
GELTEX PROPERTIES LIMITED - ID REF. 1224518 

CHILTERN and SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION HEARING STAGE 1 

HEARING STATEMENT MATTER 4 ISSUES 1 and 2 

 

Additional statement responding to the Inspectors Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1 January 

2020.  These representations do not repeat matters set out in previous representations on behalf of 

Geltex Properties Limited (Geltex) but the previous representations are cross-referenced as 

appropriate.  These representations do not seek to respond to every question raised in the 

Inspectors Schedule.  The matters set out below (in the order of the Inspectors’ questions) focus on 

particular issues which Geltex consider to be important in relation to assessing the soundness of the 

Plan. 

Geltex is the freehold owner of part of the land north east of Chesham identified under Policy SP BP2 

Chesham and proposed for a residential-led development.  The remainder of the land subject to the 

Policy is under the control of Countryside Properties (UK) Limited (Countryside) who have secured 

an option agreement with the landowner W J & M Mash Ltd.  This Hearing Statement (along with 

others submitted at Stage 1) has been produced in consultation with Countryside as part of a 

commitment to deliver the allocation in a comprehensive manner. 

 

Issue 1 - Principle of Green Belt Release - Reasons for proposed boundary changes and capacity of 

existing urban areas. 

Q 1. 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 applications of policies in the Framework that protect areas or 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 as reasons for not meeting the objectively assessed needs of the area in full 
 in Chiltern and South Bucks. 
 
 However, the Plan does include new development within 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? 
 
 Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt 
 boundaries, paragraph 137 of the Framework states that the strategic policy-making 
 authority should be able to demonstrate that is has examined 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 will 
 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. 

1. The process followed by the Councils to identify brownfield and underutilised sites that may 

be suitable for development is clearly demonstrated in the Councils' response (EXAM 2) to the 

Inspectors Initial Questions (EXAM 1), especially at Q 15.  This highlights the relative lack of 

brownfield sites in the Plan area.  The Councils' Brownfield Register was used to inform the HELAA 

(CSBLP19) which is a robust and thorough document.   The HELAA is also based, in part, on the call 

for sites which examined the development potential of 1,095 separate sites. 

2. This assessment highlights the process that underpinned the Councils' approach of 

maximising the use of appropriate and deliverable brownfield land.  However, as that supply is 

limited the Councils went on to consider other sources.  The Councils' recognised that the Green Belt 

is (clearly) important at the strategic scale but there were smaller parcels that could be released 

without impacting upon the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the Framework (Councils' 

response (EXAM 2) to the Inspectors Initial Questions (EXAM 1), Q 14).  These identified smaller 

parcels, therefore, effectively provided the supply of suitable land from the Green Belt for new 

development.  Geltex endorses that approach as both sound and justified. 

3. In relation to density, the Councils EXAM 2 document (Q 15) sets out the approach taken 

with higher density assumptions for town centre sites as opposed to other urban sites.  The levels 

were set to ensure the most efficient use of brownfield land without conflicting with key constraints 

and balanced against achieving an acceptable form and scale of development.  Proposed Policy DM7 

ensures the efficient use of land.  Given the issues with addressing the LHN shortfall, significant 

density increases on brownfield land (even above current suggested levels) cannot, without the 

release of Green Belt land, address the LHN requirement. 

4. The Councils will update the Inspectors on the discussion with neighbouring authorities as 

part of its Statement on Matter 1.  However, the AVDC position is that it can only accommodate a 

maximum of 5,750 homes (para. 5.3.5 of the Sustainability Appraisal CSBLP7) which still leaves a 

significant shortfall in meeting LHN from within the Plan area.  It is also important to ensure that 

as much of the LHN is accommodated within the Plan area, rather than in areas potentially more 

remote from existing places of work, families, friends and support networks.  

Q 2. How have the Councils made as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised 

 land and buildings in existing urban areas? How has the capacity of the existing urban 

 areas to accommodate new development been established? Is the evidence in this regard 

 accurate and up-to-date? 

5. This process is set out above in the answer to Q 1 which highlights that the HELAA is robust 

and thorough. 



Q3. What is the capacity of the existing urban areas to absorb additional housing and 

 employment growth? 

6. The capacity of the existing urban areas has been determined through the HELAA and its 

findings are a robust assessment of housing capacity applying realistic assumptions on the 

constraints that apply to the delivery of higher density development. 

Q.4. How have the figures in the updated Settlement Capacity Study been derived? What 

 methodology did the Councils use to consider the potential for existing settlements to 

 meet the identified need for new housing and economic development? 

7. The Settlement Capacity Study (CSBLP58) assesses the relative sustainability of settlements 

and counts housing completions, commitments, HELAA sites, windfalls (and proposed Green Belt 

allocations) to determine capacity.  This approach sought to identify all sources of supply and in the 

case of HELAA housing sites, applied realistic density assumptions on site capacity.  The Study should 

inform the need for the Plan to identify a settlement hierarchy (Geltex Matter 3 Issue 2 Q4 

response). 

Q.6 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? 

8. Yes.  Geltex's response to Matter 3 Issue 2 Q 10 sets out the options examined by the 

Councils to accommodate housing growth.  Excluding the supply from Green Belt sites would mean 

that only around one third of the LHN could be accommodated within the Plan area. 

Q.8 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? 

9. Stage 1 of the Green Belt Assessment (CSBLP15.7 prepared by Arup) was published in March 

2016.  It was carried out by a highly experienced consultancy using a methodology agreed upon by a 

number of Buckinghamshire District Councils: Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe as well as Chiltern and 

South Bucks.  This consultancy has produced numerous Green Belt assessments used in many Local 

Plan examinations. 

10. This document assessed strategic land parcels - General Areas - against the purposes of the 

Green Belt as defined in the Framework across the whole of Buckinghamshire.  The assessment was 

made in relation to four of the Green Belt purposes defined in the Framework.  However, purpose 5 

(to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land) was 

excluded from the assessment.  The reason for this was: 

“the advice note issued by PAS suggests that the amount of land within urban areas that 
could be developed will have already been factored in before identifying Green Belt 
land.  Therefore, assessment of Green Belt against this purpose will not enable a 
distinction between General Areas as all Green Belt achieves the purpose to the same 
extent…. Furthermore, during engagement with the Steering Group, we discussed 
whether any planned urban regeneration schemes were being inhibited by Green Belt 



designations, but no areas were identified by the Steering Group or stakeholders." 
(CSBLP15.7  p.66 paras. 4.4.29 and 4.30) 
 

11. Following the assessment, recommendations (Section 6, page 98) were made regarding 

areas that warranted "Further Consideration" since they performed more weakly in Green Belt 

terms, compared to other parts of Buckinghamshire.  For example this included "General Area 13a – 

east of Chesham" which was classified as a “Medium Performing General Area for Further 

Consideration” and assigned a new ID number, RGA-3 (Recommended General Area - 3). 

12. RGA-3 was assessed as having an overall score of "medium" contribution to Green Belt 

purposes.  The assessment recommended that the parcel be considered for further consideration 

and stated that; 

“given the parcel is strongly bounded by the B4505 (Lye Green Road) to the east and 

A416 (Nashleigh Hill) to the west and Lycrome Road to the north, its role in preventing 

sprawl is considered to be relatively weak.   

“Furthermore, the self-containment of the General Area diminishes its role in preventing 

sprawl in the context of the wider strategic Green Belt” 

“the general area makes only a weak contribution to Purposes 2 and 3; it forms 

only a very small part of the wider gap between Chesham and Bovingdon….”, 

“…its mixture of land uses, configuration of built form (including the noted 

residential development) and sense of enclosure from the wider countryside, 

contribute to a semi-urban character….”, 

“It should also be noted that, at the local level, the parcel plays a role in 

protecting the gap between Chesham and Lye Green….”. 

Q 9 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? 

13. The Part 2 Green Belt Site Assessment (CSBLP15.3) was issued in April 2019 (having been 

subject to an emerging draft but now superseded methodology and report in October 2016).  It 

correctly took account of "general areas" and "sub-parcel areas" that had been identified in Part 1 as 

warranting further consideration for potential removal from the Green Belt.  It also considered 

smaller land parcels which had been suggested through consultation responses and a call for sites.  It 

included a series of "wider sense checks" identified by the Councils and refinements through Arup, 

who were appointed as a "critical friend". 



14. The report provided a series of 3 clear and logical steps to expand the Part 1 study and were 

undertaken to meet the objectives of the more detailed Part 2.  In summary, the steps are: 

 Step 1: Green Belt Purpose Assessment (sense check and review Part 1 – update if 

necessary); 

 Step 2: Assessment of Wider Green Belt Objectives and Cumulative Impacts; and 

 Step 3: Assessment of Potential Green Belt Boundaries. 

15. At 3.8 (page 13) it is made clear that these elements help inform the wider consideration of 

Exceptional Circumstances alongside other evidence.  Other evidence includes a Green Belt 

Development Options Appraisal Report. 

16. Step 1: Green Belt Purpose Assessment: An updated assessment has been carried out 

against the Framework purposes 1 to 4 (in a similar way to Part One study using the same method).  

This step correctly reviewed sites identified in the Part 1 Assessment against the Framework 

Purposes.  The overall scoring criteria used (taken from Part 1) are sensible and logical and based on 

a sliding scale (Purpose 5 was also excluded in the same way it was excluded in the Part 1 study). 

17. Step 2: Assessment of Wider Green Belt Objectives and Cumulative Impacts:  The 

methodology (paras 3.12 and 3.13, page 14) considered the performance of the Green Belt area at 

both micro (site) and macro (strategic) scales, including the wider consideration of potential harm or 

conflict with the wider strategic functions of the Green Belt (i.e. adjacent areas).  In addition 

cumulative considerations such as being influenced or effected by surrounding areas of Green Belt 

were also considered. 

18. Step 3:  Assessment of Potential Green Belt Boundaries:  The approach in considering how 

specific boundary issues should be taken forward is logical.  Page 15 confirms: 

“Any potential alteration to the Green Belt must be based on a new permanent and 

defensible boundary that is capable of enduring beyond the plan period….” 

19. The Councils confirm that they have used durable boundary features in accordance with the 

Framework criteria for permanence and defensibility and list examples such as: 

“Motorways, A & B roads, Railway lines and Rivers, Unclassified public roads and private 

roads, Smaller water features, including streams, canals and other water courses; 

Prominent physical features (e.g. ridgelines), Existing development with strongly 

established, regular or consistent boundaries and Protected woodland or hedgerows.”  

20. As an example, in relation to the land east of Chesham the Councils say: 



“The outer boundaries would be formed of predominantly durable features that are 

readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.  The boundary would comprise Lycrome 

Road to the north, Lye Green Road to the east and Nashleigh Hill to the west.  The 

boundary would be strong/acceptable in NPPF terms”. 

Q 10 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? 

21. In the example of Chesham, this is the largest settlement in Chiltern District by population 

and contains an extensive range of services and good transport links (Settlement Capacity Study 

January 2020, Document CSBLP58) and is clearly a sustainable location for new development (See 

also Geltex Matter 3 Issue 1 Hearing Statement).  The proposed Green Belt revisions to 

accommodate SP BP2, therefore, align with the Spatial Strategy of the Plan which in turn will 

promote sustainable patterns for new development  

Q 12 Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, beyond the plan period? 

22. Using the example of SP BP2 Chesham, yes.  See answers to Q's 8 and 9 above which 

demonstrate: 

 that the strategic level Part 1 Green Belt assessment identified the general area for further 

consideration since it performed more weakly in Green Belt terms; 

 at Stage 2 smaller parcels of land were assessed against the purposes of Green Belt, Green 

Belt Objectives and New Green Belt Boundaries based on "...a new permanent and 

defensible boundary that is capable of enduring beyond the plan period..."; 

 that SP BP2 Chesham had outer boundaries with durable features - Lycrome Road, Lye 

Green Road and Nashleigh Hill which would be strong/acceptable in Framework terms. 

Q 13 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 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? 

23. The impact of removing land from the Green Belt will vary on a site by site basis and any 

harm is likely to be less if not all of the land removed from the Green Belt is intended for 

development and the development which is proposed is sensitive to its context. 



24. The Councils' EXAM 2 document CSB Response to Inspectors' Questions sets out the 

compensatory measures for each site allocation in the Plan.  In the case of SP BP2 Chesham the 

Councils list six separate compensatory measures which include improvements to the local rights of 

way network. 

25. In addition to this (and acknowledging the Framework advice at paragraph 138 on 

improvements to remaining Green Belt land), the development of the allocation itself will 

additionally present significant opportunities to create improvements.  Compensatory measures on-

site and within the development can be delivered in a positive and controlled way and ultimately 

provide an exciting response to delivering improvements as part of the development of the 

allocation. 

26. The Reg. 19 representations submitted by Geltex included a "Parcel Area Diagram" 

Masterplan for SP BP2 Chesham which detailed, for example, Community Woodland Sites and 

separate areas of Public Open Space.  The Masterplan will be developed further for the Stage 2 

Hearings but it is clear that provision of formal parkland, open space, woods, recreational trails and 

wildlife corridors would be far more accessible to residents of the new houses and also existing 

residents in the locality. 

27. These improvements clearly align with the principle of Framework advice to ensure that any 

release of Green Belt land is coupled with improvements to environmental quality and accessibility 

for the local community.  The improvements to be gained and delivered as part of the allocation will 

result in far greater qualitative benefits and advantages to the local community than could be 

achieved from improvements to remaining Green Belt land which, in any event, might be remote 

from the allocation. 

 

Q 14 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? 

28. Yes.  The Councils Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report (CSBLP15.1) demonstrably 

sets out the case for the exceptional circumstances that exist.  This includes an assessment of: 

 a. The acuteness/intensity of the need for new homes, employment and retail provision; 

 b. The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for sustainable 

 development; 

 c. Making as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and under-utilised land; 

 d. Consideration of the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development without 

 impinging on the Green Belt; 

 e. The nature and extent of harm to this Green Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost 

 if boundaries were reviewed; and 



 f. 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. 

29. Within this overall context, it should also be noted that the inability to accommodate LHN 

outside of the Plan area has also been assessed and while ADVC can meet some of this need, other 

adjacent Councils (Three Rivers, Wycombe, Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough and Hillingdon) are 

also highly constrained by either the Green Belt and/or the AONB. 

30. Chiltern District is the 6th and South Bucks the 7th most unaffordable place to live in 

England taking the ratio of median house prices to median gross annual earnings.  The average home 

in England cost 9.17 times annual salary.  In Chiltern it is 18.57 times and 18.36 for South Bucks 

which clearly shows a significant and problematic issue with a lack of supply to meet demand. 

31. There are also a number of legal principles that apply: 

1. whether exceptional circumstances are demonstrated to justify Green Belt release is 

 a matter of planning judgement in the Local Plan exercise (see IM Properties 

 Development Limited v Lichfield MDC [2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin)); 

2. it is not the case that Green Belt release has to be seen as a measure of last resort 

 (see IM Properties); 

3. the planning judgments involved in assessing exceptional circumstances  should, at 

 least ideally, identify and then grapple with the following matters:  

 

a. the acuteness/intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of 

degree may be important);  

b. the inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie 

suitable for sustainable development; 

c. the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development 

without impinging on the Green Belt;  

d. the nature and extent of the harm to the Green Belt (or those parts of it 

which would be lost if the boundaries were reviewed); and 

e. the extent to which the consequent impact on the purposes of the 

Green Belt may be ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably 

practicable extent (see Calverton PC v Nottingham CC [2015] EWHC 

1078 (Admin).   

32. The recent High Court judgment in Compton Parish Council and others v Guilford Borough 

Council and others [2019] EWHC 3242 (Admin) is particularly relevant.  In his judgement on the 

challenge to the Guildford Local Plan, Sir Duncan Ouseley addresses "exceptional circumstances" in 

paragraphs 68 to 74.  In particular paragraph 72 makes clear that general planning needs such as the 

provision of housing and considerations of a Plan's Spatial Strategy can clearly be considered as part 

of the judgement in assessing if exceptional circumstances exist (Appendix 1 contains an extract of 

the judgement although a full copy can be provided if required). 

33. The circumstances for this Plan - the acute housing need and the highly constrained supply 

from non-Green Belt locations - clearly meet the exceptional circumstances set out above.  Appendix 



2 contains a number of extracts from Local Plan Inspector's Reports which describe a number of 

exceptional circumstances cases based on the demonstrable need for housing when supply is 

constrained. 

Issue 2 - Boundary Changes 

Q 1 Does the Plan adequately identify the proposed revisions to the Green Belt boundary? Are 

 the revisions clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities? 

34. Document CSBLP5 Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps sets out the proposed 

changes to the Green Belt which, in the case of Policy SP BP2 Chesham, is shown on page 50. 

Therefore, the plan does adequately and clearly identify the proposed revisions to the Green Belt 

boundary 

Q 2 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? 

35. It is not immediately clear from the Plan how land to be removed from the Green Belt, but 

not required for the built element of allocations, will be treated or used. 

36. In the case of Policy SP BP2 Chesham for example the Councils reasons for the release of the 

Green Belt land are set out in the answers to Issue 1 Questions 8 and 9 above and in particular para. 

20.  The conclusions for the SP BP2 site were: 

 “The outer boundaries would be formed of predominantly durable features that are readily 

 recognisable and likely to be permanent.  The boundary would comprise Lycrome Road to the 

 north, Lye Green Road to the east and Nashleigh Hill to the west.  The boundary would be 

 strong/acceptable in NPPF terms”. 

37.  Geltex agree that the boundaries proposed above would constitute one way to release 

Green Belt land with defensible boundaries to aid delivery of the proposed allocation at Chesham. 

38. However neither Geltex or Countryside/Mash have control over this additional Green Belt 

land outside the proposed allocation and cannot require or ensure that the land outside the 

allocation performs any direct function or use connected to the allocation (it is anticipated it will 

continue to be used as grazing land).  This does not, however, impact on the delivery of the 

allocation itself, as outlined in the introductory paragraphs to this Statement. 

39. It is for the Councils to explain in more detail how this additional Green Belt land is to be 

treated, although it is acknowledged that they have stated that it is to act as a "buffer" (EXAM 2 

para. 17.4). 

40. However, as the Plan does not make any reference to this land it cannot be sound in that 

regard.  If the removal of this land from the Green Belt is required then its status/potential 

designation should be clarified to be justified and sound. 



41. This would also make it clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities what 

this area will be used for and also make clear that, if removed from the Green Belt, the intention 

would be for the land to remain open. 

42. On this basis, one approach that could be explored, should it be necessary to remove the 

land from the Green Belt, would be to designate the land as a "green wedge" (or similar wording). 

This would require a new policy to be added to the Plan and Geltex will seek to explore potential 

wording with the Councils in advance of the Hearing. 

Q 3 Are there any sites or parcels of land where revisions to Green Belt boundaries are 

 proposed, but which are not needed to meet housing or employment land requirements? 

43. Document CSBLP5 Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps sets out the 

categories (Contents Page Protected Places section) for proposed revisions to the Green Belt 

boundaries.  In relation to the proposed allocations, for example, some areas of release are not 

directly required for built development but would help with defining defensible boundaries or to 

ensure continuity with existing urban areas. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Planning Works Ltd February 2020 
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APPENDIX 2 

Local Plan Inspector’s Report Summary 

Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Joint Core 

Strategy – Final Inspector’s Report 26th October 2017 

Paragraph 163 – “I find that the adverse impacts of 

removing land from the GB would not significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits of contributing 

towards housing and other development needs” 

Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1 – Full Inspector’s 

Report 1st February 2018 

Paragraph 71 – “There is a pressing need for housing in 

Waverley, and a serious issue of affordability. Delivering 

the housing to meet the needs of the present and future 

generations is a key aspect of the social dimension of 

sustainable development. The Council has 

acknowledged that it is not possible to meet identified 

housing need solely within its towns and villages and 

has recognised that the implementation of a sustainable 

spatial strategy will require a proportion of development 

to be located on Greenfield sites outside of the main 

towns and larger villages, some of which fall within the 

Green Belt”. 

 

Paragraph 113 – “Having regard to the characteristics of 

these sites, the important need to provide for additional 

housing, the fact that the release of both sites would 

enable strong new Green Belt boundaries to be 

established, and the limited impact that their release 

would have on the important characteristics of Green 

Belt function…” 

Guildford Local Plan: Strategy and Sites – Full 

Inspector’s Report 27th March 2019 

Paragraph 79 – “Guildford has a pressing housing need, 

severe and deteriorating housing affordability and a very 

serious shortfall in the provision of affordable homes”. 

 

Paragraph 81 – “It is not possible to rely on increasing 

the supply of housing within the urban areas to obviate 

alterations of the Green Belt boundary”. 

 

Paragraph 85 – “The Plan clearly demonstrates a 

flexible, integrated and forward looking approach 

towards meeting present and future needs in the 

Borough and towards encouraging more sustainable 

modes of travel”. 

London Borough of Redbridge Local Plan – Inspector’s 

Report 24th January 2018 

Paragraph 43 – “…without Green Belt site the relevant 

housing requirement would not be met contrary to the 

aims of the NPPF. 

 

Paragraph 72 – “All 4 of these sites [proposed 

allocations] have some Green Belt value… But just 

because a site contributes in some way to Green Belt 

purposes does not mean that it cannot be released. 

Indeed, there are other factors to put into the equation”. 



Birmingham City Local Plan – Inspector’s Report 11th 

March 2016 

Paragraph 214 – “In my view, preserving the Green Belt 

status is not essential in order to encourage the 

recycling of derelict and other urban land, given the clear 

evidence of a shortage of land to meet Birmingham’s 

overall development needs.” 

Wycombe District Local Plan – Inspector’s Report 10th 

July 2019 

Paragraph 95 “Subject to the MMs outlined, I conclude 

that there is a compelling case in principle for the 

release of land from the Green Belt to meet objectively 

assessed need for housing and employment.” 

 

 

 

 

 


