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Overview 

1. This statement has been prepared by Nexus Planning on behalf of Inland Homes. 

 

2. Inland Homes has various land holdings within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts (“the Plan area”), 

including land South East of Whielden Street, Old Amersham (allocation ref, BP5), as well as the 

following omission sites: 

 

• Burial Ground, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0120); 

• Homewood Terrace (HELAA site ref. CD0122); 

• Land north of London Road, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0123); 

• Land north of School Lane, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0124); 

• Land north of High Street, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0133); 

• Land at Gore Hill, Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0127); 

• Brays Wood, Hyde Heath (HELAA site ref. CD0126); 

• Penn Road, Hazlemere (HELAA site ref. CD0170); 

• Stony Lane, Little Chalfont (HELAA site ref. CD0535); 

• Land at 148 Swallow Street, Iver (HELAA site ref. SB0003); 

• Land west of Fulmer Road, Gerrards Cross (HELAA site ref. SB0323); and 

• Springfield Road (HELAA site ref. CD0145). 

  

3. We provide a summary of the key matters that are of direct relevance to each of the relevant 

Questions of this Matter below, but continue to rely upon our Regulation 19 representations for a 

detailed analysis of the soundness of the Plan. 

 

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. Spatial Option D within the Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) (CSBLP7) was chosen by 

the Councils as the selected option to deliver the Plan. This options incudes “Green Belt Strategic 
Options releases as necessary” and “exporting remaining unmet housing need to the Vale of 
Aylesbury” (Table 5.2). Paragraph 5.4.1 of the Regulation 19 SA details that in “January 2016, a 
total of 38 Green Belt locations were identified by the Councils as reasonable alternatives to be 
appraised through the SA process; in 2017 this list was narrowed down by the Councils to a 
shortlist of 15 preferred sites.” Table 5.3 then identifies that 37 Green Belt locations were used to 

form reasonable alternatives, which were identified through the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 

(CSBLP15.3).  

 

2. Upon reviewing the Green Belt Assessment Part 2, it is clear that this is a very much reduced 

version relative to the draft document available at the Regulation 19 stage. The former only 

considered the 30 ‘reasonable alternatives’, whilst the latter considered an extensive range of sites. 

It is unclear why the Councils have chosen to omit this information from the examination evidence 

base.  

 

3. We comment on the specifics of the site selection process in other questions. However, it is noted 

that Box 5.1 of the SA provides a summary of the Green Belt process. As outlined in our response 

to Question 3 under Issue 2 of Matter 1, we are concerned that the Councils has failed to consider 

sites less than 1ha in size. Earlier work undertaken by the Councils inferred that this would be 

carried out as part of the Inner Green Belt Boundary Review but this only focused on anomalies 

and the SA is clear that “changes were only recommended if a better, more defensible, Green Belt 
boundary could be identified.” Accordingly, it is clear that a range of smaller Green Belt sites, 

including land controlled by Inland homes, has not been assessed. 

 

4. Furthermore, it should be noted that paragraphs 12-14 of our Regulation 19 representations to 

Policy SP PP1 demonstrate that the conclusions of the Councils’ Green Belt Assessments were not 

reviewed in light of the later decisions to remove selected villages from the Green Belt. Again, this 

suggests that the assessment process is not robust and opportunities to make additional Green 

Belt releases were missed. 

 

5. Given the above, it is concluded that the Councils’ process to determining the extent of land to be 

released from the Green Belt is not robust and accordingly not justified.  
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Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the changes to Green Belt 

boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the strategic policy-making authority should 

be able to demonstrate that it has examined in 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 well 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.  

6. In connection with part ‘a’, Inland Homes has promoted the land at Springfield Industrial Estate for 

allocation and inclusion in the emerging Plan, as a residential site capable of accommodating circa 

34 dwellings.  The site is brownfield land within the urban area.  It is now entirely vacant and has, 

through the ‘Employment Site Appraisals Final Report’ (March 2013) and other evidence base 

documents, been revealed as one of the least important sites in the Plan area’s land portfolio. In 

its permitted use, it has indisputable limitations in terms of location and access with resultant 

impacts on residential amenity. 

 

7. The Council has shown via the HEDNA a significant decline in demand for B1c/B2 floorspace 

totalling some 34,000sqm over the Plan period.  This site is quite simply surplus to requirement on 

any measure, whilst a current planning application for 34 residential dwellings (PL/19/1734/FA) has 

shown that there are no technical reasons why the proposed 34 dwellings cannot be delivered. 

 

8. Fundamentally, Inland Homes agrees that exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release exist.  

However, in this particular instance, it is demonstrably the case that the Council has not made as 

much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised land and buildings in existing urban 

areas by failing to allocate the vacant site at Springfield Industrial Estate for residential 

development. 

 

9. In respect of part ‘c’ the Plan has never sought to meet its housing needs in full within the Plan 

area.  The Councils’ Exceptional Circumstances Report (document ref. CSBLP15.1) concludes that it 

is impossible to meet the Plan area’s housing and economic needs without releasing land from the 

Green Belt, even with the offloading of unmet needs to the Vale of Aylesbury, an assessment we 

agree with. 

 

10. Aylesbury Vale has agreed to accommodate some 5,725 dwellings of the Plan area’s needs, which 

is a substantial figure on any basis. As outlined in our Matter 3 statement, we are already 

concerned at the scale of unmet needs being met in Aylesbury Vale particularly in light of the 
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chronic affordability problems that affect the Districts and the weak functional commuting 

relationship between South Bucks and Aylesbury.  

 

11. Offloading the current level of unmet needs to Aylesbury Vale would fail to provide new homes 

where they are needed and simply reinforce existing issues across the Plan area. Increasing the 

number even further would further exacerbate the issue and result in a plan that fails support the 

delivery of sustainable development, contrary to paragraph 35d of the Framework.  

 

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

1. As set out above, the Council has underestimated the capacity of the existing urban areas by at 

least 34 dwellings given its failure to allocate land at Springfield Industrial Estate for housing. 

 

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? 

1. Yes. 

 

2. The Regulation 19 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (CSBLP7) identifies four spatial strategy reasonable 

alternatives at Table 5.2, two which include the offloading of unmet needs to the Vale of 

Aylesbury, and two which do not include any development within the Plan area’s Green Belt. The 

SA robustly demonstrates that those options that do not include any development within the 

Green Belt would not be appropriate.  

 

3. Notwithstanding the above, the important distinction here is that paragraph 137 of the Framework 

only requires all “other reasonable options” for meeting housing needs outside of the Green Belt 

to be examined. In this context, reasonable options must include those that would facilitate 

compliance with the Framework taken as a whole. 

 

4. In short, there are acute housing needs in the Districts to the extent that they are some of the least 

affordable areas in the country. There is of course also a shortage of non-Green Belt land that can 

accommodate growth in a sustainable manner (although the Councils have failed to maximise the 

use of brownfield and underutilised land by failing to allocate land at Springfield Industrial Estate 

for housing). The combination of these factors is such that the negative consequences of not 

developing in the Green Belt would be severe and would not be compatible with the Framework 

when read as a whole. 
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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? 

1. The alteration of Green Belt boundaries has been solely informed by the Councils’ Green Belt 

Assessments (CSBLP15) and the merits of individual sites, rather than ensuring that boundary 

reviews are informed by the need to promote sustainable patterns of growth, as required by 

paragraph 138 of the Framework.  

 

2. This is evidenced by the absence of a settlement hierarchy to inform the Plan and the fact that the 

phrase ‘Principal Settlement’ does not carry through into the Plan itself. 

 

3. Further, as an example, Gerrards Cross is identified in the Regulation 19 SA (CSBLP7) as a ‘Principal 

Settlement’, yet no Green Belt releases on the edge of the settlement are proposed within the Plan 

despite sites being made available at the settlement (such as land west of Fulmer Road - HELAA 

site ref. SB0323). 

4. Overall, the Green Belt allocations appear to be a collection of strategic allocations, which in many 

cases have limited regard to the need to promote sustainable patterns of development; 

 

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? 

1. As outlined above and in our Matter 3 statement, the Plan is not informed by a settlement 

hierarchy nor does it include a spatial strategy. The 37 sites considered within the SA are simply a 

product of the Green Belt Assessment Part Two and therefore no consideration was given to 

sustainability. 

 

2. Through the SA process, the preferred sites were chosen having regard to the SA objectives, with 

Objective 9 comprising Transport and Accessibility. However, this comprises one of 12 objectives 

and is only applied to sites that have made the shortlist following the Green Belt Assessment 

process. Ultimately this is too late. 

 

3. If the Green Belt Assessment work was considered in combination with a settlement hierarchy or 

spatial strategy, this may have resulted in the Councils being able to conclude that exceptional 

circumstances exist to release additional land from the Green Belt, having regard to the need to 

promote sustainable patterns of growth and first consider land which is well-served by public 

transport (paragraph 138 of the Framework).  
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4. The failings of the Councils’ strategy is clearly illustrated by the lack of housing allocations at 

Amersham and Gerrards Cross, two of the most sustainable settlements in the Plan area. 

 

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)? 

1. Paragraph 138 of the Framework is clear that when it is necessary to release Green Belt land for 

development, plans should give first consideration to land which has been previously developed 

land and/or areas well-served by public transport. As set out in our response to Question 10, it is 

demonstrable the Councils have failed to do this. 

 

2. Amersham in particular is well-served by public transport connections with access onto the 

London Underground network and national rail services to London. Indeed, the Councils conclude 

at paragraph 9.7 of EXAM2 that, along with Chesham, it is the location best-served by public 

transport connections within the Plan area. 

 

3. It is therefore unclear why only 95 dwellings have been allocated at Amersham, whilst other less 

sustainable settlements (i.e. Little Missenden) are allocated significantly more development 

despite not being well-served by public transport connections. 

 

4. Furthermore, Gerrards Cross is served by frequent national rail services to London Marylebone, 

and the Councils recognise at page 23 of EXAM2 that it is “one of the more accessible locations in 
the plan area, enjoying a high level of provision of facilities”. The Regulation 19 SA (CSBLP7) and 

the adopted South Bucks District Core Strategy also list Gerrards Cross as one of the District’s 

Principal Settlements (as confirmed by the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (2016 - 

document ref. CSBLP15.7a)). 

 

5. Despite this, the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (April 2019 - document ref. CSBLP15.3) only 

considers one area for Green Belt release at Gerrards Cross and ultimately no land is proposed to 

be released on the edge of it.  

 

6. The failure to allocate development sites in line with paragraph 138 of the Framework 

demonstrates that the Plan is not justified or consistent with national policy. 

 

Q12 - Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, beyond the Plan period? 

1. No.  

 

2. Whilst some allocations are based upon permanent and enduring boundaries it is highly likely 

additional sites will need to be released from the Green Belt during the plan period. This is in short 
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due to the limited flexibility in the Plan’s housing supply, pressure to accommodate unmet needs 

from Slough Borough and failure to safeguard land for future release. 

 

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 

provisions of links to the existing public rights of way. However, how will the improvements be 

achieved to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land, especially where 

this may fall within separate ownership? 

1. As outlined at paragraph 31 of our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP LP1, the 

development of Land adjacent to the Burial Ground Old Amersham (HELAA site ref. CD0120) 

would provide the opportunity to deliver a large area of publically accessible open space to serve 

Old Amersham. 

 

2. The Councils’ Omission Sites Report (document ref. EXAM5) recognises this site as a potential 

addition to SP BP5. We are concerned that the Councils have failed to maximise opportunity for 

compensatory improvements in this particular instance and would support the allocation of this 

site for open space and limited housing along with SP BP5 to enable the Plan to more effectively 

satisfy the requirements of paragraph 138 of the Framework. 

 

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? 

1. Yes.  

 

2. The Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (document ref. CSBLP15.1) outlines 

why the Councils consider that exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the Green 

Belt.  

 

3. Exceptional circumstances is not defined in the Framework, however in the High Court judgement 

Calverton Parish Council v Greater Nottingham Councils [2015] EWHC 10784 (“the Calverton 

Judgement”) the judge established what should ideally be considered. Paragraph 51 of judgement 

identifies this to be:  
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“(i) the acuteness/intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree may be 
important) 
(ii) the inherent constraints on the supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for 
sustainable development 
(iii) (on the facts of this case) the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development 
without impacting on the Green Belt; 
(iv) the nature and extent of the harm to this Green Belt (or parts of it which would be lost if 
the boundaries were reviewed); and 
(v) the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be 
ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent.” 

 

4. These matters are all considered under section 3 of the Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional 

Circumstances Report (CSBLP15.1). In respect of point (i), we note that the Plan area’s housing and 

economic requirements are significant and that the Districts are among the least affordable in 

England (as detailed throughout our Examination Statements). Turning to point (ii), 87.6% of the 

Plan area is washed over by Green Belt with only limited opportunities for infilling within 

sustainable settlements inset from the Green Belt. With respect to point (iii), it is identified at 

paragraphs 3.15 - 3.19 of CSBLP15.1 that there is a significant deficiency of suitable brownfield 

and underutilised land to meet the Plan area’s development needs (although the Councils have 

failed to maximise the potential of land at Springfield Road for housing). 

 

5. We do not comment upon the exceptional circumstances relating to specific allocations (points 

(iv) and (v) of the Calverton Judgement). 

 

6. Given the above, we agree that exceptional circumstances exist at the Plan area level to release 

land from the Green Belt. 

 

Issue 2 - Boundary Changes 

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? 

1. We have addressed this question in detail within our Regulation 19 representations to Policies SP 

BP2, in relation to the Chesham allocation.  

 

2. Fundamentally, we do not consider that the Councils can come close to justifying exceptional 

circumstances where land is not required to meet development needs or other policy 
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requirements, given that this form a critical component of their overall exceptional circumstances 

case. 

 

3. In summary, this allocation has only been assessed in Green Belt terms as part of a wider area 

(Green Belt Assessment Part 2 - document ref. CSBLP15.3; area ref 1.01). Whilst the wider area is 

considered able to form strong and durable Green Belt boundaries in accordance with the 

Framework (paragraph 139), the eastern edge of the allocation itself is not defined by any physical 

features. Even by providing a planted edge along this boundary, this would comprise the weakest 

form of Green Belt boundary in accordance with the Councils’ own methodology. 

 

4. Including the wider area as an allocation in its entirety would result in coalescence, therefore we 

have concerns regarding the Councils’ methodology in identifying this allocation as a suitable 

housing site. 

 

5. Our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP PP1 demonstrate further inconsistencies in the 

assessment of sites in Green Belt terms. 

 

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? 

1. The approach of insetting villages from the Green Belt is clearly established by paragraph 140 of 

the Framework. 

 

2. As detailed in our Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP LP1, we support the removal of Hyde 

Heath from the Green Belt for the reasons set out at paragraph 10 of said representations, notably 

the suburban character of the settlement. 

 

3. However, following the decision to release Hyde Heath from the Green Belt, the Councils’ Green 

Belt Assessment Part 2 (CSBLP15.3) should have reconsidered sites at the edge of this village that 

may be suitable for Green Belt release, being located on the edge of an urban area. Our 

Regulation 19 representations to Policy SP PP1 demonstrate that Brays Wood (HELAA site ref. 

CD0126, draft Green Belt Assessment Part 2 site ref 4.078) is a suitable housing site that has an 

existing strong durable Green Belt boundary in accordance with the Green Belt Assessment’s 

methodology but it has not been properly assessed in the Councils’ evidence base.  

 

4. Undertaking this additional level of analysis could have yielded additional sites for release from 

the Green Belt and enabled the Councils to better meet their housing needs within the Plan area. 

The Plan is therefore not justified. 
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