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

Issue 1: Green Belt assessment methodology 

Q7. After following the process referred to above, how did the Councils decide 
 where alterations would be made to Green Belt boundaries?  Did the Councils 
look first at certain settlements, such as the Principal Settlements referred to in 
the SA, or on sites put forward through consultation?    

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?     

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?     

  

1.1 The response is provided as a single overarching comment on the methodology 
relating to the alternations to the Green Belt boundaries and the use of the Green Belt 
Part 1 and Part 2 Assessments.   

1.2 The omission site put forward by Martin Baker Aircraft Co. Ltd (MBA) to accommodate 
its need for growth over the plan period is located within parcel 63 in the Green Belt 
Assessment Stage 1 (‘the Assessment’).  The Assessment considered these broad 
parcels and scored them in terms of their contribution to the Green Belt purposes.  Of 
the 4 purposes assessed, and a total possible score of 20, the parcel only scores 7.  It 
only scores strongly (5 out of 5) in relation to purpose 2 which is about preventing 
neighbouring towns from merging.  Despite this it was considered overall to have a 
‘strong’ ranking and was therefore not considered any further.  

1.3 We have many concerns about this approach, which unfortunately and for reasons 
outside of our control were not raised earlier in the Examination process.  Specifically, 
the Stage 1 scoring is inconsistent; sites which score higher are given a lower overall 
ranking.  Despite its very low scores against other purposes, it appears to automatically 
get a strong overall ranking/score because it is given a maximum score for purpose 2. 
The problem of assessing large parcels is that individual sites within these, that do not 
contribute to that purpose, are overlooked.  In this case it is very clear that land 
associated with and adjacent to the employment site occupied by MBA, is only a very 
small part of the parcel and is not going to erode the gap between settlements.  Indeed, 
it makes no contribution to preventing the towns from merging and because of the 
considerable number of trees on and around the site and its immediate surroundings 
it does not contribute to openness and provides a very strong defensible boundary.   

1.4 The Stage 1 Assessment report explicitly recognises that there may be strongly scoring 
General Areas where there is clear scope for sub-division to identify weakly performing 
‘sub areas’ what could be afforded further consideration.  It is not clear why the 
omission site, as an obviously promoted sub area has not been considered in more 
detail as part of the Stage 2 Assessment.   

1.5 The Green Belt site to the west of MBA was promoted through the plan and Call for 
Sites to be excluded from the Green Belt.  It is listed as reference 4.190 in the 
Development Options Appraisal Document (October 2016) and not recommended for 
further consideration in the Draft Green Belt Assessment Part 2.  However, there are 
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no further details set out in Part 2 section 4, despite a reference to this in the 
Development Options Appraisal document.  Accordingly, is not clear why this site is 
dismissed and not considered further.  There are no reasons provided or consideration 
given to its contribution, within the context of unique and exceptional circumstances of 
considerable need for growth of this highly specialised industry and its ambitions for 
expansion over the plan period.  Given that the site is heavily constrained - in that it 
has been within the Green Belt its whole life - it has built up to its limits, the opportunity 
for growth is substantially restricted and simply inadequate if it is to meet its needs.   

1.6 Indeed, the Council do not appear to have considered the site at all at any stage despite 
it being submitted at the Call for Sites stage and again at both the Regulation 18 Issues 
and Options and Regulation 19.  We suggest that this is a breach of procedure and a 
failure on behalf of the Council in its duty to consider and respond to all issues raised.  
This lack of recognition of the site is compounded by their lack of inclusion as an 
omission site on its Omissions Site list EXAM5.  We have raised this with the Inspectors 
and look forward to being included as part of the Stage 2 employment omission sites 
session. 

1.7 The Council in their Stage 2 Green Belt report (Section 4) state that ‘a more detailed 
record of reasons will be set out in the Summary of Responses to Local Plan Initial 
(Regulation 18) Including Issues and Options Consultation contained on the Council 
websites’1.  However, analysis of the Council’s Summary of Responses to Local Plan 
Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation shows that while MBA’s representation (Ref 4511) 
submitted by Anil Khosla is properly summarised, there is no Council response 
provided.  The approach is circular; it says it is considered in Stage 2, but no detail is 
provided. 

1.8 The site was excluded at Stage 1 of the HELAA (reference SB0007) because it was in 
the Green Belt and Flood Risk Zone 3b (functional flood plain).  However, the HELAA 
is wrong in stating it is in flood zone 3b: the Site is only partially within Flood Zone 2, 
according to the most up to date EA flood risk mapping. The HELAA recognises that 
the site ‘…is also an important employment site’.  Precisely why the Site has been 
subsequently dismissed from consideration in the HELAA is therefore unclear. Surely 
an extension site for a strategically important employment site is exactly what a HELAA 
should be assessing; the HELAA update (January 2020) simply states that ‘The site is 
proposed to be retained as a Strategic Economic Site in the draft Local Plan’. 

 

Issue 1: Exceptional Circumstances 

Q14. 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?
  

1.9 Exceptional circumstances are required to release land from the Green Belt in the 
Local Plan.  Recent case law has established that this is a far less demanding that the 
‘very special circumstances’ required for planning applications.  The Guildford Local 
Plan High Court Challenge established that exceptional circumstances do not need to 
be extraordinary, that employment needs can be ‘exceptional’ and defensible 
longer-term boundaries and strategic site benefits are legitimate purposes of 
Green Belt release.  There are clearly exceptional circumstances to release the MBA 
site from the Green Belt in terms of its specific employment needs.   

▪  
1 Green Belt Development Options Appraisal October 2016 Section 4, second paragraph page 183  
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1.10 In the case of MBA there are very specific local circumstances to release the omission 

site for employment land to facilitate the growth of the company, maintain its 
competitiveness and location as a major employer of international importance, within 
the district.  Therefore, even if the Inspectors consider that there is no need for more 
general employment sites to be released, the fact that this site is so specialised and 
does not fit into the general definition of need, means it should be considered further.  
In addition, it is clear that the methodology the Council has adopted thus far is flawed 
and that MBA has not been properly considered at any stage in the process.  This 
means it is essential this is considered properly at Stage 2 of the Examination in Public 
as part of the discussion on employment omission sites.    

 

Issue 3 – Villages Inset from the Green Belt 

 

Q1.  What is the justification for removing those village from the Green belt listed 
under Policy SP PP1?  Is the approach consistent with paragraph 140 of the 
Framework? 

1.11 MBA support the Council is identifying Higher Denham for removal from the Green 
Belt.  It is agreed that the village, and associated employment site occupied by MBA, 
serve no Green Belt purposes.  This is clearly set out in the Review of Settlements 
Report which explains that the settlement is ‘essentially a number of parallel roads with 
a factory at one end, the factory buildings means it has an impact on the openness and 
should be assessed to see if it could be removed’2.  The Council rightly concluded that 
there is no village openness that should be preserved.  The report correctly concludes 
that a defensible Green Belt boundary can be defined.  The railway line is a permanent 
defensible feature; in relation to the western boundary it concludes that the factory site 
boundary could be used.   

1.12 Unfortunately, the Council does not consider the possibility of further release of land 
for the factory expansion and whether a defensible boundary of the tree line further 
west could be used.  It is very important to use ‘on the ground’ boundaries, not just 
those derived from a map base in defining boundaries.  The map-base used for the 
current boundary is not accurate.  It does not appear to follow the actual road boundary, 
just an imaginary line.   

1.13 The assessment made about the village and its surroundings, concluded that it did not 
contribute to the openness of the Green Belt. Rather it had an impact and should be 
removed.   ‘The presence of the factory buildings together with the dense form of 
development mean that it is considered to have an impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt’3. This conclusion is equally pertinent to the expansion site that MBA are 
suggesting as an omission site.  Given the exceptional employer specific 
circumstances for expansion and the site specific characteristics, of a highly enclosed 
site, it is illogical to conclude that the additional expansion site should be retained in 
the Green Belt when the village and employment site is to be removed on the basis of 
a defensible boundary being created to the west of the factory.  A far more defensible 
boundary would be the existing tree line to the north of the sewage treatment works.   

 

 

▪  
2 Page 35 of Review of Villages within the Green Belt April 2019 
3 As above 
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Application PL/19/4461 

1.14 It is relevant to note at this stage that a planning application by MBA for a proposed 
new access road and connecting roundabout (application reference PL/19/4461) is 
currently under determination by the Council. The application seeks permission for: 

‘Construction of a new roundabout at the junction between A413 Amersham and Old 
Amersham Road together with a new connecting arm and link road, to include a new 
bridge structure over the River Misbourne, running northbound to connect to the 
western side of the existing Martin Baker strategic employment site, including 
associated street lighting, drainage, signage, landscaping and screening.’ 

1.15 There are several material considerations and several significant benefits that weigh 
in favour of the Proposed Development – namely the substantially improved access 
arrangements (the proposals seek delivery of a new access road to take traffic away 
from Lower Road, which is currently the only existing point of access to the MBA site); 
delivery of junction improvements; landscape enhancements; biodiversity 
enhancements.  The improved access arrangements will enable the effective 
continuation of MBA’s operational activities – the application references paragraph 80 
of the NPPF which emphasises the importance of supporting economic growth through 
the planning system, of importance where Britain can be a global leader in driving 
innovation. MBA is a world leader in innovative aviation technology. 

1.16 The submitted application is relevant in the Plan making context. Delivery of the road 
will support an expanded employment site and facilitate comprehensive rationalisation 
of the existing situation. All traffic will access the site from the west, removing the need 
to access MBA via a narrow residential street (Lower Road). Release of the western 
component of the MBA site currently within the Green Belt and not proposed for 
release represents the ‘last piece of the jigsaw’ – i.e. it will provide MBA with requisite 
certainty over the Plan period in terms of its ability to grow and expand, and will 
complement delivery of a key piece of transport infrastructure and all of its associated 
benefits.  While the road can and will be delivered in isolation if permission is 
forthcoming, it is clear and logical that the opportunities afforded by such infrastructure 
should be realised in line with national policy and wider local (MBA) and national (UK 
wide) growth objectives. 

Concluding Remarks 

1.17 While we accept that MBA representations to date have not addressed the 
methodological issues associated with the Green Belt, there are clearly issues that are 
highly pertinent to MBA that are relevant to the Examination of the submitted Local 
Plan.   We wish to emphasise that the lack of explanation as to why this site has not 
been considered as a smaller sub area for specific employment growth means the 
process and methodology is unsound.  MBA’s need for expansion land which is 
essential to their continued presence within South Bucks is an exceptional 
circumstance which should have been considered.    We understand that these issues 
will be discussed at Stage 2 at the employment omission sites session, but if the 
Inspectors wish Stantec are very happy to attend this Stage 1 session.  We await your 
further direction.    

 


