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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination 

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

4.1 This statement provides responses to the Matter 4 Issues and Questions following the 

Pre Submission consultation response submitted by Berkeley in August 2019. 

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

Reasons for proposed boundary changes and capacity of existing urban areas  

Q1. Paragraph 11 of the Framework states that plans should apply a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. Amongst other things, for plan-making this means 

that strategic policies should provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and 

other uses unless the applications of policies in the Framework that protect areas or 

assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall 

scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area. In response to the Inspectors’ 

Initial Questions the Councils refer to constraints such as the Burnham Beeches SAC, 

the Chilterns AONB and areas of the Green Belt as reasons for not meeting the 

objectively assessed needs of the area in full in Chiltern and South Bucks.  

However, the Plan does include new development within the Green Belt and the 

Chilterns AONB. How, therefore, did the Councils determine the amount of housing and 

employment development which is proposed to be released from the Green Belt?  

Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green 

Belt boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the strategic policy-

making authority should be able to demonstrate that is has examined full all other 

reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. This includes 

whether the strategy:  

a) Makes as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised land;  

b) Optimises the density of development, including whether policies promote a 

significant uplift in minimum density standards in town and city centres and other 

locations will served by public transport; and  

c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they 

can accommodate some of the identified need for development.  
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4.2 We agree with the Councils that exceptional circumstances exist and that Green Belt 

release is needed to ensure development needs can be met. We have no reason to 

believe that the Councils have not sought to maximise the potential on brownfield land 

and optimise densities. However, as highlighted previously we consider the Councils 

have not properly reconciled the position in respect of development needs of Slough 

and this issue has implications for the soundness of the Councils’ proposed approach 

to Green Belt. 

 

4.3 The Councils have identified potential for 5,200 homes in the Green Belt based on 

Green Belt evidence. We have raised concerns in relation to soundness under earlier 

matters 1-3 in relation to duty to cooperate, housing need and spatial strategy. In this 

context we believe the Council should consider additional Green Belt release, 

particularly in the south of South Bucks, where there are sustainable sites available 

such as Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common.  

 

4.4 Given the inherently subjective judgements involved in assessing the relative 

performance of sites against Green Belt purposes and contradictory findings between 

the Part 1 and Part 2 assessments, we believe that the Councils’ position that any 

further Green Belt release would cause lasting and irrevocable harm is untenable and 

that there are reasonable alternative approaches that could achieve better outcomes 

in relation to sustainable development. Further information is set out below. 

Q2. How have the Councils made as much use as possible of brownfield sites and 

underutilised land and buildings in existing urban areas? How has the capacity of the 

existing urban areas to accommodate new development been established? Is the 

evidence in this regard accurate and up-to-date?  

4.5 No comments. 

Q3. What is the capacity of the existing urban areas to absorb additional housing and 

employment growth?  

4.6 No comments. 

Q4. How have the figures in the updated Settlement Capacity Study been derived? What 

methodology did the Councils use to consider the potential for existing settlements to 

meet the identified need for new housing and economic development?  

4.7 No comments. 
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Q5. How does the Plan seek to optimise the density of development in existing urban 

areas? 

4.8 No comments. 

Green Belt assessment methodology  

Q7. After following the process referred to above, how did the Councils decide where 

alterations would be made to Green Belt boundaries? Did the Councils look first at 

certain settlements, such as the Principal Settlements referred to in the SA, or on sites 

put forward through consultation?  

4.9 We are unclear exactly how the Councils selected the Green Belt sites to be allocated 

given that Green Belt sites were dismissed without assessment in the HELAA. 

Q8. How were the results from the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 taken forward and 

how were sites considered further? Were potential sites for development identified in 

the Part 1 Assessment?  

4.10 In our view the results of the ARUP Part 1 study were not properly taken forward in all 

respects. The Part 1 Assessment identified the west of General Area 76 near Farnham 

Common as having concentrations of development and it was in this context that a 

sub-parcel (RSA-26) was identified, within which Berkeley’s site is located, as an area 

for further consideration. The assessment states: 

 

‘the area to the west of General Area 76 (RSA-26) has a semi-urban feel, punctuated 

by small developments and areas of managed urban parkland, associated with 

Farnham Royal / Farnham Common. These areas therefore make a lesser contribution 

to Purpose 3. Furthermore, as they effectively form part of the wider settlement 

footprint, they make little contribution to preventing coalescence (Purpose 2)’. 

 

4.11 The Part 1 Assessment clearly identifies sub-parcel RSA-26 as a weakly performing 

area of Green Belt that could therefore be suitable for development. 

Q9. How does the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment build on the conclusions of the Part 1 

Assessment? How were the findings from the Part 1 Assessment used to determine 

which sites to assess in more detail?  
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4.12 Rather than responding to and building on the Part 1 Assessment the Part 2 

Assessment revisited and in some cases contradicted the findings of the Part 1 

Assessment.  

 

4.13 For example the Part 1 Assessment identified that the sub parcel around Farnham 

Royal / Farnham Common (RSA-26) including Berkeley’s site contributes weakly to 

Green Belt purposes as quoted earlier but, although the weakly performing aspects of 

the parcel are also recognised by the Part 2 assessment, this is contradicted by the 

overall finding that the contribution to Green Belt purposes is moderate.  

Q10. How do the proposed Green Belt revisions align with the spatial strategy for the 

area? How will they 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?  

4.14 Para 138 of the NPPF highlights the need when reviewing the Green Belt to promote 

sustainable patterns of development, whilst para 139 sets out the criteria which should 

be taken into account in defining boundaries. 

 

4.15 We believe the selection of sites to be released is not fully compliant in relation to para 

138 of the NPPF in that there are no sites proposed for release in or around the 

settlements of Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. These settlements are 

sustainable locations, having good local services and being close to Slough, where 

there is unmet housing need, as well as access to key infrastructure such as Crossrail. 

They are not in the AONB. 

 

4.16 The lack of allocations in these parts of South Bucks not only fails to respond to 

important cross boundary planning issues in this area but risks creating unsustainable 

commuting patterns and exacerbating local affordability issues, contrary to the para 

138 of the NPPF. 

 

Q11. 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)?  

4.17 In relation to para 139 of the NPPF it can be seen from the Council’s evidence, that 

there are a number of promoted sites in the Farnham Common / Farnham Royal area 

that are not strong contributors to the Green Belt purposes and could therefore be 
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released without undermining the strategic function of the Green Belt. This is supported 

by the findings of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment. 

 

4.18 Conversely there are several sites elsewhere  which are proposed to be released 

which appear to make a stronger contribution Green Belt purposes and have the 

additional constraint of being in the AONB, for example Amersham Old Town- South 

of Whielden Street (50 homes - Policy SP BP5). 

 

4.19 In agreement with the findings of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment we would highlight 

that Berkeley’s site at Farnham Common does not make a strong contribution to Green 

Belt purposes, due to being bordered by existing roads, existing development and 

mature landscaping. As such as part of an improved strategy Berkeley’s site could 

contribute to meeting identified requirements for sustainable development and 

facilitate a revised Green Belt boundary using physical features that are readily 

recognisable and likely to be permanent. 

 

4.20 The Council further reviewed in the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances report land 

at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal (RSA-26 / Site 1.26) of which Berkley site forms 

a small part. However, this area was primarily considered as a whole for a strategic 

development of 1,800 homes and in our view this was not a fair assessment and it 

contradicts the Green Belt Assessment findings above. Furthermore the assessment 

highlighted proximity to the Burnham Beeches SAC as key constraint. As noted 

elsewhere Berkley’s site and most of the wider parcel is beyond 500 metres of the SAC. 

A smaller allocation within this area could and should have been assessed more 

favourably.  

Q12. Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, beyond the plan 

period?  

4.21 We consider that the boundaries in this draft Local Plan clearly cannot endure in the 

long term beyond the plan period, or even for five years, particularly having regard to 

the Wider Growth Study and the developments needs of Slough which cannot be met 

within the urban area. 

 

4.22 The Councils’ answers to the Inspectors’ initial questions 20 and 21 reveal the short 

term thinking that has informed this Local Plan. Among other problematic statements 

seeking to defer matters to the new Buckinghamshire Council, the Councils admit at 
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paragraph 20.6 of their response that they did not want to safeguard land as part of 

this Local Plan because it would mean that AVDC would be less likely to take the 

agreed proportion of the Council’s unmet need.  

 

4.23 In relation to Slough the Council’s claim they cannot be expected to make any provision 

or safeguard land for unmet need at this stage due to uncertainty over housing 

numbers. We believe this is an unsound approach and seems to be based simply on 

opposition to further growth rather than sound and evidence based spatial planning. 

 

4.24 There is a need for a more sustainable and long-term approach at this stage which 

could allocate additional land as part of this plan (as indicated previously) and 

potentially safeguard land for development for the longer term to contribute to meeting 

Slough’s unmet housing need in full. This could then be considered as part of an early 

Local Plan review. This approach would be in accordance with para 136 and 139 of 

the NPPF. 

Compensatory Improvements to remaining Green Belt land  

Q13. Paragraph 138 of the Framework states that plans should set out ways in which 

the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt 

land. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils included a table of 

compensatory measures for each allocation. This includes, amongst other things, the 

retention and improvement of landscaping on each site, and the provision of links to 

existing public rights of way. However, how will improvements be achieved to the 

environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land, especially where 

this may fall within separate ownership?  

4.25 No comments. 

Exceptional Circumstances  

Q14. 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? 

4.26 In agreement with the Councils we believe exceptional circumstances exist but we 

consider that there are additional exceptional circumstances that the Council has not 

factored into this Local Plan strategy, namely in respect of Slough’s unmet need and 
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other strategic considerations, such as the arrival of Crossrail,  that support additional 

Green Belt release in the south of South Bucks.  


