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

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 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. The purpose of the Chiltern Society is to conserve and enhance the exceptional 
landscapes of the Chiltern Hills and ensure they remain for future generations. 
Fundamental to this is the protection of the Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB from 

inappropriate development. The draft Local Plan presents a significant threat to this 
nationally important landscape and the quality of life of local residents. 
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2. The Chiltern Society objects to the high proportion of new homes being proposed in 

the Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB. We consider that this is insufficiently justified 

and inconsistent with the NPPF. 

 

3. In particular, the Council’s approach is inconsistent with paragraph 11 of the NPPF 

which sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Footnote 6 to 

the paragraph confirms that potential exceptions can apply in Green Belts and 

AONBs.  

4. Chiltern and South Bucks are highly constrained Districts due to large areas being 

within the Green Belt and AONB. In our view, this is just the type of area footnote 6 

is designed to address. 

 

5. The evidence suggests that the sites have been identified through a ‘call for sites’, 

rather than an assessment of sites across the whole Plan area. Many of the sites 

chosen are in the Green Belt and/or AONB. Most are located on the edge of existing 

settlements in locations which meet several of the 5 purposes of Green Belt 

designation, and in particular, restricting development encroaching into open 

countryside. 

 

6. The evidence does not demonstrate that settlements have been assessed 
comprehensively to demonstrate that brownfield options and other sites outside the 

Green Belt and AONB have been fully considered. Brownfield options from the 
Brownfield Register, considered under the HELAA 2020, appear to be based on a call 
for sites and not a comprehensive survey of brownfield land across the districts. Full 

assessments should be made of all the main built-up areas before land is allocated 
for development in the Green Belt or AONB. 

 
7. The urban areas of the Districts provide the opportunity to increase density and 

reduce the sizes of the proposed dwellings. This will have benefits in terms of 
sustainability and affordability, as well as reducing the need to develop on green field 
sites in the Green Belt and AONB. 

 
8. There is no overall strategy in the Local Plan to identify the needs of the individual 

towns and villages as the starting point for identifying local housing needs and site 
allocations. It is unclear why certain settlements have been earmarked for significant 
development whilst others have no allocated developments. Assessments appear to 

be limited to sites that have been put forward under the call for sites. Other 
proposals such as the Chesham Masterplan have been totally ignored in favour of a 

green field site on the edge of the settlement and in the Green Belt. 
 
9. We consider, therefore, that further consideration needs to be given as to whether 

the housing allocations should be further reduced in accordance with footnote 6 of 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 

 
10. National Planning Policy Guidance published on 21 July 2019 reaffirms the 

Government’s approach to protecting AONBs by restricting new housing below the 

OAN. The guidance is worded as follows –  

 

11. “The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that the scale and extent of 

development in these areas should be limited, in view of the importance of 

conserving and enhancing their landscapes and scenic beauty. Its policies for 

protecting these areas may mean that it is not possible to meet objectively assessed 
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needs for development in full through the plan-making process, and they are unlikely 

to be suitable areas for accommodating unmet needs from adjoining (non-

designated) areas. Effective joint working between planning authorities covering 

designated and adjoining areas, through the preparation and maintenance of 

statements of common ground, is particularly important in helping to identify how 

housing and other needs can best be accommodated”. 

 

(Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 8-041-20190721) 

 

12. The allocation of housing in the Green Belt and AONB is therefore insufficiently 

justified, is ineffective and contrary to national planning policy.  
 

13. The Plan does not meet the requirements of paragraph 137. A better strategy is 
required for the urban areas. Urban first needs to be much more explicit in the plan’s 
strategy. 

 
14. The loss of large areas of open countryside within the Chilterns landscape 

would have a significant detrimental effect on the area both in terms of the loss 

of Green Belt and potential increases in traffic and overstretching of water 

resources to the detriment of the Chilterns Chalk Streams. 

 

15. When paragraph 11, sub-section ii is applied, we consider that the adverse 

impacts of the scale of development proposed would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The need for housing on its own does not 

create an exceptional circumstance and would certainly not, in our view, 

outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, the Chilterns AONB and the AONB’s 

setting. 

 

16. The whole approach to the Green Belt and AONB is, therefore, unsound. 

 

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?  

 
17. Both Councils have prepared Part 1 of their Brownfield Registers, identifying sites 

which are 'suitable', 'available', and 'achievable' for residential development and 

which could be delivered within 15 years. The sites on the Registers appear to 
have been compiled through a call for sites rather than a comprehensive survey 

of brownfield land across the two Districts. 
 
18. There may be sites across the Districts that could be considered as reasonable 

alternatives to the Green Belt sites allocated in the Plan. According to the 
requirements of paragraph 137 of the NPPF this must be done before land is 

considered for removal from the Green Belt.  
 

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

and employment growth?  

 
19. The HELAA 2020 identified a number of additional sites within the urban areas, and 

particularly Chesham, Beaconsfield, Amersham and Gerrards Cross. A total of 146 
sites were selected out of a total of 471. The total number of new dwellings proposed 

as a result of the HELAA is 7,272 (2,051 excluding the Strategic Allocations). 
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20. Whilst the HELAA report states that a standard density of 100 dwellings per hectare 

(dph) for town centre sites and 50 dph for urban area centre sites, the density 
proposed is often significantly less than this. We think a review should be undertaken 

of the site densities to increase the capacity of the chosen sites to take higher 
density development, including smaller houses or flats suitable for first time buyers. 
This would help to meet the housing numbers whilst reducing the need for larger 

housing on green field sites. 
 

21. By making better use of urban centres, the need to develop Green Belt land could be 
reduced. This could result in Green Belt site allocations being either reduced in size 
or, ideally, removed from the plan. 

 
22. Of particular note here is the Masterplan that has been prepared for Chesham by 

Chesham Renaissance. This has been developed in association with the local 
community and provides a vision for the future of Chesham Town Centre. The 
proposal to create more homes in and around the town centre would not only help to 

revitalise the town centre, but it would provide easier access to sustainable transport 
facilities, including buses and the London Underground. The Masterplan should also 

have the effect of taking potential development away from the surrounding Green 
Belt and AONB. 

 
23. The Society is very disappointed that the Councils have not chosen to incorporate 

the Chesham Masterplan into the Local Plan. For us it is an example of best practice 

which should be applied to other settlements within the Chiltern and South Bucks 
area. It is only by the use of such innovative approaches that we are going to find a 

solution to providing housing whilst protecting the Green Belt and AONB in two 
heavily constrained districts. 

 
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?  

 
24. The Councils’ approach appears to rely very heavily on a call for sites as part of the 

HELAA, rather than undertaking a comprehensive survey of each settlement. It is 
clear from the Council’s figures that each of the main settlements has quite a 

considerable capacity for development without using the Green Belt allocations. 
 
25. We would like to see further sites considered within the settlements through the 

Local Plan or subsequent Neighbourhood Plans to enable the Council to remove or 
drastically reduce the Green Belt allocations. 

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

urban areas?  

 

26. See response to Q3 above. 
 

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?  

 
27. As set out above, the Councils have not sufficiently addressed the requirements of 

paragraph 137, particularly in the consideration of brownfield sites and opportunities 

to increase density in urban areas. Much of the development allocated would rely on 
urban extensions which would have a significant detrimental effect on the openness 
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and permanence of the Green Belt, the character or the AONB and its setting and the 

wider landscapes of the Chilterns. 
 

28. In a nationally important landscape such as the Chilterns a very high bar must be set 
in applying paragraph 137. A comprehensive district-wide assessment must be 
undertaken so that all brownfield options are fully considered and densities 

maximised in urban areas. Opportunities should then be assessed to allow unmet 
needs to be met outside the districts. Only then should Green Belt and AONB sites be 

considered, and if suitable sites cannot be found, paragraph 11 of the NPPF should 
be used to restrict housing numbers below the Objectively Assessed Need. 

 

 
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?  

 

29. The Society is disappointed that the Councils appear to be relying on sites put 
forward in call for sites, rather than through a district-wide survey. The Plan contains 
no strategy to identify numbers of houses and employment land required for each 

settlement. It appears to be entirely opportunity-led. 
 

30. The Green Belt Assessment Part 1 sought to identify those parts of the Green Belt 
which made less of a contribution to the five purposes set out in the NPPF. It is 
important to remember that land only has to meet one of the purposes to qualify as 

Green Belt land. The Society objects to the approach which suggests some parts of 
the Green Belt are less important than others. Only land that meets none of the 

five purposes should even be considered for removal from the Green Belt. 
 
31. The Council’s approach appears to be to assess sites making less contribution to the 

Green Belt alongside sites put forward in the call for sites and to identify these as 
site allocations. In our view neither of these issues amount to the exceptional 

circumstances required by the NPPF to remove land from the Green Belt. 
 
Q8. How were the results from the Green Belt Assessment Part 1?12 taken forward 

and how were sites considered further? Were potential sites for development 

identified in the Part 1 Assessment? 

 

32. No comments 
 
Q9. How does the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment13 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? 

 

33. The Society’s main concern over the Part 2 assessment is with the interpretation of 
the scoring system. In order to qualify as Green Belt a piece of land only has to 

satisfy one of the five purposes as set out in the NPPF. It is unlikely that many sites 
would meet all five purposes to a significant degree. 

 

34. In Chiltern and South Bucks, which have a generally rural character, the key 
consideration has to be ‘safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ (purpose 

3). In the absence of large urban areas, checking unrestricted sprawl and merging of 
neighbouring towns are much less relevant. 
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35. In assessing the sites in the two districts, much greater emphasis should have been 

put on purpose 3. The assessment of the 30 sites in Part Two scored 2 or 3 against 
purpose 3 for many of the sites. In an area with a nationally important AONB and a 

countryside setting these scores appear to be too low. They should be allocated at 
least a 3 so that they would be considered to fully meet the purpose of safeguarding 
countryside from encroachment. The assessments scored relatively low for the other 

purposes, leading the Councils to conclude that overall the sites were ‘relatively 
weak’ or ‘moderate’. This, in our view, gives a misleading picture. 

 
36. The overall assessment should be based on the highest score for that site, so most 

sites should be considered to meet the purposes of Green Belt under purpose 3, or 

meet them relatively strongly or strongly. 
 

37. A Landscape Capacity Study for each of the sites was undertaken on behalf of the 
Council and this recommended much lower housing capacities for a number of the 
strategic allocation sites. This reflects their importance as open countryside. 

 
38. Many of the sites clearly make a major contribution to the Green Belt and this has 

been downplayed in reaching the conclusion that there are exceptional circumstances 
for removing land from the Green Belt. 

 
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?  

 

39. The evidence suggests that the Councils’ choice of sites has been led by sites being 
put forward through a call for sites rather than assessing development needs for 

each settlement. Sites have been assessed largely against the Green Belt 
Assessment and their location close to railway stations. However, many of the sites 
are quite large urban extensions that would extend development well away from 

railway stations and may encourage increased use of cars. 
 

40. There may be a case for smaller scale development closer to railway stations and 
other facilities on sustainability grounds, provided that there is sufficient landscape 
capacity. This approach should be set out in an overall Spatial Strategy for the whole 

of the Local Plan. 
 

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)?  

 

41. There is a need for an overall Spatial Strategy to address the location of 
development and an assessment of expansion needs for each settlement before 
considering Green Belt boundary alterations. 

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

plan period?  

 
42. The proposed Green Belt boundaries include some land proposed to be safeguarded 

for future development. This should be considered at the time of a future Local Plan 
rather than removing protection now. 
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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?  

 
43. These compensatory improvements would need to be substantial and set out as part 

of the Local Plan and any compensatory Masterplan. They will need to be real 
improvements to biodiversity and landscape and not simply protecting what is there 

already. 
 
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?  

 
44. Having reviewed the Councils’ Exceptional Circumstances report, we are not satisfied 

with the methodology for identifying sites to be removed from the Green Belt. 
 

45. In an area such as the Chilterns, with a very high percentage of Green Belt and 
AONB, the assessment must be detailed and robust. The Councils are relying on 

assessments as to which sites make the least contribution to meeting the five 
purposes of the Green Belt. Areas of Green Belt only have to meet one of the 
purposes to be considered as Green Belt. All areas designated as Green Belt should 

be considered to be equally protected. There were no locations that did not meet at 
least one of the Green Belt criteria. 

 
46. The Councils’ Exceptional Circumstances argument relies on the assessment from the 

Green Belt Study Part 2 and the fact that there is a shortage of housing sites across 

the two Districts. The need for housing, on its own, does not create an exceptional 
circumstance for removing land from the Green Belt and allocating it for 

development. 
 
47. We consider that this is the type of situation that footnote 6 of paragraph 11 of the 

NPPF is designed to address. There are no fully evidenced or justified exceptional 
circumstances for altering the Green Belt boundary, so the housing number should 

be reduced accordingly. Emphasis should be placed instead on identifying brownfield 
sites within the built up areas of the Districts. 
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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?  

 
48. It is unclear how the proposed Green Belt boundaries relate to the areas to be 

developed. In some cases, there appears to be additional land which the Council’s 
propose to take out of the Green Belt. There are no Masterplans for the development 

proposals, although we understand that a Topic Paper is proposed for each of the 
sites ahead of Stage 2 of the hearings. 

 
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 

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?  

 
49. Any changes to the Green Belt must create defensible Green Belt boundaries. 

Removal of land from the Green Belt must be kept to an absolute minimum. It is also 
questionable whether the areas outside the allocations would, on their own, meet the 
exceptional circumstances test. 

 
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?  

 

50. We have no specific comments on this. 
 
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? 

 

51. We are not aware of any proposals. 
 
 

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?  

 

52. The Society is concerned about the proposed removal of a number of villages, including Denham 

and Jordans, from Green Belt status without adequate justification. 

 
53. We assume it is because the Councils think they are fully developed and not 

therefore contributing to the openness of the Green Belt. The boundaries being 

proposed are larger than the existing conservation areas, so will leave large parts of 
the villages with no protection. Whilst there may be limited room for new 

development, there could be pressure for larger replacement dwellings and larger 
extensions. This could have a negative impact on the existing character of the 

settlements. 
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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 Belt14 

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

with views of open land beyond?  

 

54. No comments 
 

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?  

 

55. No comments 
 

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

Green Belt at Little Kingshill?  

 

56. No comments 
 
Issue 4 – Green Belt Villages 

 

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

the Policies Map?  

 

57. Under the heading Protected Places in the plan, we are concerned about the considerable 

extension of Green Belt village areas, from what were much narrower ‘settlement 

boundaries’ under the current Local Plan.  Limited infill is currently only appropriate within some 

identified settlements where the site is in a row of dwellings or entirely enclosed by existing 

development.  

 

58. Larger and more open garden areas, are now proposed to be included within the village areas 

and so capable of infill applications, with the only reservations being to protect the openness of 

the villages and limiting edge of village infill. This protection is too vague and undefined and it is 

clear that the enlargement of the areas is designed not to protect limited infill, as prescribed in 

paragraph 146 of the NPPF, but to open up the villages, including those within the AONB with the 

additional protection of paragraph 172, to much more substantial potential development. This 

will materially prejudice the established Green Belt villages and their setting within the Green Belt 

and, where appropriate, AONB. 

 

59. An example of this is the Lee, Lee Common and Sly Corner where the settlement boundary has 

been extended to a ‘village’ not only to include many properties forming the outside edges of the 

village, where infill should not even be feasible, but has been twisted to link the logical edge of 

Lee Common to the separate Sly Corner properties and so including and exposing properties with 

large open garden areas in between, to potential infill applications. They currently form important 

outlying properties to the closer developed central areas and create an established overall village 

setting within the surrounding Green Belt. 

 
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?  
 

60. No comments 
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Q3. Is the inclusion of Bellingdon justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement 

clearly identifiable as a ‘village’?  

 
61. No comments 

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

clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

 
62. No comments 

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

village of Chenies?  

63. No comments 
 
Q6. Is the inclusion of Penn justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement clearly 

identifiable as a ‘village’?  

 
64. No comments 

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

of the Framework?  

 
65. No comments 
 


