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Overview 
 
This Statement has been prepared by Igloo Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

Igloo Planning represent Inland Homes in relation to the land at and adjacent to 

Wilton Park, Beaconsfield (part of the SP BP9 draft allocation).  Igloo Planning also 

represents Inland Homes in relation to an omission site south of Holtspur, 

Beaconsfield. 

 

Below we respond directly to the questions raised by the Inspectors, but continue to 

rely upon our representations made at the Regulation 19 stage.   

 
Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and 

Development in the Green Belt 
 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release 
 
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 application of policies in the Framework that protect areas of 
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 for reasons for not meeting the objectively 
assessed needs of the area in full in Chiltern and South Bucks. 
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However, the Plan does include new development in 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? 

 
1.1 As set out in response to Matter 1, Issue 1, it is clear that the Councils have 

relied heavily upon the agreement reached with Aylesbury Vale District 

through the MoU signed in 2017 (doc ref. CSBLP12.1).  That agreement 

indicates that Aylesbury Vale could accommodate 5,725 dwellings from 

Chiltern and South Bucks. 

 

1.2 The agreement was reached several years ago, in a different planning 

context, and without the benefit of a robust assessment of all sites within 

Chiltern and South Bucks capable of accommodating local development 

needs.  Our concern is that the Councils have taken the figure of 5,725 

dwellings as a fixed figure, added completions, commitments, and urban site 

potential, and then identified just enough Green Belt land sites to meet the 

residual requirement. 

 

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

 
3.1 We would observe that in Chiltern and South Bucks the planning strategy for 

many years has been to protect the Green Belt and focus all new 

development on previously developed sites, mainly within existing urban 

areas, but also on previously developed sites in the Green Belt. 

 

3.2 This sustained strategy inevitably impacts upon the ability of urban areas to 

continue to absorb significant levels of additional housing and employment 

growth. 
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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?  

 
6.1 Yes.  The Sustainability Appraisal (doc ref. CSBLP7) identifies four spatial 

strategy ‘reasonable alternatives’ - two of which involve the exporting of 

unmet housing needs to Aylesbury Vale, and no releases of Green Belt land 

in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts.  These options perform poorly in the 

Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

6.2 More generally, given the limited availability of previously developed sites in 

the Plan area, the lack of availability of non-Green Belt land, and the scale of 

the local need for housing and employment – it is considered wholly 

unrealistic that a NPPF compliant strategy could be formulated for the Joint 

Local Plan that does not require the release of Green Belt land. 

 

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?  

 

7.1 From the information available, the Green Belt site selection process has 

been led by the Councils’ Green Belt Assessments (doc ref. CSBLP15).  All 

Green Belt land was initially assessed (in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1), 

and then those parcels (or parts of parcels) that fulfilled a more limited Green 

Belt function were subject to more detailed assessment in the Green Belt 

Assessment Part 2. 

 

7.2 We do note that the draft Green Belt Assessment Part 2 considered a wider 

range of potential Green Belt development sites, but that the final Green Belt 

Assessment Part 2 only assessed 30 ‘reasonable alternatives’.  This has 

resulted in sites that were put forward through consultation, not being 
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appraised in the evidence base documentation submitted by the Councils in 

support of the Joint Local Plan. 

 

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? 

 
8.1 We defer to our Regulation 19 consultation response on this question, which 

describes the Part 1 Assessment process with particular reference to land 

south of Holtspur, Beaconsfield. 

 

8.2 In simple terms, by seeking to consider all Green Belt land across the two 

Districts, the Part 1 Assessment work needed to be broad brush and assess 

large land parcels.  If the Councils had focused their assessment work on 

areas peripheral to the larger settlements, this would have enabled a more 

focused, and therefore more robust, assessment process. 

 

8.3 Some of the Part 1 Assessment parcels were over 200ha, and inevitably the 

characteristics of the land within these parcels can vary significantly.  We 

believe that the approach taken in the Part 1 Assessment process 

overlooked Green Belt sites adjacent to Principal Settlements that fulfilled a 

limited Green Belt function, and could assist in meeting local housing needs 

within the Plan area. 

  
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? 

 
9.1  We defer to our Regulation 19 consultation response on this question, which 

describes the draft Part 2 Assessment process with particular reference to 

land south of Holtspur, Beaconsfield.  As above, we note that the draft Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2 considered a wider range of potential Green Belt 
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development sites, but that the final Green Belt Assessment Part 2 only 

assessed 30 ‘reasonable alternatives’.  

 
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? 

 
10.1 We believe that the process the Council has gone through has resulted in the 

appropriate allocation of land South and East of Beaconsfield (draft Policy 

SP BP9).  The land identified is adjacent to a Principal Settlement; has good 

access to road, and rail and bus services; fulfils a limited Green Belt function; 

and a new defensible Green Belt boundary can be defined. 

 

10.2 However, less positively, we believe that the process, which was led by the 

Green Belt Assessment work, has resulted in development opportunities 

adjacent to the Principal Settlement of Beaconsfield being overlooked. 

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

beyond the plan period?  
 

12.1 No.  Additional Green Belt land releases are required in the Joint Local Plan 

to provide flexibility and ensure that the revised Green Belt boundaries are 

capable of enduring beyond the Plan period.   

 

 


