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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared in response to The Planning Inspectorate 

document 'Inspectors' Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1' in respect of the 

forthcoming examination of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan on behalf of 

Paradigm Housing Group. Paradigm are one of the South East’s leading affordable 

housing providers. The company manages over 15,000 homes, across 33 local 

authorities, with its origins within Chiltern District Council.  

1.2 Representations are made on all five matters set out within the above document. 

This representation is in respect of Matter 4 which concerns the revision of Green 

Belt boundaries and development in the Green Belt. For ease of reference, the 

response is divided into the issues set out within the Planning Inspectorate 

document.   

 

2. Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  

Q1 – Q6: Reasons for proposed boundary changes and capacity of existing urban 

areas 

2.1 Q1 to Q6 are for the Councils to answer. However, it is evident that the Councils 

cannot meet their housing need in a sustainable manner without amendments to 

the Green Belt boundaries. With reference to Q6, it is clear from the Councils 

response to the Inspectors Initial Questions (December 2019) that it considers that 

all other reasonable options for meeting the identified need for development 

outside the Green Belt have been examined fully, as required by Paragraph 137 of 

the NPPF.   

Green Belt Assessment Methodology 

Q7: After following the process referred to above, how did the Councils decide 

where alterations would be made to the 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 consultations? 

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?  
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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?  

2.2 As set out in Paragraph 14.5 of the Councils response to the Inspector's Initial 

Questions, the Councils only looked at areas identified through the 

Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (document CSBLP15.7, March 

2016) and did not individually assess all individual Green Belt sites. For various 

reasons we are concerned that the approach of the Part 1 assessment was flawed 

and led to the exclusion of certain sites from more detailed consideration.   

2.3 Firstly, we are concerned that the approach to Green Belt Policy within the Part 1 

Assessment is inconsistent with national policy, and there are inconsistencies within 

the Councils evidence that have likely prejudiced their decision making process. 

The Councils have maintained a position where they consider the purpose of the 

Green Belt is to maintain the separation of settlements, which is specifically noted 

within Paragraph 4.4.17 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 

(document CSBLP15.7, March 2016) 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 smaller Green Belt settlements, 

regardless of size and function, were identified.'  

2.4 This is not consistent with Paragraph 134(b) of the NPPF which states that this 

purpose of the Green Belt is 'to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 

another'. The Green Belt Assessment admits that this is a 'more local interpretation' 

nonetheless protecting gaps between smaller Green Belt settlements that are not 

'neighbouring towns' is not consistent with national policy. This highlights that the 

general approach of the Part 1 Assessment is flawed and has led to the incorrect 

exclusion of smaller sites from further, detailed consideration.  

2.5 The flaws within the Part 1 Assessment are also evident when focusing on specific 

sites. We have previously set out in response to Matter 1 how there is strong 

justification to release land at High View, Chalfont St Giles from the Green Belt and, 

if the Green Belt Assessment was undertaken correctly, a residential allocation 

would have been identified at the site within the emerging Local Plan. For 
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information, part of this site is currently subject to a planning application to Chiltern 

District Council (ref. PL/19/4421/FA).  

2.6 It is acknowledged that we have also responded in detail to this issue in respect of 

Matter 1, Issue 2 in reference to a question concerning the 'reasonable 

alternatives', and this issue is also relevant in respect of these questions relating 

to Matter 4.  

2.7 The Part 1 Assessment identified the site as within Parcel 38a. The parcel was given 

an overall score within the Part 1 Assessment of 'strong' against the five purposes 

of the Green Belt, indicating that it might not be appropriate for release from the 

Green Belt. However, there are two relevant points to note from this exercise.       

2.8 Firstly, it was acknowledged within the Assessment and subsequent work by the 

Councils that there will be smaller parts of parcels which perform differently against 

the purposes when assessed independently. This is an acknowledged position of 

the majority of Green Belt Reviews undertaken and helps ensure that the most 

appropriate opportunities for Green Belt release are identified without reliance only 

upon strategic tracts of the land being considered by the Councils.  

2.9 Land identified for an allocation of approximately 360 dwellings under Policy SP 

BP7 of the Emerging Local Plan is also located within Parcel 38a, therefore the 

headline assessment of Parcel 38a as 'strong' when considered against the 

purposes is clearly not definitive when assessing whether smaller areas within the 

parcel are appropriate for release from the Green Belt. It follows that smaller areas 

of Parcel 38a can also be considered appropriate for release from the Green Belt, 

subject to a more detailed assessment of them. It is contended that the more 

detailed assessment of Land at High View was subject to a fundamental error, which 

skewed the resulting recommendation for this part of the wider site.  

2.10 The second point of note from the initial assessment of Parcel 38a within Part 1 is 

that the only purpose against which the Parcel was considered to score strongly 

against was 'to prevent neighbouring towns from merging'. This was 

understandable given that the parcel, in its entirety, provides separation between 

parts of Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter. However, if land at High View is 

considered independently, it is apparent that its development would not bring the 

two settlements closer together and would clearly not result in the merging of 

neighbouring towns. This is relevant as it highlights that the one reason for Parcel 

38a being considered to score strongly against the Green Belt purposes is not 
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applicable at all when the smaller area of Green Belt at the High View site is 

assessed. Given the concerns we have highlighted above in respect of the approach 

of the Part 1 Assessment, we are concerned that the consideration of the High View 

site was initially prejudiced by an incorrect application of national policy.  

2.11 An assessment of how the High View site performs against the relevant Green Belt 

purposes was undertaken by Landscape Consultants, LVIA Ltd. This formed part of 

the previous representation1, and a similar document has been submitted in 

support of the current planning application2. It concludes that the site comprises a 

relatively low functioning part of the Green Belt.  

2.12 Notwithstanding the above, it is our view that it would have been reasonable to 

assume that when the specific site at High View was considered in detail in the 

Chiltern's Green Belt Assessment, it would have been identified for release from 

the Green Belt. However, this was not the case.  

2.13 Chiltern's 'Green Belt Assessment Part Two' Appendix 5/Volume 5 (October 2016) 

contained the proforma of the site's assessment; it is noted that this is not part of 

the Councils evidence base however it remains relevant to our comments.  

2.14 The site was considered under the heading 'Land r/o Stylecroft and Kings Road, 

Chalfont St Giles' as area reference 4.148. The assessment starts and finishes with 

a 'Boundary Assessment' which comments that; 

'It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in 

accordance with NPPF requirements. The site consists of a large open area of 

grassland with some sparse tree cover in places. It is bounded to the north, south 

and west by the existing non-Green Belt settlement of Little Chalfont and to the 

east by a substantial hedgerow which marks the transition into open fields. Whilst 

the hedgerow is of sufficient substance to provide reasonable definition on the 

ground it is considered to be inconsistent with the Part 1 Methodology's 

requirements for boundaries to follow permanent and defensible features. There 

are no further natural features on the ground to which a more durable boundary 

might be aligned and it is therefore considered that a permanent defensible 

boundary for the site as a whole cannot be identified.'  

 
1 LVIA Ltd Combined Green Belt Analysis and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (ref. 
PARA1034lvia dated May 2019) 
2 LVIA Ltd Combined Green Belt Analysis and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (ref. 
PARA1034lvias dated November 2019) 
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2.15 Such a finding is not justified. The County Archaeologist has previously highlighted 

the long-established nature and importance of the hedgerow and have re-iterated 

this in a consultation response to the current planning application.3 Analysis of 

historic cartographic sources has demonstrated that the eastern boundary of the 

site follows the alignment of the historic parish boundary between Chalfont St Giles 

and Chalfont St Peter and has represented the boundary since 1850. Evidence 

suggests that the feature has actually been in place since at least 1792.  

2.16 As such the hedgerow is considered to be an important historic hedgerow under 

the Hedgerow Regulations 1997, thereby illustrating both its permanence 

historically and its protection into the future. To suggest that it is not recognisable 

or permanent ignores its considerable history, and there will be very few, if any, 

Green Belt boundaries across the District that are as long established. Its 

permanence is therefore assured to the extent that any such boundary feature 

could ever realistically be.  

2.17 Even if the hedgerow was of no historical importance, its permanent nature is 

nevertheless clear to see.4 It is a physical feature that is readily recognisable and 

there is no suggestion that it will not remain in place. As a result, the hedgerow 

adheres with the requirements of the NPPF (para 139) relating to the definition of 

Green Belt boundaries, and for the Councils not to consider the release of the High 

View site on the basis of this issue illustrates clear conflict with national policy.  

2.18 Paragraph 4.4.13 of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 refers to durable features, 

likely to be permanent, often used for boundary identification. This includes 

reference to protected hedgerows, such as that at High View.  

2.19 It is not clear why Chiltern District Council concluded in their commentary above 

that the hedgerow is not sufficiently permanent or defensible to represent a Green 

Belt boundary. It is clear from the evidence above that this was an incorrect 

conclusion for the Council to reach and it is indeed a clear, defensible boundary as 

has been defined by their own Green Belt Assessment. As we have highlighted in 

our response to Matter 1, it has then followed that the Councils approach is 

inconsistent in taking sites forward to be tested as a result of the findings of the 

Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (document CSBLP15.3, April 2019) as this included 

 
3 Included as an Appendix to Matter 1  
4 Photographs included as an appendix 
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numerous sites where similar, or less recognisable and permanent features have 

been deemed appropriate to define a new boundary. 

2.20 Therefore, in response to Q7-Q9, it is clear that the Councils decided where 

alterations would be made to the Green Belt boundaries on the basis of the Green 

Belt Assessments.  The 37 sites that were assessed as 'reasonable alternatives' 

within the Sustainability Appraisal were only taken forward to this stage on the 

basis of these assessments. As sites were excluded on the basis of the Part 1 

assessment, it follows that potential sites for development were identified and the 

findings were then used to determine which sites were assessed in detail through 

Part 2.  

2.21 As is evident above, the Green Belt Assessments are therefore considered to be 

flawed and as such the Councils approach to deciding where alterations would be 

made to the Green Belt boundaries is unsound.  

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 accessibly to services or public transport provision?  

2.22 The proposed Green Belt revisions align with the spatial strategy in so far as they 

concern extensions to existing settlements. However, it is not considered that the 

revisions promote sustainable patterns of development. As evidenced in our 

response to Matter 3, the Councils have chosen to allocate large single sites for 

development rather than a greater number of smaller sites which could be in equal, 

or in some cases more, sustainable locations than the sites allocated. It has been 

noted that sites described as 'highly sustainable' within the emerging Local Plan 

are actually outside the 'target distance' for access to services and public transport 

provision which would not promote sustainable patterns of development.  

2.23 We have demonstrated that the site at High View is in just as – and in some cases 

more – sustainable a location than a number of sites that have been allocated. As 

such, if settlements were scored on their sustainability merits to first establish 

whether they represented an appropriate location for new development, having 

regard to accessibility to services and public transport provision, the site would 

have scored well compared to the sites that have been allocated. As has been set 

out, a flawed approach by the Councils led to the site not being assessed as a 
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'reasonable alternative', and it seems reasonable to conclude that if it was assessed 

then there would be a strong chance of the site being allocated.  

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)?   

2.24 This is primarily the Councils to answer, however we would be interested to know 

why the Councils have chosen to alter the Green Belt in some settlements but not 

others. This has relevance as High View is on the edge of a settlement (Chalfont St 

Giles) that has not been proposed for Green Belt amendment, despite it being a 

sustainable location with a recognised need for additional affordable housing, with 

an inability to accommodate such housing without developing beyond established 

settlement boundaries.  

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

plan period?  

2.25 It is not considered that the revised boundaries are capable of enduring beyond the 

plan period. There is unmet need in the plan area as we have demonstrated in our 

response to Matter 2, and also in surrounding boroughs and districts, that will need 

to be addressed. As such the Councils needs to give consideration to the allocation 

of further sites through additional revisions to Green Belt boundaries in this plan.  

Compensatory Improvements to remaining Green Belt land 

Q13: Paragraph 138 of the Framework states that the 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?  

2.26 It is relevant that significant level of compensatory measures could be provided at 

the High View site, as has been demonstrated by the current planning application 

at the site. These include landscaping improvements, protection of important trees 
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and biodiversity and upgrades to connectivity and quality of pedestrian access 

routes. As specific improvements have been demonstrated through the application 

it is considered that these are deliverable. As such, allocating the site at High View 

could ensure improvements as intended by paragraph 138 of the NPPF..  

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?  

2.27 It is our view that the Councils Exceptional Circumstances Report (document 

CSBLP15.1) sets out clear and convincing arguments that exceptional 

circumstances exist at a strategic level to justify revisions to the Green Belt 

boundary. However, as has been demonstrated in our response to Matter 2, the 

release of Green Belt land proposed is not sufficient to meet the Councils objectively 

assessed housing need, on top of which consideration should be given to providing 

for neighbouring authorities needs.  

2.28 When considering the site specific justification for exceptional circumstances, 

Paradigm Housing Group is an affordable housing provider and have a legal 

agreement with the landowner of the omission site at High View, Chalfont St 

Giles.  The current planning application at the site is for 100% affordable housing, 

and in light of the identified local need for affordable housing at Chalfont St Giles, 

any allocation at High View which incorporates a level of affordable housing at or 

beyond that required by policy, further adds to the exceptional circumstances for a 

boundary revision to exclude the site from the Green Belt. 
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APPENDIX: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

Photo 1: View of High View site looking north from the SE corner, hedge on right. 

 

Photo 2: View of the High View site looking north from a central position, hedge on right. 
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