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Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and 

Development in the Green Belt  

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 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

Question 1 -  …. 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? 

1.3 As a starting point, we consider that there are exceptional circumstances for amending Green Belt 

boundaries. The level of constraint in the Chiltern and South bucks (C&SB) combined with the 

affordability issues in the area provide the justification for considering whether there are sites within 

the Green Belt which serve limited Green Belt purposes and could be suitable for development to 

help meet local need. 

1.4 Our view is that having made the decision to review Green Belt boundaries to meet local need, 

insufficient Green Belt land is proposed for release. As is explained in response to latter questions, 

this is partly as a result of the inappropriate methodology of the Green Belt Assessment and the lack 

of detailed consideration of all suitable sites, particularly those ‘general areas’  ruled out after the 

Part 1 of the assessment. 

1.5 In our view, the level of proposed release is directly related to the identification of suitable 

opportunities, rather than any decision to look for a certain amount of land. 

1.6 Therefore, having considered that there was a need to review Green Belt boundaries to meet 

housing need, a thorough, fine grain assessment of all sites should have been undertaken. If this 

had been undertaken, additional suitable sites would have been identified and the level of 

development proposed in the Local Plan would have been higher.  

Question 4-  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? 

1.7 The figures in the updated Settlement Capacity Study include existing completions, commitments, 

identified brownfield land and allocations. Rather than a detailed ‘capacity study’, it is more akin to a 

summary of what allocations have been made in each area and what other sites are likely to come 

forward in the plan period.  

1.8 Therefore, whilst it has characteristics of a capacity study, we do not consider that it forms part of 

the methodology for considering the potential for existing settlements to meet identified needs.  

1.9 If this were to be the case, we would have expected the study to have pre-dated the Green Belt 

assessment and identified all potential sites adjoining settlements that could potentially contribute to 

the strategy. We would also have expected more to have been made of the sustainability credentials 

of the larger settlements to inform the development of the overall strategy.   
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1.10 However, in terms of helping to justify the need to release Green Belt land, once allocations are 

removed from the figures, the study identifies permissions, brownfield sites (HELAA) and makes and 

allowance for windfall in each settlement.  

1.11 It therefore clearly demonstrates that there is limited opportunity within existing settlements to meet 

identified need and backs up the conclusion that Green Belt release is necessary, as is required by 

paragraph 137 of the NPPF covered under question 6. 

Question 6 - Have the Councils examined fully all other reasonable 
options for meeting the identified need for development outside the 
Green Belt, as required by paragraph 137 of the Framework?  

1.12 We consider that the Council has fully examined all other reasonable options of meeting identified 

development needs. In particular, the agreement for Aylesbury Vale to deliver a significant number 

of homes demonstrates that all steps that could have avoided the need for Green Belt release have 

been explored. 

1.13 Whilst there may be arguments that more could have been done to identify additional capacity within 

underutilised land and to optimise densities, it is our view that the Council have fully explored other 

reasonable alternatives and have appropriate policies such as DM DP7 to maximise delivery on 

non-Green Belt land. 

1.14 It is clear that even taking such steps, the need to review the Green Belt to meet housing need is 

fully justified. 

 

Issue 2 – Green Belt Assessment Methodology 

Question 7 - 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? 

1.15 The approach of the Councils was to consider all parts of the Green Belt and not to focus first on the 

principal settlements. This is confirmed in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment Report (Paragraph 

4.3.1). The Councils identified strategic land parcels or ‘general areas’ for consideration which 

covered the whole of Buckinghamshire. 

1.16 This process considered sites around Principal Settlements, such as Chesham, listed in Table 4.2. 

However, these areas were not the focus of the assessment. 

1.17 The process of identifying ‘general areas’ does not appear to have given consideration to sites put 

forward during the consultation or identified through the Issues and Options process, instead 

focusing on identifying areas defined by potential defensible boundaries (Part 1 Assessment, 

paragraph 4.3.3).  
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1.18 As a result, the Part 1 Assessment process has led to large parcels of land being assessed which 

do not always represent those sites put forward as available through the consultation and, 

importantly, means that smaller sites which have limited Green Belt purpose, near to the principal 

settlements, have not been properly considered. 

1.19 As raised in our Regulation 19 representation, we consider that the Part 1 Assessment was not fine 

grain enough to be effective. The process should have considered sites put forward though the 

consultation in more detail, particularly in the most sustainable locations, and should not have 

effectively excluded sites from further consideration. It needed to recognise that some of the general 

areas identified changed significantly in character, such as area 16b, and if this step had been 

undertaken, more appropriate general areas (both in scale and character) would have been 

identified for assessment. 

1.20 The methodology (paragraph 4.3.4) indicates that identification of more fine grain sites was a 

consideration, but this does not appear to have been applied consistently and means that sites, 

such as our client’s land at Botley Road, on the edge of a principal settlement, has not been fairly 

considered through the Part 1 Assessment. 

1.21 Irrespective of concerns with the way sites were identified, there also appears to be a disconnect 

between the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment work and the early Sustainability Appraisal work (SA 

Issues and Options (Reg 18), January 2016), which looked at more logical extensions around the 

principal settlements. 

1.22 In relation to our client’s land at Chesham, this early SA work logically assessed the site as part of a 

wider area to the east of Chesham, the northern part of which now forms allocation SP BP2. For 

consistency, we would have expected to see the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment consider the same 

sites being considered through the SA process.  

1.23 Although such sites were picked up as part of the Part 2 Assessment work, not to do so at Part 1 

stage in our view is an error which has unduly influenced the approach to Green Belt release. 

Question 8 - 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? 

1.24 Potential development sites were not identified in the Part 1 Assessment. These were only 

considered in the Part 2 Assessment alongside those ‘general areas’ recommended for further 

consideration in the Part 1 Assessment. 

1.25 The rationale for this approach is not clear and we consider that where a potential development 

sites lies in areas excluded after the Part 1 Assessment, there is potential for the conclusions to, 

intentionally or otherwise, influence the conclusions of the Part 2 Assessment. 
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Question 9 - 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? 

1.26 The Part 2 Assessment assesses those General Areas and Sub Areas which are considered to 

serve the least Green Belt purposes in the area. As set out above, the Part 2 Assessment also 

assesses sites that were (at least in part) deemed to be unsuitable for Green Belt release in the Part 

1 Assessment. In this regard, it is unclear how the findings of the Part 1 Assessment have 

influenced the conclusions at the second stage.  

Question 10 - 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? 

1.27 As set out in response to question 1, we do not consider that in revising the Green Belt sufficient 

emphasis has been given to promoting sustainable patterns of development. 

1.28 Aside from the Settlement Capacity Study, which was produced in January 2020 (and therefore 

cannot have informed the preparation of the Local Plan), we are not aware that any formal 

consideration of the relative suitability of individual settlements has taken place, particularly with 

regards to access to public transport, as required by NPPF paragraph 138. 

1.29 Whilst the SA considers the relative merits of individual sites in different settlements and a number 

of alternatives for the spatial strategy, it does not appear to consider the relative sustainability of 

settlements, which we would have expected as an early part of the process.  The Green Belt 

Development Options Appraisal looks to a degree at the sustainability of 15 sites identified as being 

suitable for Green Belt release – but importantly does not appear to inform site selection and only 

looks at those sites identified through earlier work and not a full range of sites in sustainable 

locations. 

1.30 It is therefore unclear how accessibility to services and public transport provision in particular, as 

required by paragraph 138 of the NPPF, have been considered as part of the process. 

Question 11 - 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)? 

1.31 Linked to the points made above, we are unclear as to why certain locations have been selected for 

Green Belt release and others have not. We consider that the focus has incorrectly been on the 

purpose of large swathes of Green Belt all across the area rather than focusing in more detail on the 

suitability of land immediately adjacent to the most sustainable settlements in the area. 
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1.32 Whilst our concerns are primarily with the robustness of the Part 1 Assessment in relation to 

Chesham, we consider that the process followed, with a lack of consideration of smaller parcels of 

land around the largest settlements is likely to be part of the reason why no development is focused 

on Gerrards Cross and other sustainable settlements. 

Question 12 - Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the 

long term, beyond the plan period? 

1.33 At a detailed level, in our Regulation 19 representation, we made comments that there had been a 

lack of consistency in the application of professional judgement with regards to potential defensible 

boundaries. In general, although we have not reviewed all new Green Belt boundaries, where 

boundaries have been defined, we consider that these are capable of enduring in the long term. 

This includes those where the boundary needs to be created or reinforced to aid its permanence. 

1.34 However, there are other areas equally suitable for Green Belt release, which have similar 

defensible boundaries to those proposed for release, where different conclusions about the 

longevity of proposed boundaries have been drawn through the assessment work. It is this 

inconsistent approach to boundaries that indicates that there could be issues with how robustly all 

new boundaries have been assessed.  

1.35 At a strategic level, it is clear that the Green Belt boundaries will need to be reviewed again in due 

course to meet the ongoing housing need of Slough and London. This is directly in conflict with 

paragraph 139 on the NPPF.  

1.36 Whilst we consider that additional sites can and should be released and allocated to meet housing 

need now, it is considered that as a minimum, the Local Plan needs to be reviewed to remove 

safeguarded land from the Green Belt which could be used to meet longer terms development 

needs. Whilst this could include land north of Slough, we consider that it should also include other 

sites in sustainable locations, such as Chesham, enabling them to be allocated in a future Local Pan 

review without further review of the Green Belt. 

Question 14 - 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? 

1.37 We consider that the exceptional circumstances required by the NPPF exist to justify revisions to the 

Green Belt boundary. These are adequately summarised in the Green Belt Exceptional 

Circumstances Report (May 2019) which outlines the general case for exceptional circumstances 

based on the acute needs for housing/supply of land in the area and site-specific considerations. 

1.38 As we have already set out, in our view, the acute need for housing combined with lack of 

alternative options, in particular, justify the need to considered amending Green Belt boundaries. 

However, we consider that there are opportunities to deliver a greater proportion of the unmet need 

sustainably without harming the purposes of the Green Belt.  
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Issue 3 – Villages Inset from the Green Belt 

Question 1 - What is the justification for removing those villages from 

the Green Belt listed under Policy SP PP1? Is the approach consistent 

with paragraph 140 of the Framework? 

1.39 From our reading of policy SP PP1, the purpose of removing villages such as Botley from the Green 

Belt is to enable minor windfall development within defined boundaries. It is assumed that this is an 

attempt to maximise the development potential within these areas which would otherwise be 

restricted to ‘limited infilling’ by Green Belt policy in the NPPF. Such an approach appears to be 

logical. 

1.40 However, we are not clear that the evidence presented fully backs up the policy. 

1.41 The Review of Settlements in the Green Belt (April 2019) highlights 12 villages that serve no Green 

Belt purposes, with the Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 2019) summarising that 

the settlements identified do not contribute to the openness of the Green Belt.  

1.42 Therefore, rather than the removal of the villages being to enable windfall development (and thus 

logically boosting supply), as suggested by the policy, the justification appears to be that the villages 

are not of open character and therefore do not contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. 

1.43 Whilst this approach is understood, the evidence is disconnected from the purpose of the policy. To 

justify the policy, we would have expected an assessment of the potential windfall potential of each 

settlement to see if there were actually logical windfall opportunities in each that could be realised if 

the Green Belt restriction were lifted. 

1.44 Once such an assessment had been undertaken, then consideration could be given as to whether 

release of each village from the Green Belt would harm openness of the Green Belt.  

1.45 As it stands, it is unclear whether there is actually any benefit of removing the villages from the 

Green Belt, particularly as national policy allows for limited infilling which would be allowed in the 

majority of villages irrespective of whether they were in the Green Belt or not. 
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