives through 

the Green Belt Assessment was flawed, therefore the Councils have not ensured 

that the allocations in the Plan are justified and appropriate. As a result, the sites 

put forward for allocation in the Green Belt have not been assessed on a consistent 

basis.  
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Q7 – 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?  

2.10 It is acknowledged that they have taken the constraints of each site into account 

together with any mitigation, however we feel it is worth highlighting again that if 

High View was subject to the same assessment it would compare well to the sites 

that have been proposed for allocation in respect of the constraints referenced. The 

mitigation proposed for the allocated sites, such as biodiversity enhancements and 

highways/access improvements, is also achievable at High View and indeed have 

been proposed as part of the current planning application.  

Q9 – Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the 

preparation of the Plan?  

2.11 Whilst we cannot comment on the viability of other sites, we confirm that the 

development at High View is both viable and deliverable – and to provide 100% 

much needed affordable housing, in line with the recently made Neighbourhood 

Plan. The site includes one owner and one housebuilder, and the submission of the 

current planning application demonstrates their commitment to development at the 

site.  

 

3. Issue 2 – Employment Site Allocations Methodology 

Q1- Is the methodology for the assessment and selection of the sites for 

development set out in the Employment Site Appraisal documents and Economic 

Development and Employment Topic Paper (December 2019) justified? Have the 

sites been selected using an appropriate methodology?  

3.1 The methodology is not justified, and subsequent allocations are not based on 

credible evidence.  Firstly, it is proposed that 90 Asheridge Road is allocated as a 

“Strategic Economic Site” (SE5).  However, Planning Permission has been granted 

for the redevelopment of 90 Asheridge Road for a residential-led development 

(CH/2016/1770/FA) for 142 homes.  The site is owned by a Registered Housing 

Provider, and pre-Commencement conditions have been submitted, and works are 

due to begin in 2020; Paradigm fully intend to deliver the site for housing. 
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3.2 Secondly, the background Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 

(HELAA) references 90 Asheridge Road incorrectly. It is stated that the site has 

permission for 20,780 sqm of B8 floorspace (Appendix 4 reference CD0211). It 

does not. The HELAA also anticipates delivery within 0-5 years. This not credible 

for the reason set out above, namely there is an extant permission for residential-

led development on the site, which should be implemented during 2020.  Whilst 

there is some subsidised employment floorspace within the current planning 

permission, it is within the B1 use class, and only has an area is 3,169sqm.  As 

such, there is no permission for B8 uses that is capable of being implemented, and 

Paradigm do not intend to pursue a storage and distribution (B8) scheme on the 

site. 

Q2 - How was the spatial distribution of employment allocations determined? How 

were the allocations informed by the spatial strategy of the Plan? 

3.3 Whilst this is primarily a question for the Council, it is clear that the spatial 

distribution of allocations does not represent a co-ordinated sustainable pattern of 

development. Placing strategic reliance on a site such as 90 Asheridge Road, 

Chesham, which is permitted for housing, to come forward for employment 

purposes is not a credible spatial strategy. 

Q3 - Has the site selection process for the employment 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? 

3.4 The selection of 90 Asheridge Road for strategic employment land has not been 

based on a sound process of Sustainability Appraisal.  

3.5 90 Asheridge Road meets none of the Council’s own criteria for a SES. The site is 

not of national or regional importance. The site is cleared. It is not therefore 

providing significant employment; indeed, no jobs have been supported on the site 

for over 15 years. It is neither occupied by local, small businesses or a single 

important employer.   As such, against the Council’s own description, 90 Asheridge 

Road is not a Strategic Economic Site. On that basis, the allocation fails the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) of being justified (Paragraph 35, criteria b). 
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Q4 - In the Council’s response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, is the approach 

taken to the allocations for new office developments consistent with national 

planning policy? What evidence is available to support a sequential approach to the 

assessment and selection of sites in accordance with Paragraph 85 of the 

Framework? 

3.6 Paragraph 6.8.2 of the publication plan explains what a Strategic Economic site is. 

It states:  

 “Strategic Economic Sites are those considered to be of prime importance 

for the national or regional economy or are significant employers or sectors 

in the Plan area. They are primarily offices, often with elements of 

industrial and warehousing floorspace. Some are large and contain a variety 

of sites and uses while others are occupied by a single important employer.” 

{Emphasis Added] 

3.7 Office development in this location would not accord with NPPF guidance. No 

sequential evidence has been provided. Offices at 90 Asheridge Road are 

sufficiently distant from the town centre as to encourage car-borne trips, rather 

than reduce them - isolating the business function from other town centre uses. 

The spatial pattern of development would also undermine the vitality and viability 

of the town centre. It is also likely that any business space will require small scale 

facilities (such as food and beverage) for tenants, further reducing patronage of 

the town centre. 

3.8 The local labour market is considered to be strong and there is notable commercial 

floorspace available in the area. Additional employment floorspace would therefore 

not necessarily support further job growth. This is reflected by localised Investment 

indices. Evidence shows market rents are flat and that available space is remaining 

on the market longer in recent years.   

3.9 Although such information is a snapshot, 90 Asheridge Road has remained vacant 

for over a decade. There is also documented evidence from both previous planning 

applicants and Council-commissioned consultants that office floorspace cannot be 

viably supported in isolation on this site.  

3.10 Notwithstanding this, development of the site has the potential to support economic 

development through the provision of housing for those currently unable to get on 

the housing ladder.   
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Q5 - Is the amount of employment land to be accommodated on each of the sites 

allocated justified and effective? How has the development potential or yield for 

each site been arrived at? What safeguards are there that the development 

potential of each allocation will be realised? 

3.11 The amount of employment land to be accommodated is not justified or effective.  

Evidence as part of the planning permission questioned the viability of an office use 

at 90 Asheridge Road, and the current owner (Paradigm Housing Association) 

intends to build out the residential-led consent during 2020.  As such, there are no 

safeguards that the allocation for employment uses will be realised.  

Q6 - Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the 

preparation of the Plan? 

3.12 No. The redevelopment of 90 Asheridge Road for employment purposes is unviable.  

3.13 Prior to the most recent residential-led permission, the site was granted different 

planning permissions in 2006, 2008 and 2011 for a data centre facility. The 2008 

application (CH/2008/0629/FA) was implemented by virtue of the construction of 

the associated substation. However, the sub-station aside, the site continues to 

remain vacant as it was unviable to build. Historic uses on the site suggest the site 

may suffer from contamination and is within a critical drainage zone. Notable site 

preparatory works are required. 

3.14 The site has been subject to significant marketing. The most recent applicant 

instructed Colliers International to undertake a marketing exercise in April 2016; 

this was in addition to that previously undertaken for the data centre. They 

concluded that alternative locations and more suitable sites were available.   

3.15 Evidence submitted as part of the recently approved permission also demonstrated 

that the site cannot viably support new employment floorspace unless subsidised 

by housing. This view was shared by the Council’s own appointed viability 

consultant and referenced in the Council’s own Committee report approving the 

application (paragraph 16). 

3.16 No evidence has been provided by the Council that substantiates a different position 

as to the viability of building out the site for employment uses.    
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