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Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in 
the Green Belt  
 
Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release Green belt 

Green Belt assessment methodology  
 
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? 

The green belt assessment methodology was flawed for a number of 
reasons 
The criteria used should be capable of giving proper weight to all aspects 
of Green Belt policy.  
 
It should also be capable of taking into account of important non Green 
Belt factors such as the emerging overall spatial strategy for the Plan, the 
extent and distribution of housing need, the impact upon affordability, 
accessibility and sustainability.  
 
Settlements were not scored on their sustainability merits it was purely on 
green belt policy. Sites identified in stage 1 were automatically excluded if 
there did not meet the green belt assessment methodology. 

 
It is not considered that the suitability of Green Belt sites for development 
should just be assessed against how they currently perform in terms of 
the Green Belt.  
 
Firstly Part 1 of the methodology assesses sites against the five purposes 
of having Green Belts that are set out in the NPPF. These are not 
necessarily helpful in assessing the relative merit of individual sites. 
 



 For example the first purpose is to “check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built up areas”. This means that the development of any site on the edge 
of a town is automatically considered to have more harm to the Green 
Belt than the development of an isolated site in the middle of the 
countryside.  
 
 This clearly can’t be the case. At the same time it is assumed that 
development on the edge of settlements constitutes “sprawl” which need 
not be the case if it is properly planned. This means that the methodology 
has an in built bias against urban extensions of large settlements such as 
Slough even though they may be more sustainable. 
 
In Part 2 the methodology takes the sites that have come through the Part 
1 sieving process and assesses whether the entire site currently has a 
strong permanent boundary such as road, railway or river. If a site doesn’t 
have this it is not taken forward to the next stage on the grounds that it 
does not meet the NPPF requirements.  
 
There is, however, nothing in the NPPF to support the idea that sites must 
currently have permanent or defensible boundaries in order to be 
released from the Green Belt. The development of a site will automatically 
create a new boundary and so it is irrelevant to consider what is there at 
present as the criteria as the key site selection criteria. 
 
The shortcomings of the methodology can be seen from the fact that the 
Preferred Option identifies Site 12 at Iver Heath for housing development 
despite the fact that there are much more sustainable ones further south 
along the A412 close to Slough. It also rules out an almost identical site 
which is immediately south of Site 12 because a small part of it does not 
currently have a clear boundary. 
 
This shows how un robust the site selection process is using the 
methodology.  
    
Finally the methodology attempts to assess whether there are exceptional 
circumstances to justify releasing land from the Green Belt without any 
reference to the scale of need that there is for housing or how it would fit 
in with the as yet undecided Spatial Strategy for the Local Plan. 
 
For all of the reasons highlighted above it is not considered that the 
proposal for a northern expansion of Slough or for selected growth around 
Taplow, Langley and Iver stations have been properly assessed.  

	


