
RESPONSE FROM SENSE 
CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 2036 EXAMINATION  
 
MATTER 4, ISSUE 1 – REVISION GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES 
 
We write on behalf of SENSE a local action group formed in Chalfont St Peter (“CSP”) over fourteen 
years ago to assist local residents in dealing with village threatening planning matters.  We are a 
volunteer-run organisation, our website is available at www.sense4csp.org and currently we have 
over 1,000 Chalfont St Peter households on our mailing list.  We have extensive and detailed local 
knowledge of the village and its surrounding areas, engaged a barrister to represent us at the 
planning enquiry into the original proposed housing application by the Epilepsy Society in 2005 and 
have submitted numerous submissions to Chiltern District Council (“CDC”) over the years.  We also, 
in conjunction with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council (“CSPPC”), held a standing room only meeting in 
Chalfont St Peter  in June 2019 to discuss the Local Plan proposals. 

Representatives of SENSE (including the principal author of this further and our original submission) 
are part of a joint working party with CSPCC formed to respond to the Local Plan on an ongoing 
basis. We write this further brief response to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1 to 
be discussed at the Stage 1 hearings in March 2020 . 

SENSE has decided at this stage not to participate in the Stage 1 hearings in person but do wish to 
appear in person or by professional representative at the Stage 2 hearings into the sites in question in 
Chalfont St Peter. 

The comments below are to be read in conjunction with our original submission which remains valid 
and indeed further validated by many of the Inspectors apparent concerns. The references below are 
to the individual questions raised by the Inspectors. 

Matter 4, Issue 1 – Revision Green Belt Boundaries 
 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release. 
 
Question 1  
 
As will be apparent from our submission, there is no evidence whatsoever that the Councils have 
made any significant use of Brownfield sites and have certainly not justified the exceptional 
circumstances necessary to make changes to the Green Belt boundaries at Chalfont St Peter. The 
Councils seem to have decided that Green Belt release is inevitable, when it is not, and have clearly 
not adequately considered brownfield opportunities.  There appears to have been no brownfield 
register at the time of the original Green Belt consultation and it is not clear that any proper review of 
brownfield sites has been undertaken at all. 
 
Question 2 
 
The Councils have not demonstrated that the existing Brownfield sites or urban areas close to train 
stations have been properly considered at all.   
 
Question 6 
 
No. There is no evidence that the Councils have examined fully or at all, all other reasonable options 
for meeting the identified need outside the Green Belt. 
 
Question 8 
 
The methodology used for Green Belt release is biased, inconsistent and simply shoddy.  Many 
areas, especially those in Chalfont St Peter are performing very well to justify being retained in the 
Green Belt, yet other sites performing more poorly have been allowed to remain in the Green 
Belt.  Neighbouring authorities at Wycombe and Aylesbury have retained sites  in the Green Belt 
which score lower  than some of the sites chosen by the Councils here for release.  This is simply 
unconscionable.   

http://www.sense4csp.org/


 
It is absolutely self-evident that the requirements of paragraphs 136 to 139 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework have not been met and there are no exceptional circumstances supporting the 
proposal of Green Belt release in the scale suggested by this Local Plan. 
 
There seems to be a suggestion from the Councils that there is insufficient land in the district to 
accommodate their own calculation of objectively assessed needs given the constraints of the Green 
Belt and the areas of outstanding natural beauty.  This does not and has never been of itself an 
exceptional circumstance for Green Belt boundary modification.  Government guidance confirms 
this.  The Councils are simply flawed in their assessment of exceptional circumstance and flawed in 
their thinking. 
 
The Councils actually state that “While national policy is clear, the objectively assessed needs do not 
need to be met in full where there are identified constraints such as Green Belt and AONB in an 
area”.  Why is this principle not being adhered to? 
 
The Green Belt assessment carried out by the Councils is flawed, inconsistent ,incorrect and out of 
keeping with methodologies adopted by adjoining Councils. Please see our submission for comments 
on how the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 is inadequate, biased and has a flawed evidence base. 
 
Question 10 
 
Again, this is a very important point.  The settlements put forward by the Councils in Chalfont St Peter 
will not promote sustainable patterns of development as the sites chosen are inherently 
unsustainable. There is a clear disproportionally large expansion of the settlements in Chalfont St 
Peter.  Please see our submission for further details. 
 
Question 11 
 
Again, the Councils have shown incompetence and inconsistency in the selection of alterations to the 
Green Belt and have completely ignored sustainable locations in Gerrards Cross, for example, in 
favour of unsustainable locations, in particular in Chalfont St Peter.  There is no logic to this 
whatsoever. 
 
Question 12 
 
As will be seen from our submissions, the proposed new Green Belt boundaries within Chalfont St 
Peter are not defensible and are incapable of enduring in the long term.  Again, this is significant 
failure making the Local Plan fundamentally unsound. 
 
Question 13 
 
There is no evidence that the Councils have complied with paragraph 138 of the Framework. 
 
Question 14 
 
It is evident from our submissions and indeed those of others, that exceptional circumstances do not 
exist as required by paragraphs 136 to 139 of the Framework to justify revisions to the Green Belt, 
certainly in Chalfont St Peter and also in many other areas within the Local Plan. 
 
The Councils’ comment in their response to the Inspector’s questions that the Epilepsy Society site 
“could be considered to be well served by public transport” is disingenuous, untrue and disgraceful.  
 
Issue 2 – Boundary changes  
 
Question 2 
 
This needs to be examined further.  Where there are larger removed areas from the Green Belt, 
surely these areas should not be acceptable for additional development?  What guarantees can 
anyone rely on from the Councils in this regard given lamentable past performances? 



 
Question 4 
 
No.  Again nothing has been provided by the Councils by way of compensatory measures.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SENSE 
c/o Glyn Taylor ( Chairman) 
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