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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Savills is instructed by Countryside Properties (UK) Limited) (herein ‘Countryside’) in relation to land at 

north east Chesham (herein ‘the Site’). 

1.2. The site is identified as part of allocation SP BP2 in the submission draft of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan 2036 (the ‘emerging Local Plan’) and comprises circa 22.8 hectares. The remaining land is 

controlled by Geltex Properties Limited (herein ‘Geltex’), who are also actively promoting the land for 
development. 

1.3. Savills has made representations on previous drafts of the emerging Local Plan. These are listed below. 

In accordance with the Examination Guidance Note Stage 1 appendixes will only be included where 
necessary. As such these are not included with this Hearing Statements and copies can be made available 
to the Inspectors’ upon request. 

 Green Belt Preferred Options – December 2016; and 
 Publication Version – August 2019 

 

1.4. The contents of these representations will not be repeated in line with Examination Guidance. However, 
they may be referred to in order to better illustrate points being made. 

1.5. This Hearing Statement addresses the specific matters raised in relation to Matter 4 –Revision of Green 

Belt Boundaries and Development in the Green Belt, as set out by the Inspectors in their Matters, Issues 
and Questions Stage 1 dated January 2020 

1.6. The structure of this Hearing Statement follows the order of the specific questions set out by the Inspector 

within the Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1. However, the Hearing Statement will only respond to 
questions that are relevant to Countryside’s interests. 

1.7. It should be noted that this Hearing Statement, and the others submitted on behalf of Countryside have 

been written to ensure that the allocation comes forward in a comprehensive manner regardless of 

landownership. 
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2. Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release  
Question 1 

2.1. In order to answer the Inspectors’ question fully, each option listed within the question is considered below. 

2.2. As previously stated at this stage of the Examination answers will consider the generality of issues rather 
than site specifics. However, should an example be required, Chesham and North East Chesham will be 
used owing to Countryside’s interest. 

A) Makes as much use as possible of brownfield sites and underutilised land. 
 

2.3. The Council’s response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions (EXAM 2) clearly demonstrates the steps that 

have been taken in order to identify suitable brownfield and underutilised sites and maximise their potential. 
Further information is provided in the HELAA, which is a detailed and robust document. 

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 that area served by public 
transport. 
 

2.4. Again, the Council response to the Inspectors’ Initial Question 8 provides a useful synopsis. 

2.5. The identification of sites within the HELAA demonstrates that this exercise has been undertaken by the 
Council in a thorough manner. 

2.6. Furthermore, the extent of the shortfall, even with the Green Belt release proposed, demonstrates that 
there would have to be a significant uplift in the densities of existing areas, across a number of settlements 

in order to come close to addressing LHN. 

2.7. It should be noted at this juncture that increasing the density of town centres and areas around transport 
hubs is not simple. Often complex landownership issues along with the need for taller buildings in often 
historic environments mean that opportunities can be hard to realise and may alter the character of urban 

areas significantly. 

C) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they can 
accommodate some of the unmet need for development 
 

2.8. An update on the position of Aylesbury Vale District with regard to accommodating housing needs from 
Chiltern and South Bucks is awaited from the Councils as part of their answers to the Inspectors’ questions 

on Matter 1. 

2.9. However, AVDC has previously stated that it can only accommodate a maximum of 5,750 homes from 
Chiltern and South Bucks (referenced within 5.3.5 of the Sustainability Appraisal). This still leaves a 

significant shortfall. 
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2.10. The other neighbouring authorities of Three Rivers, Wycombe, Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough and 

Hillingdon are also constrained by Green Belt and AONB and therefore offer no potential for significant 
assistance. 

2.11. Furthermore, it is important to note that the exportation of yet more of the housing that is needed to meet 

the needs emanating from within Chiltern and South Bucks will mean that those people in need will 

potentially be forced to move further from their place of work, family or support networks to find a home 
that they can afford. This has implications on commuting patterns and potentially social well-being. 

Question 2 

2.12. Please see above answer to Question 1. Based on a review of the HELAA it is believed that this is a robust 
document that has tested the suitability of land available for development outside of the Green Belt. 

Question 3 

2.13. The Council has undertaken a detailed HELAA which has sought to maximise the potential of underutilised 
land and buildings outside of the Green Belt to accommodate the LHN.  This represents an accurate and 

up to date measure of deliverable options in this regard. 

Question 4 

2.14. The Settlement Capacity Study dated January 2020 undertakes a clear assessment of the relative 

sustainability of settlements and parish areas in Chiltern and south Bucks. 

2.15. Savills’ answer to Question 4 of Issue 1 – Matter 3 suggests the inclusion of a settlement hierarchy to 
help clarify the rationale behind the spatial strategy. 

2.16. It would seem logical that the findings of the Settlement Capacity Study could be scored and settlements 
ranked in order to inform this exercise. 

Question 6 

2.17. Based on the evidence produced, particularly the HELAA, and the fact that the a significant part of the 
housing requirement is already proposed to be accommodated within Aylesbury Vale District, it is clear 
that the alternatives have been considered and even implemented to an extent, prior to Green Belt release 

being proposed. 

Question 8 

2.18. General comments on the suitability of the Green Belt Assessment methodology is made in Savills’ 

representations on the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation and the Publication Version of the Plan. 
These will not be repeated here. 
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Question 9 

2.19. General comments on the suitability of the Green Belt Assessment methodology is made in Savills’ 
representations on the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation and the Publication Version of the Plan. 
These will not be repeated here. 

Question 10 

2.20. It is for the Council to explain the order of which came first; a list of suitable sustainable settlements and 
then analysis of the opportunities for Green Belt release, or a list of suitable Green Belt release sites 

following assessment of whether the location was sustainable or could be more so. 

2.21. However, in the specific case of Chesham the settlement is the largest population in Chiltern District and 
along with Amersham has the widest range of services and facilities. It should also be noted that Chesham 

has a train station linking it to Central London and other settlements such as Amersham and Wembley via 
the Metropolitan Line. 

2.22. As such, despite the methodology used to identify suitable settlements, Chesham is clearly a sustainable 

location for development in the context of Chiltern District. 

Question 11 

2.23. It is not the place for this Hearing Statement to comment on the relative merits of other sites and 

settlements.  

2.24. As such, no comment will be made as to the suitability or unsuitability of settlements for Green Belt release. 
That is with the exception of Chesham, which as detailed above and throughout our representations is a 

sustainable location for residential development in the context of the Local Plan area. 

Question 13 

2.25. Release of Green Belt in the majority of cases will result in some adverse impact by the very nature of it 

being removed and fully, or partially, developed. However, the presence of some harm to the Green Belt 

does not mean that it cannot be considered for release. Rather, legal consideration set out in Question 
14 below determine the acceptability of release. In the case of this context the following elements of 

these legal considerations are most relevant: 

 The nature and extent of harm to this green belt (or those parts of it which would be lost if boundaries 

were reviewed 

 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 

 

2.26. Without discussing site specifics in detail, North East Chesham was found to contribute to purpose 1 of 

the Green Belt (checking unrestricted sprawl) and partially contribute towards 2 (prevent merging of 
neighbouring towns) and 3 assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). 
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2.27. The reason why the site performs weakly against Purpose 2 is because it mainly separates a Non-GB 

settlement (Chesham) from a GB settlement (Lye Green). This does not score as well in terms of the 
methodology of Green Belt Assessment 1 (CSBLP15.7a – page 58). 

2.28. Paragraph 138 is clear that compensatory measures can be used to improve environmental quality and 

accessibility of the remaining Green Belt to offset this harm. 

2.29. In the case of Chesham, the councils have set out in paragraph 16.5 of their Response to the Inspectors’ 
Initial Questions (EXAM 2) specific measures to be accommodated within the development to offset 

harm. 

2.30. Countryside agree that the measures suggested result in an appropriate level of practicable mitigation to 
lower to harm resulting from Green Belt release. However, the designation of the “open fields” in the east 

of the Green Belt release area as a Strategic Gap or Green Wedge should also be considered in order to 
negate the harm that the release could have on purpose 2. This is discussed in the response to Question 
3 of Issue 2 below. 

2.31. It should be noted that land to the east of the Countryside and Geltex land proposed for Green Belt 
release is not in the ownership of any of these parties. As such, compensatory measures on this land 
would not be practicable. 

Question 14 

2.32. In the case of Chiltern and South Bucks it is very clearly the case that exceptional circumstances for the 
release of Green Belt land do exist. 

2.33. Given that Stage 2 is for site specific matters the case for exceptional circumstances specific to North East 

Chesham will be made at that point and not here. 

2.34. The Councils’ Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report dated May 2019 is a commendably clear 

document that provides clear justification in Section 3 with regards to the exceptional circumstances that 
exist in terms of: 

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

 The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land that is prima facie suitable for sustainable 
development 

 Making as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land 

 Consideration of the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development without impinging 

on the Green belt 
 The nature and extent of harm to this green belt (or those parts of it which would be lost if boundaries 

were reviewed 
 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 
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2.35. Given that the findings of the report are clear and well-presented it is not necessary to repeat them here. 

Some additional points are noted below though to expand on those made by the Council. 

2.36. In relation to Chiltern and South Bucks’ housing needs being accommodated within other authority 
boundaries, the ability of AVDC to meet this need is discussed at paragraphs 3.23-3.25. However, what 

should also be noted is the inability of other neighbouring authorities to accommodate additional, or even 

meet their own housing needs, owing to constraints. These authorities are Three Rivers, Wycombe, 
Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough and Hillingdon. All of which are severely constrained by Green Belt, 

AONB or both. 

2.37. In terms of housing need, the relative affordability of housing in Chiltern and South Bucks is expressed in 

terms of it being between £60,000 to £80,000 above the average in England since 2001.  

2.38. However, another important statistical measure is the ratio of median house price to median gross annual 
workplace-based earnings, which is used to inform housing need as part of the standard methodology.  

2.39. The average ratio for England is 9.17 (based on the latest 2018 figures), meaning that the average home 

costs 9.17 times the annual salary. 

2.40. The figure for Chiltern is 18.57 and South Bucks is 18.36. This is around double the national average. 
Indeed, even when compared to neighbouring authorities like Wycombe (11.43), Windsor and Maidenhead 

(13.16), Aylesbury Vale (11.20), Hillingdon (13.18) and Three Rivers (13.67), the figure is very high indeed. 

In fact, Chiltern ranks as the 6th most unaffordable place to live in England by this measurement, and South Bucks is 
7th. While there will be other factors at play here such as relative desirability of settlements, quality of housing stock 

and transport links present, this clearly shows a pressing need for more market and affordable housing to meet this 
demand. 

 

2.41. In determining whether exceptional circumstances exist case law provides an important guide. The 
following legal principles are applicable: 

(i) whether exceptional circumstances are demonstrated to justify Green Belt release is a 

matter of planning judgement in the local plan exercise;1 

 

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

 

(iii) the planning judgments involved in the ascertainment of 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);  

                                                     
1 IM Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield DC [2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin)  
2 Ibid 
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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 impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be 

ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent. 3� 

2.42. As previously stated, site specific elements will not be covered here in terms of the extent of harm to the 
Green Belt and the extent to which it can be ameliorated. However, what is clear in the case of Chiltern 
and South Bucks is that there is both a clear and acute need for housing to meet the LHN, and that there 

is a highly restricted supply of sustainable non-Green Belt locations for housing development. 

2.43. There circumstances clearly meet the requirements set out in the judgements indicated above. 

2.44. While the exceptional circumstances case for a local plan is for the individual Inspector(s) to make a 

judgement, other examples of Inspector’s Reports on the subject can be useful. Summaries of a number 
of relevant Inspector’s Reports are below for consideration. The authorities are all Green Belt constrained 

to a certain degree. 

Local Plan Inspector’s Report Summary 

Gloucester, Cheltenham and Tewkesbury Joint Core
Strategy – Final Inspector’s Report 

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 

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”. 
 

                                                     
3 Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council & Others [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin)  
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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 

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 

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 

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 

Paragraph 85 “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.” 

 
2.45. The views of Inspector’s summarised above show that in circumstances similar to those in Chiltern and 

South Bucks the overall need for housing and constrained nature of available land has contributed to the 
demonstration of exceptional circumstances for Green Belt allocation.  
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3. Issue 2 – Boundary Changes 
Question 1 

3.1. Based on review of the Plan on page 50 of the Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps (dated 

April 2019) it is clear as to the extent of land being realised from the Green Belt and the new boundary that 

will subsequently exist. 

Question 2 

3.2. North East Chesham is one of the proposed Green Belt release allocations where the full extent of land 

proposed for removal from the Green Belt is not proposed for built development. 

3.3. In this case the councils’ reasoning for this in the Green Belt Assessments is clear. That is, the 

boundaries of the Green Belt release were chosen as they represent a defensible boundary that will 
endure beyond the plan period. Countryside agree that the proposed boundaries are one such solution 

for this. 

3.4. Various evidence based and examination documents refer to the “open fields” being used as a buffer 
between Chesham and Lye Green. These references are listed below for completeness. 

 Landscape Capacity Assessment for Green Belt Development Options – North East Chesham - 

CSBLP39.6c; and 
 Councils’ Responses to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions - EXAM 2 – Paragraph 14.7 

 

3.5. It is therefore assumed that the preservation of a gap is the councils’ intention for this land.  

3.6. However, SP B2 is not currently clear as to the use, or designation of this land. As previously stated, 
Countryside and Geltex have no control over the “open fields”. It is their assumption that this will continue 

to be used as grazing land. 

3.7. In order to be considered as sound under national policy (paragraph 138) and based on established case 

law the Council must undertake measures to lower the impact of Green Belt release to the lowest 

reasonably practicable extent. Given that the maintenance of openness on the “open fields” is not within 
SP B2, or considered as an option, all available measures have not been considered.  

3.8. SP BP2 is therefore not sound as currently drafted. Appendix 1 details proposed wording that would 

make the plan sound in this regard. An area of Green Wedge would be one solution to ensuring that the 

openness of this land is preserved. A new policy detailing the treatment of Green Wedge land should 
also be added. 
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Suggested Change Reason for Change 

For the reasons outlined above SP BP2 should be
amended to the wording suggested in Appendix 1 and a
new policy created in relation to the Green Wedge. An
area of Green Wedge should also be shown on the
proposals map. 

Consistent with National Policy 

 

Question 3 

3.9. The Inspectors’ question could potentially be interpreted in 2 ways. The first being is any land being 

released that is in no way related to a housing or employment allocation. This would merely be an 

administrative change, perhaps to correct any previous errors in the boundary. The other interpretation 
would be if any land parcels within proposed allocations in the Green Belt is proposed for release, but not 
built development. The latter interpretation is answered below. 

3.10. While not all parts of proposed Green Belt release sites will be considered suitable for built development 
for various reasons, including, unsuitable topography, the need to accommodate public open space, or to 
create a defensible boundary, these areas are necessary to ensure that selected sites can deliver housing 

to meet needs.  
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Amendment to SP B2 

Amend first paragraph to reference “approximately 600 homes”, rather than “approximately 500 homes”. 
 
New point 13 to read 

 

“openness of fields to the east of the proposed allocation which have been removed from the Green Belt to be 
preserved by a Green Wedge”. 

 

New Policy DM PP4 

New policy to read 

 
“Land designated as Green Wedge will preserve the openness between the settlements where it is located. 
Development that results in material harm to this openness will not be permitted unless the benefits of development 

outweighs this harm.” 
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