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Issue 1 - Principle of Green Belt Release 

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 well 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. 

1.1 Having regard to both the Framework and the Councils’ overarching aim, expressed in the 

draft Plan [Paragraph 3.1.2] to conserve the environment whilst also promoting 

sustainable economic growth, CSB’s approach to defining the scale of housing and 

employment growth which is proposed to be released from the Green Belt has been to: 

(a)  Seek opportunities to fully meet the development needs of the area, identified    

through the HEDNA/HENA process; 

(b)  Maximise the opportunities for development in the plan area that can be achieved 

within urban areas that are excluded from the Green Belt, principally through the 

more efficient use of land. Alongside a suite of policies designed to encourage the 

more efficient use of land, the HELAA process has been used to identify the capacity 

of this urban land and the capacity of existing brownfield land within the Green Belt. 

(c)  Identify and assess other opportunities to meet the remaining need. Two principal 

opportunities have been explored: 
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(1) accommodating development on land that is currently within the Green Belt, 

in ways that, in line with the Framework deliver sustainable development 

and, in particular, minimise harm to the Green Belt, the AONB and other 

features of acknowledged importance. This process, which has been 

informed by detailed assessments of the Green Belt, extensive public 

consultation on options and the on-going Sustainability Appraisal process, 

has been focussed primarily on extensions to principal settlements and 

Green Belt release close to stations.  

(2) channelling development towards locations beyond the Green Belt in 

neighbouring areas.  CSB’s active engagement through the duty to 

cooperate process has identified the opportunity for a substantial proportion 

of the identified need to be accommodated within the Vale of Aylesbury 

Local Plan area.  

(d) As a result of the iterative process of exploring opportunities over the course of the 

plan preparation process since 2015, the Councils have concluded that approximately 

5,200 dwellings and 56,000 square metres of employment floorspace could be 

accommodated on land that it proposes should be released from the Green Belt.  

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 

urban areas been established to accommodate new development? Is the evidence in 

this regard accurate and up to date? 

2.1  A Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment [CSBLP19.01] (HELAA) was 

undertaken. This ensures that the Local Plan makes the greatest possible use has been 

made of brownfield sites and underutilised land and buildings. 

2.2 Since it was initially published in 2015 [CSBLP19.11] the HELAA methodology has evolved 

over time to reflect changing national policy and guidance, most notably recognising the 

need to ensure that the most effective use is made of previously developed land.  The 

January 2020 HELAA [CSBLP19.01] contains the updated methodology, with paragraphs 

28 to 37 of the HELAA report providing further information on the specific changes. 

2.3 In addition, the HELAA updates in 2019 and 2020 have been informed by the identification 

of sites for inclusion in the Brownfield Registers. In turn, these Registers have been 

informed by the HELAA work. The first Brownfield Register was published in December 

2017, following a ‘call for sites’ earlier that year and has been regularly updated 

subsequently  

2.4 To assess the capacity of sites the HELAA uses density multipliers.  Since the first HELAA 

was published, the June 2019 and January 2020 HELAA updates have introduced new 100 

dwelling per hectare density figures (over and above the 30 and 50dph figures) which 

have been applied to town centre sites (where appropriate) to reflect their sustainable 

location and higher public transport accessibility.  This reflects NPPF paragraph 123 and 
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the need to avoid homes being built at low densities where there is a shortage of land for 

meeting identified housing needs.  It also reflects the PPG (Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 

3-025-20190722) which states that where insufficient sites have been identified to meet 

objectively assessed needs, that “in the first instance, strategic policy-making authorities 

will need to revisit their assessment, for example to carry out a further call for sites, or 

changing assumptions about the development potential of particular sites to ensure 

these make the most efficient use of land. This may include applying a range of densities 

that reflect the accessibility and potential of different areas, especially for sites in town and 

city centres, and other locations that are well served by public transport.” 

2.5 The sources of sites assessed in the HELAA are listed in Table 4 of the HELAA January 2020 

update.  These include sites where planning applications have been withdrawn or refused 

on design grounds, but the principle of development is suitable; unimplemented planning 

permissions; sites put forward through the various ‘Call for Sites’ or submitted during 

formal Regulation 18 or 19 consultations; vacant and derelict buildings; surplus Council 

owned land; employment sites recommended for release in the Employment Land Review 

and sites suggested by Officers or Members.  Additionally, as outlined in Paragraph 30 of 

the January 2020 HELAA update, CSB engaged with other public bodies and Housing 

Associations regarding surplus land in their ownership, exploring the potential for estate 

regeneration proposals in accordance with NPPF paragraph 93. 

2.6 The list of Stage 1 exclusionary criteria is set out in Table 5 of the HELAA report.  This states 

that sites within the Green Belt which are not on PDL are excluded at Stage 1.  This means 

that brownfield sites within the Green Belt that could be subject to a change of use or 

redeveloped for 5 or more dwellings or employment floorspace (with no increase in 

volume impacting openness) are also suitable for development in principle, taking into 

account the NPPF glossary definition of previously developed land to exclude land in 

agricultural use. 

2.7 The HELAA update (January 2020) is up to date as of 1 April 2019 incorporating CSB 

monitoring data, completions and commitments from the 2018/19 financial year.  Sites 

that have been completed have been removed from the HELAA to avoid double-counting.  

The figures are correct as of 1 April 2019. 

2.8 In accordance with national guidance the HELAA focuses on sites of 5 or more dwellings.  

Windfall analysis has been undertaken for “small sites” (smaller than 5 dwellings) 

completions over an 11-year period to understand the likely future contribution of these 

sites to meeting the housing requirement.  Windfall sites by definition are policy compliant 

as they have been assessed through the development management process.  Given the 

significant environmental and policy constraints that exist within the plan area, the 

majority of these windfall sites are likely to be on small brownfield sites, and in existing 

urban areas.  The windfall contribution has been estimated to apply from 4 years on from 
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the HELAA date of 1 April 2019; to reduce the risk of double-counting against known sites 

with planning permission. 

2.9 Thus, having regard to the detailed work undertaken through the HELAA process, the 

Councils have an accurate and update assessment of the capacity for existing urban areas 

to absorb additional housing and employment growth.     

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

employment growth? 

3.1 The January 2020 HELAA update [CSBLP19.01], and Appendix 7 [CSBLP19.012], with a 

base date of 1 April 2019, outlines a HELAA capacity of 2,051 dwellings (within existing 

urban areas and brownfield sites within the Green Belt, and excluding strategic 

allocations); a small sites commitments figure of 579 dwellings; and a windfall allowance 

of 1,204 dwellings.  This results in a total of an additional 3,834 dwellings in the remainder 

of the Plan period. 

 

3.2 All suitable, available and achievable HELAA sites are included in the housing trajectory 

for the Plan [CSBLP19.014].  There is no further identified deliverable or developable 

capacity in the existing urban areas.   

 

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 identified need for new housing and economic development? 

4.3 The Settlement Capacity Study [CSBLP58] is explicitly focussed on identifying a housing 

requirement figure for individual parishes to meet through Neighbourhood Plans, in 

accordance with NPPF paragraph 65.  As a result of this there has been no consideration 

in the Settlement Capacity Study of the potential for Parishes to meet the identified need 

for economic development. 

 

4.4 NPPF paragraph 65 states that within the overall housing requirement “strategic policies 

should also set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which 

reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any relevant 

allocations”.  The PPG (Paragraph 101 Reference ID 41-101-20190509) states “While there 

is no set method for doing this, the general policy making process already undertaken by 

local authorities can continue to be used to direct development requirements and balance 

needs and protections by taking into consideration relevant policies such as the spatial 

strategy, evidence such as the Housing and economic land availability assessment, and the 

characteristics of the neighbourhood area, including its population and role in providing 

services. In setting requirements for housing in designated neighbourhood areas, plan-

making authorities should consider the areas or assets of particular importance (as set out 
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in paragraph 11, footnote 6), which may restrict the scale, type or distribution of 

development in a neighbourhood plan area”. 

 

4.5 The figures in the Settlement Capacity Study are arrived at through integrating the HELAA 

findings (for “large sites” of 5 or more dwellings) with an understanding of completions 

and known commitments (for “small sites” under 5 dwellings).  This disaggregates the 

overall housing capacity within the Plan area to Parishes to understand historic completion 

rates, completions since the base date of the Local Plan, commitments and identified 

HELAA capacity at 1 April 2019.  Capacity from strategic site allocations has also been 

added to the document.  Care has been taken to ensure that there is no double-counting 

between the different data sources. 

 

4.6 The windfall allowance figure in the HELAA (1,204 dwellings) is identified for the Plan area 

as a whole.  The Settlement Capacity Study seeks to apportion a percentage of the windfall 

allowance to each parish based on the existing population and sustainability of 

settlements, taking into account the level of services provided; position in the retail 

hierarchy; public transport provision and accessibility to a rail station, if any significant 

infrastructure constraints exist, and if any significant investment in infrastructure is 

planned which could enable more development to be accommodated. 

 

4.7 Analysis of housing delivery by parish, together with the sustainability characteristics of 

the settlements in those parishes, is used to determine an appropriate percentage of the 

overall windfall numbers that are likely to be delivered by each parish. For smaller parishes 

considered unsuitable for major development a numerical allocation is given based on an 

analysis of recent delivery trends, commitments and HELAA sites. These parishes together 

have a suggested supply of 164 dwellings. For those parishes considered suitable for a 

greater scale of development, a percentage allocation of the residual total (1,204 – 164 = 

1,040) is suggested and the ratios between these have been tuned so as to deliver the 

outstanding total required.  The table on pages 5-6 of the Settlement Capacity Study fully 

disaggregates housing capacity in the Plan area to each of its constituent parishes. 

Q5. How does the plan seek to optimise density of development in existing urban 

areas? 

5.1   In line with the requirements of paragraphs 122 and 123 of the Framework which seek to     

promote the efficient use of land through achieving appropriate densities of development, 

policy DM DP7 Design – efficient use of land, proposes to introduce an explicit requirement 

for new development proposals to make “the most efficient use” of land.   

5.2 As DM DP7 makes clear, this approach should not compromise other design 

considerations set out in other policies in the Plan. In addition, the policy acknowledges 

that, in seeking to ensure best use is made of the site, consideration should be given to 
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the compatibility of the proposals with the application site and the surrounding area in 

terms of: building density, building scale, including heights and massing; and the 

transition between new buildings and existing development/countryside. 

5.3 The Councils’ have not proposed minimum density standards for town centres and other 

locations that are well served by public transport, given the diversity of opportunities and 

constraints that exist in and adjacent to those centres that the Townscape Character Study 

[CSB LP21] has revealed. However, this policy approach marks an important change in 

emphasis from the earlier adopted Plans, by putting the need to make the most efficient 

use of land at the heart of the policies on design. The approach proposed in Policy DM 

DP7 will help ensure that developments make the optimal use of the potential of each site 

in a way that properly reflects to opportunities and constraints of the site and surrounding 

area.  

Q6. 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. 

6.1 The Councils’ have fully examined all other reasonable options, including: 

(a) Ensuring as much use as possible is made of suitable brownfield sites and 

underutilised sites through the comprehensive and on-going and HELAA process 

(see also response to Q2 and Q3 above), which includes challenging assumptions 

about the density of development; 

(b) Optimising the density of development through the framing of the policies of the 

draft Plan, in particular, Policy DM –DP7 Design – Efficient Use of Land.  (see also 

response to Q5 above). 

(c) Working closely with Aylesbury Vale District Council over many months to agree 

that some of the identified need for development for Chiltern and South Bucks 

could be met within adjoining Plan area, as part of the duty to cooperate process. 

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? 

7.1 This question is partially answered in the Councils’ response to Question 9 of the 

Inspectors’ Initial Questions.  However, given the constraints in the area and the lack of 

alternative options for development within the two districts, as outlined in the response 

to the Inspectors’ Initial Question 9, the Councils’ relied on the outcome of the county-

wide Green Belt Assessment Part 1 [CSBLP15.7]. This, as outlined in other responses, 

undertook a review of the whole Green Belt across Buckinghamshire assessing large 

parcels of the Green Belt to see if those parcels still met the purposes of keeping land in 

the Green Belt.  As such the decision on which areas to propose for development was led 

by the Green Belt evidence with the decision on whether exceptional circumstances 
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existed to justify release from the Green Belt informed by the SA and the locational 

sustainability of the site. 

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? 

8.1 The purpose of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 was to assess the whole of the Green 

Belt in Buckinghamshire to see how it performed against the purposes of including land 

in the Green Belt. The methodology for the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment – [CSBLP 15.7a] 

sets out how the study evaluated the Green Belt by subdividing the Green Belt into smaller 

parcels and assessing these against the Green Belt purposes. In particular, paragraphs 

4.4.4 and 4.4.5 set out how the assessment scored the Green Belt parcels and what a high 

or low score overall would mean. Essentially those Green Belt parcels with a low score, as 

defined in the methodology, were recommended for further consideration in Part 2. It was 

not the purpose of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment to recommend potential 

development sites.   

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? 

9.1 The Green Belt Assessment Part 1 sets out in the recommendations section [Chapter 6 

CSBLP15.7b] those areas recommended for further Green Belt Assessment in the Part 2 

study. The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 was produced in conjunction with Arup. Thus the 

Green Belt Assessment Part 1 listed those areas of the Green Belt where further 

investigation was required in relation to areas of Green Belt that did not meet the 

purposes of including land in the Green Belt strongly. In addition, the Green Belt 

Assessment Part 2 [CSBLP 15.3] also considered those areas of the Green Belt which fitted 

the Plan’s spatial strategy to provide additional employment land and development in 

sustainable locations close to the rail stations. These assessments were fed into the Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2 and can be seen in the respective appendices (Volume 2 and 

Volume 3). All of the sites listed in the Part 2 study were evaluated in accordance with the 

Part 2 methodology. 

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? 

10.1 The Inspectors’ Initial Questions asked a similar question regarding the proposed Green 

Belt revisions align with the spatial strategy.  As such the response to the Inspectors’ 

Initial Question 9 covers this point.  In addition, the current question asks if settlements 

were scored in terms of their sustainability.  As outlined in the response to the Inspectors’ 
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Initial Question, sites proposed for development were selected via the Green Belt 

assessment work and there was no specific scoring of individual settlements to rank 

them in terms of sustainability.  However, as Appendix E of the 2019 SA [CSBLP8] 

demonstrates, all the allocated Building Places sites (policies SP BP2 – SP BP14) perform 

moderately positively in terms of the transport and accessibility objective, with the 

exception of SP BP10 which is a minor negative. In the case of SP BP10 - Iver Heath, the 

site specific policy requirements include, amongst other things, the provision of a Use 

Class A1 convenience store and other units within Use Classes A2-A5 within a shopping 

parade of at least 500 square metres and measures to improve pedestrian and cycling 

links to local services, facilities and public transport. 

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)? 

11.1 The majority of both Chiltern and South Bucks District Council areas are covered by the 

Green Belt with only the main settlements excluded from the Green Belt.  As such any 

new development sites other than limited infilling or re-development within the existing 

areas excluded from the Green Belt would have to take place in the Green Belt itself. The 

Councils’ evidence has identified areas of the Green Belt which perform less well in 

relation to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt and as such these areas were 

the focus of new development proposals. The Green Belt evidence has identified areas 

of less well performing Green Belt where they occur as such the Green Belt around some 

settlements scores more highly than the Green Belt around other settlements. In relation 

to the settlements listed in the question, the results are that there are areas of less well 

performing Green Belt adjacent to Amersham, Beaconsfield and Chesham.  

11.2 In the case of Gerrards Cross, there was one area of land that scored less well and was 

recommended for further evaluation, in the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 [CSBLP15.7b 

Green Belt Assessment Part 1 ref RGA 6 and CSBLP15.3 Green Belt Assessment Part 2 

ref 1.12). Whilst the Part 2 Assessment concluded that the area scored moderately in 

terms of its contribution to Green Belt purposes, the Green Belt Exceptional 

Circumstances Report [CSBLP15.1] concluded that the potential loss of protected 

woodland along with the associated habitats would be detrimental and as such for this 

site it was concluded that exceptional circumstances for amending the Green Belt did 

not exist.   

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

plan period? 

12.1 All of the areas proposed for removal from the Green Belt are surrounded by boundary 

features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. As such, if the areas 

proposed in the Local Plan for removal are removed, the Green Belt boundaries chosen 

are capable of enduring beyond the plan period.  The issues regarding the potential 

‘safeguarding’ of land to meet future development needs have been covered in the 
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response to the Inspectors’ Initial Question 20 [EXAM 2].  However, the local government 

structure in Buckinghamshire is to change on 1 April 2020 with the existing districts and 

the County Council combined into one authority.  This new Buckinghamshire Council is 

required to produce a new county-wide Local Plan within five years.  It would be 

reasonable to expect the strategic elements of that new plan to consider the need for 

Green Belt release to respond to known, but unquantified issues, such as the findings of 

the Wider Area Growth Study or the implications of the Oxford – Cambridge Arc, and 

any other housing and development needs on a county-wide basis. It would be for the 

new authority to consider the need for further Green Belt release and whether to 

safeguard land for long-term strategic development needs. 

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?  

13.1 As stated in CSB’s response to Question 16 of the Inspectors’ Initial Questions [EXAM 

2], each site allocation includes compensatory measures as site specific requirements. 

However, the Councils’ recognise that the site specific requirements should not be 

considered in isolation because development proposals relate to the wider landscape 

and can also have an impact on the quality of the natural environment. In particular, 

releasing land from the Green Belt can have an impact on the openness of the Green 

Belt. 

13.2 The Plan sets out a comprehensive approach on how developments of all scales can 

conserve and enhance the natural environment, provide connectivity to existing 

ecological networks and facilitate biodiversity net gain. The plan contains a suite of 

policies which ensure improvements to the natural environment can be achieved 

and are not limited to a development site. These polices are listed below.  

 Policy DM DP15 Green and Blue Infrastructure requires that development sites link 

to the wider environmental and social context through provision of a blue and green 

infrastructure strategy and provide new habitats or join up natural habitats 

 Policy DM CP2 Pedestrian Routes and Cycleways notes that walking and cycling as 

a means of access to and from a development is encouraged and the Councils will 

seek to improve accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists through planning powers. 
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Measures could include improvements along routes serving town centres and major 

travel generators. 

 Policy DM NP2 requires that development in the Colne Valley Regional Park make a 

positive contribution to the landscape, historic environment and waterscape of the 

park. In addition, facilities should be accessible to all 

 Policy DM NP4 Biodiversity and Geology requires that development sites should 

provide links between biodiversity features & the surrounding landscape and 

conserve and enhance the natural environment 

 Policy DM NP5 Trees and Woodlands ensures that trees are not considered in 

isolation as they should be an integral part of the overall design of a scheme and 

contribute to wider objectives of securing biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

Good quality trees can contribute to the character of the area and new trees must 

integrate within the existing green infrastructure network or assist in joining up 

areas of existing but separated green infrastructure. 

13.3 These policies are informed by the Vision and Principles for the Improvement of Green 

Infrastructure in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes 2016 [CSBLP39.4] and the 

Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2013 [CSBLP39.3]. 

13.4 The Councils’ propose the following modification to Designing Places Policy DM 

DP15 Blue and Green Infrastructure: 

Current policy wording: 

Planning permission will be granted provided that the planning application includes a 

blue and green infrastructure strategy that takes account of the development site, and 

its wider environmental and social context including the: 

b    provision of at least 10% gross useable public open space within residential sites 

and the residential parts of sites in mixed use developments, with a minimum size 

of 0.05 hectares for each useable open space; 

Proposed modification: 

Planning permission will be granted provided that the planning application includes a 

blue and green infrastructure strategy that takes account of the development site, the 

multi-functional green infrastructure network and its wider environmental and 

social context including the: 

b  provision of at least 10% gross useable public open space either within residential 

sites and the residential parts of sites in mixed use developments or off-site, with 

a minimum size of 0.05 hectares for each useable open space; 

 

13.5 This is to clarify that the provision of new public useable open space can be provided 

either on site or off site in order to contribute to the green infrastructure network. 
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13.6 In order to be consistent with paragraph 138 of the NPPF, the Councils propose a 

new policy to be inserted after Building Places Policy BP SP1.  

13.7   The proposed new policy wording is as follows: 

Any development proposal which involves the removal of land from the Green Belt 

will be required to provide compensatory improvements to the remaining Green Belt 

land.  

These compensatory improvements will be secured through the use of planning 

conditions or obligations”.  

 

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? 

14.1 The Councils have produced a Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report 

[CSBLP15.1]. This sets out in general non site specific terms the exceptional 

circumstances which apply across the two districts to justify making changes to the 

Green Belt. Legal case law1 has indicated a number of factors that should be covered to 

be able to determine whether exceptional; circumstances exist for Green Belt release. 

14.2 [CSBLP15.1] therefore goes though each of the factors raised in the legal case and 

shows how the Councils consider that in principle there are sufficient reasons to justify 

exceptional circumstances to release land from the Green Belt. 

14.3 Since the exceptional circumstances paper has been published there has been a more 

recent legal case which sets out how exceptional circumstances should be considered in 

relation to local plan preparation2. This case centres on the aim of Guildford Borough 

Council to provide enough land to exceed its local housing needs and the local plan 

inspector’s decision that exceptional circumstances existed. 

14.4 The judge Sir Duncan Ouseley pointed out in his judgement that there is no definition 

of exceptional circumstances and that therefore there is a planning judgement to be 

made on every case and that if a matter should be treated as being an exceptional 

circumstance was a matter of planning judgement. He added that exceptional 

circumstances is a less demanding test than that of the development management test 

for permitting inappropriate development in the Green Belt which requires very special 

circumstances. Specifically, in relation to reasons for seeking to amend the Green Belt 

boundaries in Chiltern and South Bucks, unmet development needs, the judge stated 

                                                           
1 Calverton Parish Council V Greater Nottingham Councils [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) 
2 Compton Parish Council, Jullian Cranwell, and Ockham Parish Council v Guildford Borough Council and the 

Secretary of State for Housing Communities and Local Government [2019] EWHC 3242 (Admin) 
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that general planning needs such as ordinary housing are not precluded from the scope 

of being an exceptional circumstance. 

14.5 In the view of the judge the supply of land for ordinary housing taken with the analysis 

of the options of providing housing elsewhere, and the analysis of the impact on, and 

the effects on the purposes of the Green Belt areas allocated, can be regarded as 

exceptional circumstances. It is considered that the councils evidence and responses to 

other main matter has shown that the local housing need will exceed the potential 

development land available within the existing built up areas and that even allowing for 

the proportion of housing being taken on by Aylesbury Vale District, though the duty to 

cooperate, there would still be an unmet development need. Additionally, the CSB’s 

Green Belt evidence has evaluated the Green Belt and established areas of Green Belt 

that would perform less well in Green Belt terms. As such, it is considered that the 

Councils have undertaken sufficient analysis to show that exceptional circumstances exist 

to allow adjusting the Green Belt to meet part of the development needs of the Local 

Plan area. It is worth noting that the defence of the Guildford Local Plan approach to 

exceptional circumstances was not only presented by the Guildford Borough Council but 

as noted by the judge also by the Secretary of State suggesting an element of support 

from the government towards the inspector’s conclusions that release of land for general 

housing needs can be regarded as an exceptional circumstance. 

14.6 It is considered that this recent legal case alongside CSB’s own exceptional circumstances 

report provides sufficient justification that in principle exceptional circumstances exist 

for Green Belt release to meet some of the unmet housing and other development needs 

of the districts.  

 

Issue 2 – Boundary Changes 

Q1. Does the Plan adequately identify the proposed revisions to the Green Belt 

boundary? Are the revisions clear to decision-makers, developers and local 

communities? 

1.1 Any proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary are shown on the Proposed Changes 

to the Adopted Policies Maps [CSBLP5] document. This clearly identifies any changes 

proposed to the existing adopted policies mapping with any areas not identified 

remaining unchanged. Obviously if the Local Plan is adopted the adopted Green Belt 

boundaries will be shown in their entirety on the adopted policies mapping thus the 

boundaries of the Green Belt and the areas washed over by the Green Belt will be clearly 

identifiable. As such it is considered that the revisions proposed to the Green Belt would 

be clear to decision makers, developers and local residents. 

Q2. In response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions the Councils confirmed that in 

some cases the area of land proposed to be removed from the Green Belt is larger 
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than the corresponding allocation. In some cases, this is to act as a buffer, or to 

provide a more logical boundary based on clearly defined features. However, is it 

clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what these areas will 

be used for? If removed from the Green Belt, will the principle of additional 

development be acceptable? 

2.1 It is acknowledged that by focussing, within the areas proposed to be removed from the 

Green Belt, on the main development allocations there remain parts of some of the areas 

proposed for removal from the Green Belt with no specific planning allocation. Generally, 

within these areas normal development control considerations would apply. However, it 

is considered that though the master planning approach agreement could be made to 

plan for parts of these sites to be used for specific purposes to supplement the main site 

allocation as such as already mentioned in response to the inspectors’ initial questions 

some of these areas removed from the Green Belt but not specifically allocated for 

development could be used to provide additional planting, act as a buffer to the site or 

provide improved public access.  Where pockets of development exist such as on the 

north western side of the Chesham site it is assumed that normal development control 

criteria would be used to assess any development coming forward within these 

established residential areas and that design criterion alongside other development 

control considerations would prevent excessive re-development etc.  

Q3. Are there any sites or parcels of land where revisions to Green Belt boundaries 

are proposed, but which are not needed to meet housing or employment land 

requirements? 

3.1 The only site specific revisions to the Green Belt to meet housing and or employment 

needs are the strategic sites as set out in the Local Plan [CSBLP1– Policies SPBP2 to SP 

BP14] as part of the comprehensive review of the Green Belt across both districts the 

councils also reviewed the status of villages washed over by the Green Belt [CSBLP15.5 

Green Belt Settlement Review] and the existing Green Belt boundaries to potentially 

remove any anomalies – [CSBLP15.6 - Inner Green Belt Review]. These proposed 

revisions to the Green Belt resulted in the proposal to remove 12 villages from the Green 

Belt and to make a number (21) of minor changes to the existing Green Belt boundary. 

The removal of the villages and to a lesser extend some of the boundary revisions could 

give potential for some development but this was not the reason for the amendment to 

the Green Belt. 

Q4. Are any new areas of Green Belt proposed? If so, what are the exceptional 

circumstances which justify their inclusion and are they set out in strategic policies, 

as required by paragraph 135 of the Framework? 

4.1 As part of the comprehensive review of the Green Belt across the two district council 

areas the councils sought to investigate any existing Green Belt boundary anomalies and 

where possible seek to find a replacement permanent defensible Green Belt boundary 
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which would remove the anomaly. This work was covered in a specific Inner Green Belt 

boundary review study [CSBLP15.6] and the proposed changes to the existing Green 

Belt boundary are shown in the proposed changes to the policies mapping document 

[CSBLP5 pages 78 to 95]. 

4.2 Para 135 of the NPPF is clearly aimed at the creation of new Green Belts, the NPPF gives 

the examples of creating new Green Belts in relation to major urban expansion or new 

settlements. As outlined in many of the responses to the Green Belt questions both 

Chiltern and South Bucks districts are washed over by existing Green Belt forming part 

of the wider Metropolitan Green Belt around greater London. As such, it is not possible 

for new Green Belts to be formed in either district council area. However, along the 

existing Green Belt boundaries between the built up areas and the Green Belt throughout 

both districts a number of Green Belt boundary anomalies have developed or have 

resulted from changes in mapping methods used since the majority of the Green Belt 

was first designated either 1958 or 1972. The majority of the Green Belt has remained 

unaltered since designated and some Green Belt boundaries between the built ups areas 

and the Green Belt no longer appear to follow logical boundary features. Thus the 

Councils undertook an Inner Green Belt boundary review. As a result of this review 21 

areas have been identified where a minor amendment to the existing Green Belt could 

create a more permanent and defensible Green Belt boundary. Of these 21 areas 7 areas 

are proposed for addition to the Green Belt and 14 are proposed for removal from the 

Green Belt. None of the additions are considered to be strategic. Given the above 

reasoning it is not considered that para 135 is applicable to the minor changes proposed 

to the existing designated Green Belt. 

4.3 The aim of the Inner Green Belt Review was to reduce the number of Green Belt boundary 

anomalies along the existing Green Belt boundary. As such it was never the intention 

that the review would seek to allocate land for development. Therefore, the inner Green 

Belt boundary review changes are not discussed in the Councils Green Belt exceptional 

circumstances document. However, it is considered that these minor changes fall under 

detailed amendments to Green Belt boundaries which the NPPF allows to be undertaken 

though Local Plans or neighbourhood plans. It is not considered that these minor Green 

Belt amendments affect the soundness of the Local Plan as submitted and as such should 

the inspectors not feel the minor changes are sufficiently justified in the Local Plan as 

submitted the councils would not be averse to a modification to insert a non-strategic 

policy to refer to the minor Green Belt changes being made or alternatively for the minor 

Green Belt changes to be removed from the Local Plan. Should the proposed changes 

be removed from the submitted Local Plan then any minor Green Belt changes could be 

picked up in emerging neighbourhood plans or in the new Buckinghamshire Local Plan. 
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Issue 3 – Villages Inset from the Green Belt  

Q1. 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? 

1.1 This question has been answered in the response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions - 

Question 19. 

Q2. What is the justification for removing Denham from the Green Belt, including 

areas to the north which the Review of Settlements within the Green Belt describes 

as a traditional Green Belt village with properties set within open grounds with 

views of open land beyond? 

2.1 Denham Village was identified in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 

[CSBLP15.7b site ref – RSA 22 page 138] as an area which makes little contribution to 

Green Belt having a semi urban character which detracts from the wider Green Belt. The 

Part 1 study identified the whole of the Denham village area. Thus even without the 

separate review of settlements washed over by the Green Belt the Councils would need 

to consider the implications of the initial Green Belt assessment. 

2.2 The Green Belt Settlement Review [CSBLP15.5] reviewed all settlements currently 

washed over by the Green Belt, the government guidance does not define what form of 

settlement it regards as being a village therefore the councils own review made that 

assessment. The settlement of Denham was regarded as being a village and the councils 

own assessment complimented by the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 

considered that the village as a whole was harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. 

The guidance contained in the NPPF para 140 refers to restricting development in a 

village it doesn’t refer to restricting development in parts of a village. As the village of 

Denham includes both the more modern dense development to the south and the 

traditional more open area to the north, both are included in the proposed area to be 

removed from the Green Belt. The NPPF specifically refers to villages that are harmful to 

the openness of the Green Belt being removed from the Green Belt and their 

characteristics protected by other means such as a conservation area. In this case the 

traditional open area of Denham village to the north is protected by a conservation area. 

The area proposed to be removed from the Green Belt excluded the open land between 

the traditional village and the more modern development to the south. The grounds of 

the house to the north west of the village (Denham Place) are protected as an historic 

parkland as well as being included in the conservation area. Thus it is considered that 

the traditional feel and look of the more open northern element of Denham village will 

be protected by its conservation area status while the whole village considered harmful 

to the openness of the Green Belt can be safely removed from the Green Belt in 

accordance with the guidance in the NPPF paragraph 140. 
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Q3. What is the justification for removing Jordans from the Green Belt? As a result 

of the proposed alterations to the Green Belt boundary will Jordans and Seer Green 

become a single, connected urban area to the south of the village? 

3.1 The reasons for removing Jordan’s village from the Green Belt are set out in the Councils’ 

Green Belt Settlement Review. [CSBLP15.5]. The government advice as set out in para 

140 of the NPPF is if a village makes and important contribution to the openness of the 

Green Belt then it should be retained in the Green Belt. However, if the character of the 

village needs to be protected for other reasons then it should be excluded from the 

Green Belt. The Green Belt Settlement Review concludes that on balance the village form 

is harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. Jordan’s village is a historical settlement in 

particular because of its links with the Quaker movement. The majority of the historic 

element of the village with direct Quaker connections is still owned by Jordans Village 

Limited a company, set up in 1920 and it manages and maintains the road and open 

spaces within its management area. A map showing their land ownership is attached as 

Appendix 7 of the recently made Chalfont St Giles neighbourhood plan 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13613/Chalfont-St-Giles-

NDP/pdf/Chalfont_ST_Giles_NDP_.pdf?m=637018302546470000. The appendix also 

indicates that 

“JVL also operates a Management Scheme under which JVL’s approval is required for 

alterations, extensions and developments of properties, including privately owned 

properties, in the village estate. This followed the granting of a “certificate of good 

management” by the High Court, and provides a permanent safeguard to the 

appearance and future of the village.” 

 

3.2 Additionally, the heart of the village and areas of land associated with the Mayflower 

barn and Jordan’s meeting house are also protected by the Jordan’s Conservation Area. 

Thus it is considered that the character of the village can be controlled by other means 

and that the village should be removed from the Green Belt. 

3.3 If Jordan’s is removed from the Green Belt, the gap between the built up area of Seer 

Green and the new excluded village area of Jordans would remain the same as it is now. 

There is a narrow strip of Green Belt between the villages where Wilton Lane meets Long 

Bottom Lane. The gaps between the last house within Seer Green and the first house 

within Jordans village with access off Wilton Lane would remain the same whether 

Jordans was within the Green Belt or excluded from it. The land fronting Long Bottom 

Lane whilst outside of the conservation area boundary is within the land owned and 

overseen by Jordan’s Village Limited. Therefore, Jordans Village and Seer Green will not 

become one connected urban area at the south of the village. 

Q4. What is the justification for removing three separate areas of land from the 

Green Belt at Little Kingshill? 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13613/Chalfont-St-Giles-NDP/pdf/Chalfont_ST_Giles_NDP_.pdf?m=637018302546470000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13613/Chalfont-St-Giles-NDP/pdf/Chalfont_ST_Giles_NDP_.pdf?m=637018302546470000
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4.1 Little Kingshill was identified though the Green Belt Settlement Review as being a village. 

Government guidance in paragraph 140 of the NPPF refers to the treatment of villages 

which should be removed from the Green Belt if they have an impact on the openness 

of the Green Belt.  The Green Belt Settlement Review concluded that the village of Little 

Kinghsill did impact on the openness of the Green Belt and thus should be removed 

from the Green Belt. The village has essentially developed along three roads: 

1. Windsor Lane, where the school and village hall are located; 

2. Nags Head Lane, a road leading from Great Missenden towards Prestwood; and  

3. Hare Lane, a lane running diagonally from Windsor Lane in the south-west to re-

join Windsor Lane in the north-east.  

4.2 Between Hare Lane and Nags Head Lane and to the north of Windsor Lane over the 

years additional infilling and other housing development has occurred which not only 

altered the character of the village but reduced the openness of the village such that it 

now has an impact on the overall openness of the Green Belt. The Councils were not 

seeking to remove villages from the Green Belt to provide additional development 

capacity and as such chose to draw the Green Belt boundaries close to the existing built 

form.  As described, the village of Little Kingshill is essentially made up of two blocks of 

development with a gap between the main Windsor Lane/Nags Head Lane area and the 

smaller area of the village to the west. The main part of the village associated with Nags 

Head Lane and Hare Lane to the north and development fronting Windsor Lane or with 

access off that lane to the south, are joined by a less dense area of the lane fronting 

Windsor Lane which connects the two developed areas.  Officers had intended to include 

this element of the village as it is developed although at a lower density than that of the 

remaining areas. However, when this proposal was discussed by Council members they 

instructed officers to exclude this lower density area on the basis that to include it could 

lead to more development which would increase the impact on the openness of the 

Green Belt at this point in the village. Thus the area proposed for removal from the Green 

Belt is now made up of three areas which together form the majority of the built-up 

parts of the village of Little Kingshill. 

 

Issue 4 – Green Belt Villages 

Q1. What is the justification for identifying the boundaries of ‘Infilling Villages’ on 

the Policies Map? 

1.1 Paragraph 140 of the NPPF covers the treatment of villages ‘washed over’ by the Green 

Belt.  Essentially, if a village is regarded as being harmful to the openness of the Green 

Belt then it should be removed from the Green Belt and, if necessary, protected by other 

designations. If, however, a village has an open character not harmful to the openness 

of the Green Belt then it should be left in the Green Belt. The NPPF does not define what 
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type of settlement is regarded as being a village. Therefore, the Councils undertook an 

assessment of settlements that are currently ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt 

[CSBLP15.5] and, where a settlement was identified as being a village, unconsidered its 

impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  Those considered harmful were proposed for 

removal from the Green Belt and issues related to those have been covered in the Matter 

4, Issue 3 responses.  Villages considered by the study not to impact on the openness of 

the Green Belt were left in the Green Belt. 

1.2 Para 145 of the NPPF outlines the forms of development which might be regarded as 

being acceptable in the Green Belt (i.e. not inappropriate development). Clause e) of that 

paragraph states that ‘limited infilling in villages’ may be acceptable. The guidance 

contained in the NPPF or the planning practice guidance adds no additional details on 

how to consider limited infilling or what forms of infilling might be acceptable in a Green 

Belt village. As such the Councils have set out in a policy - Policy DMPP1– how they 

would consider planning proposals for limited infilling in the villages washed over by the 

Green Belt. For the avoidance of doubt the policy lists those settlements which have 

been identified as villages where limited infilling may occur. The policy also sets out the 

criteria which the Councils will use to assess if proposals would qualify as limited infilling 

as permitted by the NPPF.  

1.3 The difficulty of just naming villages where limited infilling could occur is that it leaves 

an element of doubt in the minds of the applicant, the decision maker and the public as 

to what area constitutes the village envelope and in which area limited infilling may 

occur. Therefore, to avoid unnecessary confusion and to clarify the policy wording the 

councils decided that they would add defined infilling boundaries around each of the 

identified villages. The use of infilling boundaries continues a use of policy designation 

in the existing Local Plan policies maps and a use of infilling designation areas that local 

residents and developers are used to, therefore easing the use and clarity of the new 

policy. 

Q2. What criteria did the Councils use to determine whether a village was identified 

under Policy DM PP1? Was the process robust, accurate and transparent? 

2.1 As set out in response to Question 1 above, Government guidance allows limited infilling 

in villages ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt. However, the guidance does not define what 

the Government regards a village to be. As such the Councils undertook a review of 

settlements ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt to see which of these could be regarded as 

being a village – this assessment is set out in the Green Belt Settlement Review 

[CSBLP15.5] essentially if a settlement was regarded as being a village and the form of 

the village was not harmful to the openness of the Green Belt then the village was 

regarded as being suitable for potential infilling as allowed by paragraph 145e of the 

NPPF. The methodology for the Green Belt Settlement Review is set out in the study and 

the study explains the decision making process for each settlement reviewed. As such 
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the process followed by the Councils is clearly set out, robust, and, given the 

methodology and the study findings have been published alongside the Local Plan, 

transparent. 

Q3. Is the inclusion of Bellingdon justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement 

clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

3.1  Bellingdon is regarded as being a village under the Councils’ Green Belt Settlement    

Review [CSBLP15.5]. Whilst the village extends along a road, and is not in the form of a 

traditionally regarded village clustered around a village green, Bellingdon is typical of a 

Chilterns ridgetop village. 

Q4. Is the inclusion of Chartridge justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement 

clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

4.1 Chartridge is a small settlement to the north of the built-up area of Chesham.  Over the 

years, Chesham has expanded to the extent that its built form extends into the parish of 

Chartridge; however, the village of Chartridge itself is still separated.  Chesham town 

built-up area and its expansion into the parish of Chartridge is excluded from the Green 

Belt whereas the village itself is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt. The Councils’ Green Belt 

Settlement Review [CSBLP15.5] concluded that the settlement had the characteristics of 

being a village. It is considered that the settlement of Chartridge can be clearly identified 

as a village. 

Q5. What is the justification for including properties off Latimer Road as part of 

the village of Chenies? 

5.1 The Councils concluded that Chenies was a village and that it was not harmful to the 

openness of the Green Belt and as such the village should be retained in the Green Belt. 

The Councils considered that to add clarity to the policy and aid its interpretation they 

would define village infilling boundaries for each of the settlements identified as a village 

where limited infilling could take place. The Councils sought to define an infilling 

boundary around those areas of the village where infilling could potentially occur 

without harming the openness of the Green Belt or the overall open character of the 

village. Therefore, although separate from the main village area to the south, it was 

considered that given the potential for limited infilling to occur, the area of housing off 

Latimer Road should be included in the infilling area as proposed to be defined on the 

policies map (area currently shown on the Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies 

Maps [CSBLP5]. 

Q6. Is the inclusion of Penn justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement clearly 

identifiable as a ‘village’? 

6.1 Penn village is made up of two elements. Part of the settlement forms the fringes of 

Tylers Green and is excluded from the Green Belt along with the built-up areas of Tylers 
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Green and Hazelmere. However, as the main road though the village turns away from 

Tylers Green, to the south-east, the majority of the village is within the Green Belt. 

6.2 The Councils concluded that Penn was a village and that it was not harmful to the 

openness of the Green Belt and as such the village should be retained in the Green Belt.   

6.3 The response to the proposed inclusion of the village in DM PP1 generated some 698 

responses to the Regulation 19 Local Plan consultation.  Of these 539 related to the 

proposal to designate Penn as one of the villages where infilling could take place. Of 

these comments, 492 referred to Penn as a village and comments variously stated that 

the character of the village should be protected, Penn village had a special character or 

that Penn Village was important and should not be altered or made similar references 

to Penn as a village. None of the responses stated that Penn should not be considered 

as being a village. Therefore, given the large public response wishing to protect Penn as 

a village, it is considered that the settlement of Penn can be clearly identified as a village.  

Q7. Are the criteria for assessing infilling proposals consistent with paragraph 145 

of the Framework?   

7.1 Paragraph 145 of the Framework identifies a number of development types which are 

defined as not inappropriate development for the purposes of Green Belt policy. This 

includes, at criterion (e): limited infilling in villages.  

7.2 Policy DM PP1 of the Plan sets out the policy for infilling within villages in the Green Belt, 

which includes 4 criteria for assessing infilling proposals. This element of the policy 

states: 

Planning permission will be granted for infilling within the listed villages washed over 

by the Green Belt providing that the infilling is:  

 for residential or economic development; 

 of a similar plot size, building width, scale and massing to surrounding 

development; and 

 is not on the edge of the village. 

 Infilling on open land which contributes to the openness of the Green Belt will be 

refused. 

[the policy then lists the villages where this policy applies] 

7.3 All villages listed in DM PP1 have a defined settlement boundary. These are set out in 

the Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps [CSBLP5]. 

7.4 The purpose of the policy is to elaborate on the type, scale and location of infilling 

development that would be acceptable having regard to Paragraph 145 of the 

Framework.  

7.5 Having reviewed this policy further in preparation for the examination, the Councils 

consider that it might be helpful to add the word ‘limited’ in the policy title and in first 
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line of the policy, in front of the word ‘infilling’, to put beyond doubt, that any infilling 

should be of limited scale. This change would ensure the wording more directly aligns 

with the wording of Framework. 

7.6  The title and first line of Policy DM PP1 should be amended to add word “limited” as 

follows: 

Current policy wording: 

Policy DM PP1 

 

Protected – infilling within Villages in the Green Belt 

 

Planning permission will be granted for infilling within the listed villages washed 

over by the Green Belt providing that the infilling is: … 

 

Proposed modification: 

Policy DM PP1 

 

Protected – limited infilling within Villages in the Green Belt 

 

Planning permission will be granted for limited infilling within the listed villages 

washed over by the Green Belt providing that the infilling is: … 

 

 

 

 


