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Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in the 
Green Belt 
 
This statement has been prepared on behalf of Frontier Estates Ltd and responds to Issue 1 (Q’s 8-10) 
and 2 (Q’s 1 & 2). 

 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release 
 
Green Belt assessment methodology 

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?  
 
The Green Belt Assessment methodology adopted by the Council(s) is considered to be robust and is 
supported in general terms. As would be expected, the general areas assessed in Part 1 were then taken 
forward for further assessment in Part 2. 
 
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?  
 
The Part 2 Green Belt Assessment builds on the Part 1 Assessment, by further refining land parcels.  In 
particular, it is noted that the Green Belt Part 2 assessment concludes that the site known as ‘Land South 
of Taplow Station’ (where Frontier Estates Ltd hold an interest) “makes a negligible contribution to the 
wider Green Belt. The uniquely well- defined and permanently defensible boundaries ensure that release 
of the site will not create pressure on other Green Belt areas”.  
 
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?  
 
As noted in our Hearing Statement pertaining to Matter 3, some Green Belt release is planned close to 
train stations, in line with the options for growth set out in the Plan – such as the site allocation at ‘Land 
adjacent to Taplow Station’ (ref: policy SP BP14). 
 
Such Green Belt release (adjacent to train stations, and as per ‘Land adjacent to Taplow Station, policy SP 
BP14), can be considered to promote sustainable patterns of development – where the site is seen as an 
appropriate location for development, being accessible to public transport provision (the train station, bus 
routes and cycling links) as well as services (with retail provision in close proximity and other services 
sustainable location appropriate for growth to meet an identified need.   
 
Overall, the conclusions of the ‘Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report’ (May 2019) – in turn building 
on the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 and Part 2 – which confirm that exceptional circumstances exist to 
remove the site known as ‘Land South of Taplow Station’ from the Green Belt – are supported.  
 
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? 
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As noted in our Hearing Statement submitted in relation to Matter 2, there is a clear identified need for 
housing and employment land across the Districts – and including a significant need (as evidenced) for 
specialist accommodation, including residential and nursing care homes (within use class C2). The 
requirement to meet this identified need (as a minimum) provides exceptional circumstances for Green 
Belt release, including at Land South of Taplow Station (and which is included as a site allocation ref: SP 
BP14). 

There are other exceptional circumstances specific to that site which justify revisions to the Green Belt 
boundary, and we would be pleased to discuss those further – albeit that it is recognised that site-specific 
discussions will be, primarily, for the stage 2 Hearing Sessions. 

 

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? 
 
Yes - the revised Green Belt boundaries are made clear on the Proposals Map, and within the Site 
Allocations policies themselves. Those revisions to the Green Belt are therefore clear to decision-makers, 
developers and local communities. 

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? 
 
Where sites released from the Green Belt are to be developed, this should be in accordance with the 
principles of sustainable development, where site allocations should maximise a site’s potential and 
capacity to make effective use of land, and against an evidence base that identifies a significant need for 
both housing (including specialist accommodation in class C2) as well as employment land.  
 
Whilst details would come forward in any planning application (as would be appropriate), it is considered 
that development on those sites can be brought forward alongside structural landscaping, to assist in 
Green Infrastructure principles and to create a defensible boundary to the remaining Green Belt 
designation.   
 
 
 

 


