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Matter 4 

 

CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION 

 

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.to Q6 

 

All these questions are primarily for the Council to answer. However, from the evidence 

provided by the Council it would seem clear that the Council cannot meet housing 

needs in a sustainable manner without amending Green belt boundaries. They have 

met all of the tests set out in paragraph 137 of the NPPF prior to moving on to the 

consideration of exceptional circumstances and in this regard, we would consider the 

Council’s approach to be sound. 

 

Green Belt assessment methodology  

 

Q7 to Q9 
 

These questions are primarily for the Council to answer however as set out in our 

representations we are concerned that the approach to Green Belt Assessment is 

inconsistent with national policy. The HBF in its representations does not seek to 

promote specific sites or areas where development opportunities may exist but to 

highlight inconsistencies within the evidence that may have prejudiced the decision-

making process of the Council. We therefore remain concerned that the Council has 

maintained a position whereby it considers the purpose of Green Belt is to maintain 

the separation between all settlements. This is specifically noted in paragraph 4.4.18 

of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment which states: 

 

 “Given the dispersed settlement pattern, the assessment of General 

Areas primarily considered strategic gaps between all non-Green Belt 

settlements, but also included a more local interpretation of the 

purpose where instances of the Green Belt protecting gaps between 
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smaller Green Belt settlements, regardless of size or function, were 

identified” 

 

This is not consistent with part b of paragraph 134 which states that this purpose is to 

prevent neighbouring towns from merging. This is an important distinction and one that 

should have been recognised in the Council’s assessment of the Green Belt. There 

may be local reasons for maintaining gaps between smaller settlements but these 

should be kept distinct from the Green Belt Review. This may seem like a relatively 

minor point but the approach taken is not consistent with national policy. Given that the 

Councils decided, as clarified in paragraph 14.5 of their response to the initial 

questions (Exam 2), to only examine opportunities for further development where 

recommended in part one of the Green Belt Assessment we are concerned that this 

may have led to the exclusion of some smaller parcels from further more detailed 

consideration.  

 

This is part of a wider concern that the Council have only looked at those areas that 

were recommended for further consideration in the part 1 study. By disregarding some 

sites early on in the process the Council has failed to take a sufficiently fine-grained 

consideration as to the potential impacts of all sites on the purposes of Green Belt and 

the degree to which any impacts could be mitigated. This was a specific concern raised 

by the inspector at the examination of Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan who considered a 

fine-grained approach likely reveal further opportunities for development. Whilst we 

recognise that Welwyn Hatfield were not meeting needs in full the inspector’s 

considerations provide an indication that all sites submitted for potential allocation 

within the local plan should have been assessed. 

 

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?  

 

No comment 

 

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)?  

 

No comment 

 

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

period?  

 

No. There are currently unmet needs in Slough and London that will have to be 

addressed, and improvements in transport links to the capital via Crossrail will 

inevitably increase demand for housing in this area over the long term.  As such we 

consider it to be essential that the Council identifies safeguarded land in this plan that 

could be used to meet the needs for longer term development. It is particularly 



 

 

 

important as safeguarded sites can be introduced through a review of the local plan 

and enable the Council to bring forward sites much faster than if it had to prepare a 

whole new local plan. 

 

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? 

 

Yes. The Councils in their Exceptional Circumstances Report (CSBLP15.1) set out 

convincing arguments as to why there are exceptional circumstances to amend Green 

Belt boundaries in C&SB. However, what the Councils have not undertaken within this 

study is the consideration of whether there are exceptional circumstances that could 

support the Council from meeting the needs of neighbouring areas. As we set out in 

our statement to matter 1 the Council have disregarded the notion of meeting the needs 

of other areas on the basis of paragraph 11. However, the Council do not appear to 

have considered the exceptional circumstances with regard to the constraints faced by 

Slough and how some of those needs could begin to be addressed by further 

allocations in this plan. This is an important consideration and one necessitated by the 

proper application of paragraph 11.  

 

Mark Behrendt MRTPI 

Planning Manager – Local Plans SE and E 


