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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This response to Matter 4 of the Inspectors’ MIQs in respect of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
(CSB) Local Plan 2036 Examination has been prepared by the Strategic Planning Research 
Unit (‘SPRU’) of DLP Planning Ltd. SPRU have been instructed to appear at the Examination 
on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society. 

1.2 SPRU have made submissions on behalf of The Beaconsfield Society to the Regulation 19 
consultation (June – August 2019) on the emerging Local Plan, objecting to the Submission 
Version of the CSB Local Plan on several grounds, including its failure of the four tests of 
soundness in the NPPF, paragraph 35. This statement should be read in conjunction with 
those submissions. 

1.3 The cumulative effect of the issues raised in our previous representations and our submitted 
hearing statements for Matters 1 to 5, are such that the Draft Local Plan should not be 
allowed to continue through the examination process in its current form. 
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2.0 MATTER 4 – REVISION OF GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES AND DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
GREEN BELT 

a) 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? 

2.1 As discussed in our response to Q1 – Issue 2 – Matter 1, CSB have failed to provide a clear 
and reasoned justification for the scale of land proposed to be removed from the Green Belt. 

2.2 Section 4(b) of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and Exceptional 
Circumstances’ Report identified that little consideration was given to the plan’s proposed 
spatial strategy, including requirements for sustainable development, when identifying 
potential sites for Green Belt release. This is contrary to NPPF Paragraph 138 which states 
that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic policy-making authorities 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development 
towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within 
the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary”. Furthermore, 
NPPF Paragraph 139(a) requires Local Authorities to ‘ensure consistency with the 
development plan’s strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable 
development’ when defining Green Belt boundaries. The current strategic site options do not 
have regard to the over-arching spatial strategy for the plan area and are therefore contrary 
to national policy.  

2.3 Local Plans as a whole must contribute to the objective of achieving sustainable development 
(NPPF Paragraph 35a). In taking forward the strategic site allocations presented in the Draft 
Local Plan, CSB have sought to rationalise the justification based on pre-existing evidence, 
rather than giving full consideration to the objectives for sustainable development required 
by NPPF Paragraph 11 as a whole. This does not establish any clear or comprehensive 
relationship with an overall spatial strategy for the Local Plan, which is in itself unclear. As 
such, there remains an absence of a clear approach towards exceptional circumstances 
within the Draft Local Plan.  

2.4 In the Green Belt Assessment – Part 2, Appendix 1, Arup as ‘critical friend’ to CSB make the 
following comments: “We…believe that some of the considerations around spatial fit with the 
local plan options may be a more effective way of filtering sites (i.e. site is in a more/less 
favoured strategic option)” (p.55). However, CSB’s approach to identifying which sites 
assessed in the Green Belt review should be carried forward as development options is not 
transparent, and there is little indication that the chosen sites ‘fit’ with the broader spatial 
strategy of the Local Plan or that their contribution to sustainable development has been 
properly considered as part of this process. This approach is unsound.  
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Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to 
Green Belt boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the 
strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate that is has 
examined full all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for 
development. This includes whether the strategy: 

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

b) Optimises the density of development, including whether policies promote a 
significant uplift in minimum density standards in town and city centres and 
other locations will served by public transport; and 

c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about 
whether they can accommodate some of the identified need for development. 

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? 

2.5 As we noted in Section 5(a)(i) of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment 
and Exceptional Circumstances’ Report, there is no mention in the Part 2 methodology of the 
exact process the Councils have undertaken for demonstrating that all options for 
development outside the Green Belt have been exhausted, including development on 
brownfield land or land beyond the Green Belt in the wider housing market area (HMA) 
through discussions with neighbouring authorities. 

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

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? 

2.6 In response to Q3 and Q4, in CSB’s Settlement Capacity Study Update (January 2020) it is 
unclear how the ‘residual windfall allocation’ figure for each Parish area has been identified. 
It is also unclear how the capacity of existing settlements to accommodate large-scale 
allocations has been assessed. 

2.7 For example, CSB’s commentary on page 77 justifies a 1,600 dwelling allocation to the east 
of Beaconsfield as follows: “As a district centre, Beaconsfield is one of the largest towns 
within the plan area. It is also one of the most accessible locations with its own motorway 
junction, a good rail service and enjoys a high level of provision of facilities. These factors 
suggest that it should accommodate a significant part of the housing demand of the plan 
area”. This is not a detailed, evidence-based justification that the settlement can 
accommodate an allocation of this size, particularly in light of the significant infrastructure 
constraints the Councils identify on page 75. 

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

2.8 No response.  

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? 

2.9 Section 5(a)(ii) of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and 
Exceptional Circumstances’ Report highlights that CSB have not shown how the sites 
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proposed for Green Belt release are preferable to all other potential options (including those 
on non-Green Belt land) and have therefore failed to demonstrate that exceptional 
circumstances exist to justify their release. This is further discussed in our Regulation 19 
consultation report, ‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal and Reasonable Alternatives to the 
Spatial Strategy’.  

2.10 CSB identify development within the Green Belt as an ‘option’ in paragraph 1.1 of the Part 2 
Green Belt Assessment methodology: “Land in the south of the county, mainly within Chiltern, 
Wycombe and South Bucks, is constrained by large areas of the London Metropolitan Green 
Belt, resulting in these districts being unable to meet their full objectively assessed housing 
need. The land within the Green Belt is therefore being considered as an option to identify 
whether there are any development opportunities.” 

2.11 However, this document provides no explanation of what other non-Green Belt options have 
been considered by these three authorities (including why these have been excluded) before 
the Green Belt ‘option’ was considered.  

2.12 One alternative option that has not been fully explored is that of identifying non-Green Belt 
land suitable for sustainable development in the wider HMA, including within Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (AVDC). Contrary to NPPF paragraph 137, CSB have failed to demonstrate 
how the decision to remove land from the Green Belt “has been informed by discussions with 
neighbouring authorities about whether they could accommodate some of the identified need 
for development”. There is no agreed Memorandum of Understanding or Statement of 
Common Ground (as recommended in paragraph 35 of the 2019 Framework) between CSB 
and any of the authorities to the south of the plan area.  

2.13 The lack of available non-Green Belt land within the plan area to meet development needs 
cannot therefore be justified as an exceptional circumstance for the alteration of Green Belt 
boundaries as the consideration of all other options have not been fully demonstrated. 

 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? 

2.14 See Q10 below – CSB’s approach to Green Belt release has not been informed by a clear 
spatial strategy. 

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? 

2.15 Section 4(a) of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and Exceptional 
Circumstances’ Report identified a lack of robustness and transparency regarding the site 
assessment process, and how the results of this process informed the conclusions of the 
Green Belt Assessment and the selection of sites considered suitable for release from the 
Green Belt.  

2.16 The Part 1 Assessment report considers sites that ‘score weakly overall’ as being those that 
attain low scores across all criteria. This Part 1 report makes recommendations on which 
medium or strongly scoring General Areas have scope for sub-division and identifies 
‘subareas’ which ‘are likely to perform weakly if considered separately’ (para. 7.1.3, 
emphasis added). These recommended ‘sub areas’ were considered further in the Part 2 
Assessment.  

2.17 However, the Part 2 methodology states that ‘sub areas’ have been identified if the area of 
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land was considered to be weakly performing against green belt purposes’ (para. 3.5, 
emphasis added). This is contrary to what is stated in the Part 1 report and is pre-emptive, 
as the assessment of whether these sites are weakly performing had not yet been carried 
out. The Part 2 Assessment is therefore not robust because the sub-areas that are 
recommended in the Arup Part 1 Assessment as being potentially weakly performing are 
already assumed as such prior to having been properly assessed. 

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? 

2.18 It is unclear how the findings of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment Update have been used 
to identify which sites should be taken forward for inclusion as potential development options. 
It is particularly unclear whether, and to what extent, the identified contribution made by 
Green Belt land to the five purposes, as well as any identified wider strategic objectives and 
cumulative impacts, has informed which sites have been taken forward as the preferred 
development options.  

2.19 The Green Belt Assessment summary in the Development Options Appraisal report (October 
2016) does not include any references to the wider Green Belt objectives and cumulative 
impacts that were identified in the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, which suggests that these 
have not been taken into account in the identification of development options. 

2.20 Arup were commissioned to undertake a strategic review to inform the Councils’ Part Two 
Assessment in respect of the Draft Plan’s cumulative impacts on the Green Belt overall 
(‘Strategic Role of the Metropolitan Green Belt in Chiltern & South Bucks’, March 2018). 
However, the Councils’ assessment of sites against wider Green Belt objectives and 
cumulative impacts does not appear to reference or take account of the findings of this 
strategic review. The Arup Strategic Review is not, for example, referred to in the 
methodology section of the Part 2 Assessment Update report (paragraphs 3.12-3.13) or any 
of the individual site assessment proformas, indicating that the findings of this strategic 
review have not been considered in the appraisal of sites. The Part 2 Assessment is therefore 
neither robust nor comprehensive as its overall conclusions and recommendations are not 
based on all available evidence.  

2.21 The Part 2 Assessment of the identified ‘subareas’ also fails to examine what the impact of 
the removal of these areas upon the wider General Areas would be, particularly those 
General Areas that were identified as performing a ‘strong’ Green Belt function in the Part 1 
Assessment, such as site 47b.  

2.22 For example, in respect of Site SP BP9, it should be noted that neither Part 1 nor Part 2 of 
the Green Belt Assessment considers this site’s contribution as a whole to the purposes of 
the Green Belt (as shown in Appendices 1 to 3 of this statement). Nor did any assessment 
consider the impact to the Green Belt of the loss of the entire SP BP9 site. Splitting the site 
into smaller assessment parcels has meant that the cumulative impact of its release upon 
the Green Belt has never been assessed. 

2.23 The Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (November 2017) states that the Part 2 
Green Belt Assessment includes a Green Belt ‘buffer’ test. However, it is unclear exactly 
what this relates to or what its findings are, as this test is not referenced in the final Part 2 
Assessment Update report.  

2.24 Section 4 of our previously submitted ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and Exceptional 
Circumstances’ Report, and the ‘Landscape Appraisal of Site SP BP9’ (Michelle Bolger ELC, 
August 2019), further details the lack of consistency, robustness and transparency in the 
process through which development options were identified and assessed. 
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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? 

2.25 As set out in our response to Matter 1, we consider that the Council have failed set out a 
spatial strategy nor have they adequately considered reasonable alternatives. Without this, 
there is no evidence to demonstrate sustainable patterns of development are being promoted 
or that Green Belt release aligns with a spatial strategy. This is contrary to NPPF Paragraph 
139(a) which requires Local Authorities to “ensure consistency with the development plan’s 
strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development” when defining 
Green Belt boundaries. Further detail is provided in our response to Q1 above and our 
previously submitted ‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal and Reasonable Alternatives to the 
Spatial Strategy’ Report. 

2.26 There is little evidence to suggest that the sustainability of settlements was taken into account 
in the process of identifying sites for development. For example, in respect of the proposed 
development on land to the east of Beaconsfield (Site SP BP9), the significant infrastructure 
constraints identified in the Settlement Capacity Update (January 2020) and the sustainability 
of this development in terms of its impact upon the existing town and the nearby Burnham 
Beeches SAC do not appear to have been properly considered when assessing the suitability 
of this site for development (see also our response to Q3 and Q4 above). 

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)? 

2.27 As discussed in our response to Q10 above and Matter 1, CSB’s approach to Green Belt 
release does not appear to have been informed by an overarching spatial strategy. 
Furthermore, the process used to review the Green Belt is not robust as CSB have failed to 
properly assess the cumulative impacts of the proposed Green Belt site releases.   

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

2.28 No response. 

 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? 

2.29 The Councils’ Exceptional Circumstances Report (May 2019) states that the Green Belt 
Assessment considers “the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the 
Green Belt can be mitigated against to ensure that any harm is kept to the lowest practicable 
extent”. However, the only references to mitigation measures within the Green Belt Part 2 
Assessment are in relation to the mitigation required to strengthen Green Belt boundaries.  

2.30 The Exceptional Circumstances Report does identify ways in which the impact on Green Belt 
purposes could be reduced on a site-by-site basis, however, these measures were identified 
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with no indication of what the residual impact would be once these had been applied. In 
addition, no other references to measures required to mitigate the impact of proposed site 
release on the wider strategic Green Belt or its wider objectives have been identified.  

2.31 The Councils’ assessment of exceptional circumstances at the strategic scale is therefore 
flawed, as it fails to identify the extent to which any identified impacts of site release on the 
wider Green Belt could be ameliorated. 

 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? 

2.32 As we outlined in Section 5 of our ‘Review of Green Belt Assessment and Exceptional 
Circumstances’ Report, CSB have failed to fully evidence that exceptional circumstances 
exist to justify the proposed changes to the Green Belt boundaries.  

2.33 In addition, CSB’s identification of development options appears to have pre-empted the 
justification of exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release, rather than the other way 
around. This is evidenced by the fact that the Green Belt strategic sites were included as 
‘Preferred Options’ for consultation based on the judgment that ‘exceptional circumstances 
may apply’, as outlined in the draft Part 2 Green Belt Assessment (October 2016, emphasis 
added). This suggests that the exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release had not 
been fully justified when the sites were identified as preferred options, and as such, indicates 
that this assessment was undertaken retrospectively. It is possible that some of these sites 
would not have been identified as ‘preferred options’ had the exceptional circumstances to 
justify their release from Green Belt been considered earlier in the Local Plan process.  

2.34 Furthermore, the Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (November 2017) report states 
in its introduction that one of the primary purposes of the document is to identify “whether or 
not exceptional circumstances are likely to exist to allow the removal of the Preferred Option 
from the Green Belt”. However, no such assessment of exceptional circumstances is evident 
in this report in respect of the proposed development sites.  

2.35 Paragraph 5.1.16 of the Draft Plan states, “the Council has undertaken a Green Belt review 
and has identified the land that least meets the purposes of the Green Belt and could be 
removed to help meet the housing and economic needs”. This indicates little regard to any 
other exceptional circumstances being demonstrated to justify the removal of these sites over 
and above the fact that it would contribute towards meeting CSB’s housing and employment 
land needs. The identification of ‘poorly performing’ Green Belt does not sufficiently justify 
the exceptional circumstances necessary to enable the release of Green Belt land. 

2.36 CSB have also failed to fully consider opportunities for housing development on non-Green 
Belt sites within the wider HMA. As Buckinghamshire County Council note in response to the 
Regulation 18 consultation, “‘There is clearly sufficient land outside the Green Belt which is 
suitable for development within the HMA to meet the objectively assessed needs of the HMA. 
As such, there are no exceptional circumstances for altering all of the Green Belt boundaries 
identified within the preferred options document or the wider HMA for the purpose of meeting 
the housing requirement. Given this situation, a lack of land to meet development needs 
within the plan area cannot be used as justification for exceptional circumstances which 
require the alteration of Green Belt boundaries” (page 3 of letter dated 9th December 2016). 

2.37 The Local Plan is therefore contrary to paragraph 136 of the NPPF. 
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b) 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? 

2.38 The proposed revisions to the Green Belt boundaries are not clear, with significant 
discrepancies noted between maps contained in the HELAA, the Submission Local Plan, and 
the Submission Policies Map (including Site SP BP9). 

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? 

2.39 No response. 

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? 

2.40 Policy SP BP9 (Land East of Beaconsfield) identifies that an area of suitable alternative 
natural greenspace (SANG) for recreation will need to be provided within the allocation site. 
However, it appears that no work has been undertaken to assess how this can be 
accommodated within the parameters of the site, including the constraints identified by the 
Landscape Capacity Assessment. Based on the figure of 1,600 dwellings quoted in Policy 
SP BP9 and an occupancy rate of 2.4 residents/dwelling we have calculated that the resulting 
population of c.3,840 people would require around 30.7ha of Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace to be provided. This is accordance with the Natural England standard multiplier 
of 8ha/1000 people (0.008ha per resident) and does not include any allowance for additional 
impacts associated with proposed employment uses. It is notable that no such calculations 
have been produced by CSB. 

2.41 Based on this assumption, at least 27% of the 111.9 ha allocation that is proposed to be 
removed from the Green Belt would need to be used for SANG provision rather than for 
meeting housing or employment land requirements. The removal of this land from the Green 
Belt has not been fully justified.   

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? 

2.42 No response. 

c) 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? 

2.43 No response. 

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? 
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2.44 No response. 

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? 

2.45 No response. 

Q4. What is the justification for removing three separate areas of land from the Green 
Belt at Little Kingshill? 

2.46 No response. 

d) Issue 4 – Green Belt Villages 

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

2.47 No response. 

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? 

2.48 No response. 

Q3. Is the inclusion of Bellingdon justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement 
clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

2.49 No response. 

Q4. Is the inclusion of Chartridge justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement 
clearly identifiable as a ‘village’? 

2.50 No response. 

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

2.51 No response. 

Q6. Is the inclusion of Penn justified under Policy DM PP1? Is the settlement clearly 
identifiable as a ‘village’? 

2.52 No response. 

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

2.53 No response. 
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APPENDIX 1: PART 1 GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT PARCELS COVERING SITE SP BP9 
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APPENDIX 2: PART 2 GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT PARCELS COVERING SITE SP BP9 
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APPENDIX 3: SITE SP BP9 ALLOCATION BOUNDARY 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 


