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Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt 

 Issue:  Green Belt assessment methodology 

In Matter 4 Question 10 the Inspectors wish to know how the proposed Green Belt revisions 
align with the spatial strategy for the area and how they will promote sustainable patterns of 
development.  For example, were settlements scored on their sustainability merits to first 
establish whether they represented an appropriate location for new development, having 
regard to accessibility to services or public transport provision? 

It will be interesting to learn whether the CSB gave any thought to scoring settlements on 
their sustainability merits.  The Consultants producing the Sustainability Appraisals pointed 
out that development of the East Beaconsfield Green Belt would lead to increased car use in 
the area, increased air pollution and loss of climate resisting green space.  They make no 
claims that local transport and education services can even begin to cope with the occupants 
of an additional 1600 homes.   

The CSB, ignoring that research, set out in their Local Plan why they believe the site is a 
sustainable one for concentrated housing etc development and they will, no doubt, repeat 
them in replying to the Inspectors’ question.  For the record their Plan statements (and this 
Representors comments on those statements in bold italics), are as follows; - 

 They say the developments will  

i be compact in their form and less dispersed; it is indeed the concentration of 1600 houses 
in an adjacent area to an already compact suburban area that will cause a measurable and 
very local negative environmental impact. 

ii be low-car or car-free with the primary modes of travel being by foot, bicycle and public 
transport; the Councils’ own Consultants say otherwise and common sense given 
experience of current life in the Districts show that this CSB claim is thoroughly 
disingenuous; 

iii address the risks of the urban heat island effect created by heat-absorbing impervious 
materials; the councils offer no details on how big or small a contribution this would make 
and whether developers will be prepared to include such materials in their developments so 
yet another point where stakeholders are denied consultation in breach of NPPF;  

iv reduce the amount of waste material transported to other locations including, but not 
limited to, surface water; a baffling claim at best – what waste and to what locations in the 
case of the areas under discussion? 

v generate more of their own energy needs (for example, district energy networks), whilst 
also reducing energy consumption and loss; another bewildering conclusion by the 
Councils, since it is obvious that the building of 1600 homes, wherever that may take place, 
can only increase pressure on the electricity and gas grids for more energy.  As for a 
district energy network, there is no mention in the Plan of a  central 
thermal energy generation plant in the proposed Beaconsfield Green Belt development 
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areas which would need space plus a huge investment in underground pipes to individual 
houses. Straws are being clutched here by the Councils. 

vi utilise natural features, such as deciduous tree planting, to provide shade in summer and 
light penetration in winter months; South Bucks is 87% Green Belt which already provides 
much summer shade and winter light penetration.  It would be a struggle to find space for 
more deciduous tree planting.  

vii support the wider ecosystem through the protection, enhancement and creation of habitats 
within which native species can thrive, with the need to create linkages/corridors between 
habitats as an important part of supporting biodiversity; and provide opportunities for small-
scale food production.  1,600 houses and the infrastructure to serve them on 111 hectares 
of land will not leave much ecosystem for “habitats within which native species can thrive” 
or space for “opportunities for small-scale food production”.  

The CSB do not appear to have scored settlements on their sustainability merits and have 
shown by their statements in their Plan on e.g. the Beaconsfield East Green Belt site that they 
lack any evidence to support their sustainability claims relating to the site. This renders the 
Plan inconsistent with national planning policies aimed at enabling the delivery of 
sustainable development in accordance with those policies in the NPPF. 
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Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt 

 Issue:  Green Belt assessment methodology 

The Inspectors’ Matter 4, Question 11 asks “Why is the Green Belt proposed to be altered in 
some settlements (such as Amersham, Beaconsfield and Chesham) but not others (such as 
Gerrards Cross)?”   One doubts whether the CSB will say that that was an oversight and 
research evidence suggests it was deliberate omission.  No-one would wish to see a similar 
situation arising in GX as in other locations identified by the CSB inappropriate housing 
developments on Green Belt designated land.  If Beaconsfield is identified for unmet  
housing need on Green Belt – which PPG considers should not be the case - then it is not 
readily obvious why GX should not have been considered in the same light.  After all, as has 
been demonstrated elsewhere in this Representor’s answers to the MIQs, 310 individuals who 
took part in the 2016 public consultation identified Green Belt locations having a nearby 
railway station qualified it for housing redevelopment.  Gerrards Cross has a Railway Station. 

The CSB’s “Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report Appendix 5” issued in 2016, 
details over 109 pages of text and maps, a comprehensive summary of Green Belt areas and 
parcels in the two Districts.  Reference to designated Green Belt land surrounding Gerrards 
Cross is conspicuous by its absence.  The “Chiltern and South Bucks Councils Emerging 
Local Plan (2014 – 2036) Green Belt Development Options Appraisal” also published in 
2016 appraised Land East of the A413, Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross, some 14.3 
hectares and concluded that because, inter alia the development potential of the site is 
severely limited due to the presence of TPO woodland extending across the area, it should be 
retained in the Green Belt.  The internet also has references to the Arup consultancy finding 
the Green Belt at GX unattractive for development, and a landowner taking the opposite 
view. 

If indeed the CSB have deliberately, or for weak planning reasons, ignored the possibilities 
for altering the Green Belt at the Gerrards Cross settlement, that would render the Plan not 
only NOT positively prepared, but also Not justified, and therefore Unsound 
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Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt 

Exceptional Circumstances 

The Inspectors Q14 reads “In principle, do the exceptional circumstances, as required by 
paragraphs 136-139 of the Framework, exist to justify revisions to the Green Belt boundary 
to provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and employment land?”  This goes to 
the heart of the major Local Plan proposal for the East Beaconsfield Green Belt site (EBGFs).     
The CSB have set out their case in the Local Plan for asserting that they have done 
everything by the book to justify their case for releasing Green Belt land for development.  
What the CSB have not done is consider whether, notwithstanding the need for more housing 
in the District as calculated by the application of the methodology imposed by national 
practice, there are exceptional circumstances in the case of the EBGFs to set aside the 
national methodology.   

In their Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (GBECR) the CSB seek to claim that 
the NPPF allows them to remove the Beaconsfield East and South areas from the Green Belt 
for unmet housing etc needs on the basis of the exceptional circumstances allowed for in 
planning guidance.  The relevant wording in the document reads “The acuteness/intensity of 
the need for new homes, employment and retail provision”. There is, however, no specific 
confirmation in the NPPF that unmet housing need grants planning authorities the unfettered 
right to override the guidance that inappropriate development may not take place in the Green 
Belt.   

The Government’s planning guidance states that the Green Belt should not be developed 
other than in ‘exceptional circumstances’, yet it fails to describe clearly what constitutes 
“exceptional circumstances”. The relevant Government housing White Paper goes on to say: 
‘Green Belt boundaries should be amended only in exceptional circumstances when local 
authorities can demonstrate that they have fully examined all other reasonable options for 
meeting their identified housing requirements.’ – which the CSB claims to have done. 

However, crucially in the case in question, planning guidance also says: 
‘Unmet housing need…is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to 
constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development on a site 
within the Green Belt.’  Planning guidance is ambiguous, because in effect it says that the 
green belt should not be built on unless nowhere else can be found to build the houses, 
but that unmet housing need does not outweigh harm to the Green Belt in importance.   

The CSB’s Local Plan does not “take into account” a reasonable alternative strategy, 
rendering the Plan Unjustified and therefore Unsound. 

 

 


