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Matter 4: Revision of Green Belt Boundaries 
and Development in the Green Belt 

 
 
Issue 1: Principle of Green Belt Release 
 
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? 
 
(see single response provided below)  
 
 
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? 
 
(see single response provided below)  
 
 
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? 
 
(see single response provided below)  
 
 
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? 
 
(see single response provided below)  
 
 
Q12. Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, beyond the plan 
period? 
 
Response made to Qs 6-12 is as follows: 
 
The extremely limited availability of brownfield and non Green Belt land across the District makes the 
Councils task of finding a strategy that does not require the release of Green Belt land impossible.  Both 
Chiltern and South Bucks Councils broadly appear to have identified a strategy which balances the 
environmental, economic and social requirements. The strategy is supported by a Green Belt 
Development Options Appraisal (CSB15.4b) which considers a range of options for accommodating 
growth. 
 
Given the difficulty in finding an abundance of suitable alternative sites for accommodating both housing 
and employment requirements, it is surprising that some of the locations have not been pushed as hard 
as they perhaps could have been to deliver even more sustainable housing or employment 
opportunities.  This is of particular concern when the Councils are having to export large numbers of 
housing to Aylesbury.   
 
Whilst we support the proposed release of land at Beaconsfield from the Green Belt, as noted in earlier 
submissions, the allocation at Beaconsfield leaves a number of surplus fragments of Green Belt land 
which we do not consider represent the most robust justification for the revised Green Belt boundary 
proposed and are likely to come under pressure for release in the future.  For example there is land at 
Beaconsfield between the new relief road and the railway line which falls outside of the allocation and 
is not proposed to be released from the Green Belt. Yet, this land probably provides the most 
sustainable opportunity for sustainable development given its proximity to Beaconsfield rail station.  
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When questioned about this, the Councils’ response has been that development should not go beyond 
the new relief road.  In isolation, one may consider the line of the road to be an appropriate boundary 
to select.  However, the allocation includes significant areas of land to the south east and east of the 
relief road which contradicts this conclusion. Refer to Green Belt Assessment Part 2, Volume 1, parcel 
reference 1.13 (CSBLP15.3) 
 
 
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 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? 
 
At the Beaconsfield allocation there are plenty of opportunities to provide compensatory improvements 
to the environmental quality and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land.  The emerging proposals 
for the allocation at Beaconsfield include significant areas of compensatory improvements including 
parkland, formal and informal areas of open space and opportunities for significant biodiversity and 
environmental enhancements. As set out in our response to Matter 1 Issue 2 Question 6, the one issue 
that remains to be resolved is whether a SANG is required to be provided on or off site and what the 
size and nature of this is.  We consider that off-site contributions through the SAMM could also provide 
appropriate mitigation. 
 
 
Issue 2: Boundary Changes 
 
Q1. Does the Plan adequately identify the proposed revisions to the Green Belt boundary? 
Are the revisions clear to decision-makers, developers and local communities? 
 
As set out in our response to Issue 1 above, we think the Council could have been more robust and 
clear in its justification for selecting the revised Green Belt boundary at Beaconsfield.  The approach 
taken is inconsistent and unclear in respect of using the road as the new boundary on the northern part 
of the allocation but not on other parts to the south. In particular, at the northern end of the Beaconsfield 
allocation, surplus land south pf the railway line is left but we do not consider it will meet the 5 purposes 
of including land in the Green Belt once the rest of the site is removed from the Green Belt. 
 
 
Q3. 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? 
 
At Beaconsfield the Green Belt revision also includes existing uses as part of the proposed allocation.  
For example around the edge of Old Town on Amersham Road there are existing properties and the 
Cricket Club which are included in the allocation boundary.  We consider this to be incorrect.  However, 
we accept that these areas should be removed from the Green Belt as part of the boundary review. 
 


