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Issue 1 –  Principle of Green Belt Release 

 

We would point out to the Inspectors that the NPPF – and in particular what it says about 

Green Belt – has been updated and changed twice since the Councils’ Green Belt 

Assessments were carried out.  We have already commented on the Councils’ apparent 

failure to properly engage with other Authorities through its DtC, but we consider they have 

also failed in other regards, relevant to the updated NPPF, that concern Green Belt release, 

which we highlight below. 

Inspectors’ Q1 & Q2 

It seems clear to us that the Council was already looking to release Green Belt before it had 

properly examined the alternatives.  The Brownfield Registers were not produced until late 

2018, by which time the Councils had already been working on releasing Green Belt sites for 

over two years.   We also feel that the Council has done nothing to pro-actively bring 

brownfield sites forward.  They have entirely relied on landowners offering sites and have 

not appeared to even consider (for example) compulsory purchase as a way of making 

previously developed land available.  We believe there are far more brownfield 

opportunities than the Council has identified.  Indeed we consider that the Chesham 

Masterplan, which we referred to in our Hearing Statement to Matter 3, has convincingly 

demonstrated there is more opportunity on brownfield land than the Council has 

recognised.   We would strongly recommend to the Councils that they need to carry out a 

thorough review of Brownfield Land and the densities of development that should be 

delivered from them. 

 

The Inspectors have asked, as Q1, “how the Councils determined the amount of housing and 

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

Unfortunately we do not have the capability to question the housing need calculated from 

the Standard Method (although we believe others will challenge that).  However, and in the 

context of releasing Green Belt land in order (the Council claims) to deliver the required 

numbers, we would make the following point. 

 

The Housing Delivery Test results for the first three years covered by this proposed Local 

Plan have been made available (that is: 2016-17, 2017-18 and 2018-19).  They show that the 

combined Councils have delivered significantly more than were required over those three 

years.  They have delivered an average of 691 homes per year.  If one takes into account the 

agreement with Aylesbury Vale to take 5,750 homes and the number built in the first three 

years (2,073), then the number the Council need to deliver over the remaining 17 years, as a 

minimum, is 7,437 or 438 per annum.  Even allowing a percentage of contingency and 

additional supply, that is considerably less than they have delivered in the last three years – 

without any loss of Green Belt. And this is also before we take into account the possibilities 

of housing within town centres convincingly demonstrated by the Chesham Renaissance 

Masterplan.  We are therefore completely convinced that it is totally unnecessary to 

release any Green Belt whatsoever.  The numbers prove it. 

 



If more evidence were necessary, and looking at the Chesham area as an example, not only 

has Chesham Renaissance demonstrated how hundreds of houses can be accommodated 

within the town, but there is also an excellent brownfield site on the edge of the Plan Area, 

at Bovingdon Airfield, that has the potential to provide many hundreds of homes close to 

Chesham.  We referred to this in our Hearing Statement for Matter 1.  This is just one 

example of the potential brownfield capacity that has not been taken on board.  The Council 

has simply not tried hard enough. 

 

Inspectors’ Q13 

Also, in our view, the Council has not properly delivered on para 138 of the NPPF, which is 

the subject of Q13 in the MIQs.  As suggested by the question, the draft Local Plan contains 

NO proposed improvements to remaining Green Belt land, neither have they considered 

biodiversity or the impact on our precious chalk streams as issues that should be addressed 

if they are going to release any Green Belt land.  Actually these are issues that should have 

been addressed anyway, Green Belt release or not, as these are strategic issues which 

cannot be put off to a site-specific masterplan. 

 

Finally, for all the sites proposed to be released from Green Belt, the draft Local Plan has no 

detail of the implications at all.  Access to each site is not mentioned (this appears to be 

normal on other Local Plans we have seen) and the impact on infrastructure has been 

entirely avoided by stating that each site would have a masterplan.  What this does is to 

delay identifying critically important consequences of the proposed release until a later 

process that is not subject to the same level of public – and government (via the Inspection) 

scrutiny.  We find that unacceptable. 

 

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

That concludes this Hearing Statement.  We hope that the Inspectors will take these 

statements into consideration. 

 
 


