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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Examination – Matters, Issues 

and Questions – Stage 1 

Matter 4 – Revision of Green Belt Boundaries and Development in 

Green Belt 

Issue 1 – Principle of Green Belt Release 

Statement on behalf of Richborough Estates Limited 

 

 Question 7 

 
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? 
 

1.1 Richborough Estates have raised under Matter 3 that there is the absence of a spatial 

strategy and the current combination of the Spatial Vision and Spatial Objectives fail on 

their own to adequately promote sustainable patterns of development.  This includes  a 

lack of consideration of the consequences for sustainable development of channelling 

development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary.  These approaches are 

part of national policy as expressed at paragraph 138 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (the Framework). 

 

1.2 There should have been an assessment of the settlements within the Chiltern and South 

Bucks Local Plan area to devise a settlement strategy and  hierarchy in the first instance 

based upon population, facilities and public transport (especially rail) to determine where 

growth would be best accommodated to deliver sustainable patterns of development.   

 

1.3 However, what appears to have occurred instead is that the primary consideration was to 

assess the Green Belt circumstances (Green Belt Assessment Part 1 – CSBLP 15.7) and 

then the contribution of sites to the Green Belt which were put forward through the 

consultation processes (Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Report - CSBLP 15.3) without having 

the context of a settlement strategy, hierarchy or framework to enable the identification 

of allocations best contributing towards promoting sustainable patterns of development.  

A pertinent point is made under Question 11 about the omission of Gerrards Cross as a 

settlement where the Green Belt boundary is not proposed to be altered to accommodate 

growth despite its sustainability and accessibility credentials. 
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1.4 If the settlement strategy or hierarchy had been devised, with some settlements not taken 

forward for environmental constraints reasons, there would have been a clear basis to 

direct growth towards the Principal Settlements, such as Gerrards Cross, and to focus the 

Green Belt assessment on whether and how the level of envisaged growth could be 

accommodated at each settlement.  This finer grained approach to the consideration of all 

sites and site-specific mitigation could well have yielded other opportunities rather than 

them being discounting too early in the process.  It is likely that more flexible judgments 

about matters such as existing or proposed Green Belt boundaries could have been made, 

such as an example is at Raylands Farm, Gerrards Cross (Exam 5/5a Omission Ste 

1212969). 

 

Question 8 

 
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? 
 

1.5 Richborough Estates does not have a particular concern with the methodology and 

approach of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Report (CSBLP 15.7).  This has generally 

been accepted as being appropriate at the Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe Local Plan 

Examinations.   

 

Question 9 

 
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? 
 

1.6 The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 Report did take forward the outcome of the Assessment 

Part 1 Report but the absence of both a spatial strategy and a fine-grained approach 

towards site selection is at issue.  As an example, when defining Green Belt boundaries 

plans should define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable 

and likely to be permanent (Framework paragraph 139(f)).  The Framework does not state 

that Green Belt boundaries have to use features that are currently readily recognisable as 

the Assessment Part 2 did.  To read the Framework in that way (i.e. to require pre-existing 

recognisable boundaries) would be a misinterpretation of national policy. 

 

1.7 As applied by other local planning authorities, there is undoubtedly an ability to identify 

sites which could incorporate new physical features that become readily recognisable as 
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being the permanent Green Belt boundary.  Indeed, the Sustainability Appraisal (CSBLP7) 

refers to a number of sites where ‘The impacts on the Green Belt can be mitigated and a 

firm and defensible boundary either exists or can be provided’ (Table N.2 – emphasis 

added).  There are specific policy requirements for additional planting for Allocations SP 

BP3; SP BP7 SP BP8; SP BP9; SP BP11 and SP BP13 (CSBLP 1). 

 

1.8 Paragraph 3.5 of the Assessment Part 2 Report contains a comment that the individuals 

making an assessment about Green Belt boundaries could exercise some judgement: ‘...the 

use of professional judgement where only limited mitigation would be required to identify 

a readily recognisable boundary that is likely to be permanent.  Further consideration may 

be given to the potential to create new Green Belt boundaries as part of the overall 

decision-making process for site allocations as part of the new local plan.’ (emphasis 

added).  If such an approach had been consistently applied through a fine-grained 

assessment of all potential sites at sustainable settlement then alternative opportunities 

would have inevitably presented themselves. 

 

1.9 As an example, it was only the absence of a professional judgement on how to define the 

western boundary which precluded the Raylands Farm site at Gerrards Cross, which is in 

an acknowledged highly sustainable location echoed in the Settlement Capacity Study 

(January 2020) (CSBLP 58), being released from the Green Belt for housing purposes.  It 

is also somewhat surprising that Raylands Farm was not tested further via a fine-grained 

approach given that the Part 1 Assessment itself explicitly states that there is scope for 

sub division of Parcel 47b (Page 134) and the Development Options Appraisal (CSBLP 14.4) 

also refers to the far eastern and western areas of the parcel as being less important for 

preventing coalescence of settlements at page 109. 

 

Question 10 

 
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? 
 

1.10 This question is at the crux of the flaw in the Local Plan and is outlined in the response to 

Matter 3 and is summarised under Question 7 above.  The evidence base for the Local 

Plan is devoid of an assessment of the sustainability merits of the settlements within the 

Local Plan area and there is no settlement strategy or hierarchy.  The Settlement Capacity 
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Study, which is useful in looking at the scale and facilities of some settlements (albeit this 

was not its primary purpose), was published after the submission of the Local Plan.   

 

1.11 By reason of the approach adopted to the choice of sites, with the lack of a settlement 

strategy or hierarchy and emphasis placed upon the outcome of individual sites 

assessments as part of the Green Belt Assessment Part 2, there is no spatial strategy for 

the Green Belt releases to be properly aligned with.  Instead, there are incremental 

changes to the Green Belt boundary which, in some cases, can be said to promote 

sustainable patterns of development but others lack coherence about how they actively 

manage patterns of growth to focus significant new development in sustainable locations.  

One such example in Holmer Green which is sequentially inferior to Gerrards Cross as a 

location for growth (notwithstanding the issues around multiple plot ownerships), where 

the nearest stations are in Great Missenden and High Wycombe circa 5 kilometres away.  

This is in stark contrast to Raylands Farm that is approximately 1km away from Gerrards 

Cross railway station. 

 

1.12 The approach in this Local Plan is that sustainability and the policy objectives of the 

Framework to promote sustainable patterns of development have become subservient to 

Green Belt.  This duty is the other way around and this is confirmed in the judgement of I 

M Properties Development Ltd v Lichfield District Council [2015] P.T.S.R. 1536 and 

Calverton Parish Council v Nottingham City Council [2015] EWHC 1078 (Admin) where the 

exceptional circumstances to justify the release of Green Belt land can be extended to 

include a site’s consistency with a plan’s settlement strategy and the need to promote 

sustainable patterns of development.  In the case of this Local Plan there is no settlement 

strategy nor hierarchy.   

 

1.13 The Inspector’s report for the Cheshire East Local Plan grappled with the issue of spatial 

distribution albeit for a District with some parts within the Green Belt.  Paragraphs 83 refers 

to the following: 

I considered that the revised spatial distribution of development represents a 

realistic, rational and soundly-based starting point for the spatial distribution of 

development; it is justified by a proportionate evidence base and takes account of 

the relevant factors, including the crucial importance of the Green Belt and the 

outcome of other studies undertaken during the suspension period.  It is also based 

on sound technical and professional judgements and a balancing exercise, which 

reflects a comprehensive and coherent understanding of the characteristics, 

development needs, opportunities and constraints of each settlement.  Since that 

time, there is no fundamental or compelling new evidence which suggests that 

these conclusions should be reviewed.  However, several matters need to be 
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addressed which gained greater prominence in the resumed hearings and were 

raised in the representations at the Main Modifications stage. (emphasis added) 

 

1.14 A similar theme is expressed in the Inspectors’ comments on the Joint West of England 

Spatial Plan at paragraphs 8 and 9 where: 

 
Moreover, even if it could be demonstrated that these principles did form the basis 
on which the selection/rejection of SDLs [strategic development locations] was 
undertaken (a) there is no priority or sequential approach to them (other than for 
‘urban living’) so it is unclear how SDLs have been selected against them when 
most candidates are likely to meet at least one of the principles; (b) there is no 
comprehensive and consistent assessment of candidate SDLs against the 
principles; and (c) as far as we can tell, no appraisal or testing against possible 
alternatives has been undertaken of the principles themselves. Additionally, we 
remain to be convinced that, in terms of assumed mitigation measures (eg 
transport), candidate SDLs have been appraised on a consistent basis and that 
realistic reasonable alternatives for the size/configuration of SDLs have been 
considered.  
 
The problems caused by the absence of a spatial strategy which is not based on 
specific SDLs are particularly highlighted in relation to the Green Belt, the 
protection of which is a strong element of national policy. 

 

1.15 The Judgement of Compton Parish Council & Ors v Guildford Borough Council & Anor 

[2019] EWHC 3242 (Admin) (04 December 2019) echoes the point being made where, in 

commenting upon housing being part of the exceptional circumstances to amend Green 

Belt boundaries, the Judge said: 

 
These factors do not exist in a vacuum or by themselves: there will almost 
inevitably be an analysis of the nature and degree of the need, allied to 
consideration of why the need cannot be met in locations which are sequentially 
preferable for such developments, an analysis of the impact on the functioning of 
the Green Belt and its purpose, and what other advantages the proposed locations, 
released from the Green Belt, might bring, for example, in terms of a sound spatial 
distribution strategy (emphasis added) (paragraph 72) 

 

1.16 The assessment of the potential Green Belt sites put forward to the Council were filtered 

out by the Green Belt Assessment Part 2 without any serious and meaningful consideration 

of delivering sustainable patterns of development, including matters such as the size of a 

settlement, availability of services and accessible public transport, especially rail.  These 

other matters were not initially considered as being exceptional circumstances to guide, in 

the first instance, where growth could be appropriately located and has led to the lack of 

a spatial strategy to enable Green Belt land releases to align with delivering sustainable 

and accessible development. 
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1.17 If proper approach had been taken from the start based upon the suitability of settlements 

to accommodate growth then different decisions may have been made about some of the 

Green Belt sites which were assessed through a fine-grained assessment process.  This 

leads onto Richborough Estates’ response to Question 11. 

 

Question 11 

 
Why is the Green Belt proposed to be altered in some settlements (such as Amersham, 
Beaconsfield and Chesham) but not others (such as Gerrards Cross)? 
 

1.18 The simple response is that it is a mystery to Richborough Estates why, as one of the 

Principal Settlements, the Green Belt boundary at Gerrards Cross is not proposed to be 

altered to accommodate some growth.   

 

1.19 As is now evident from the Settlement Capacity Study, Gerrards Cross (page 98): 

 

As a district centre, Gerrards Cross together with its neighbour Chalfont St Peter is 

one of the more accessible locations in the plan area, enjoying a rail service and a 

high level of provision of facilities. While not all facilities are found within the town 

itself, the wider area including Chalfont St Peter functions as one urban area with 

shared facilities available. These factors suggest that the area should 

accommodate a significant part of the housing demand of the plan area. (emphasis 

added) 

 

1.20 It is a town where significant growth should be directed because it would promote a 

sustainable pattern of development but the Local Plan currently fails to do this.   

 

1.21 Instead, at least one suitable and sustainable site was discounted for what Richborough 

Estates consider spurious a reason (see the response to Question 9) which was capable of 

being addressed namely, as an example, land at Raylands Farm to the west of Gerrards 

Cross (Omission Site 1212969), particularly given the sites proximity to facilities and 

services notably Gerrards Cross railway station.  Further, the existing hedge has been 

reinforced by additional planting to create a shelter belt and is much clearer boundary than 

was originally assessed.  

 

Question 12 

 
Are the revised boundaries capable of enduring in the long term, beyond the plan period? 
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1.22 Paragraph 139 of the Framework is clear.  When defining Green Belt boundaries, plans 

should be able to demonstrate that such boundaries will not need to be altered at the end 

of the plan period.  This has not been demonstrated. 

 

1.23 In the Councils’ Reponses to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions (December 2019) (Exam 2) 

the lack of defining a Green Belt boundary enduring beyond the plan period is justified by 

reference to (paragraphs 20.1 to 20.6) but they do not stand up to proper scrutiny.  

Responding to each of the comments: 

• Difficult to justify to the public (paragraph 20.1) – this is a non-reason.  National 

policy is clear about what is required when defining Green Belt boundaries and this 

could have been explained.  It is just a political excuse. 

• Local government structure in Buckinghamshire (paragraph 20.2) – the Coucnil 

were well into the preparation of the Local Plan before any decisions were made 

to reorganise local authorities in Buckinghamshire as a unitary authority to replace 

the existing two-tier arrangement.  Further, the Councils proposed an alternative 

arrangement to the Secretary of Statement where there would be 2 authorities for 

the north and south of Buckinghamshire.  These matters do not abdicate the 

responsibility of looking now at longer-term enduring Green Belt boundaries rather 

a review of the Local Plan which defeats the whole purpose of national policy. 

• Land might not be needed (paragraph 20.3)  – the purpose of the national policy 

is to reduce the need to amend Green Belt boundaries at the end of the plan period.  

Until needed, safeguarded land is not allocated for development and planning 

permission for the permanent development should only be granted following an 

update to a plan which proposes the development.  Accordingly, whether the land 

was needed or not is irrelevant to the consideration of avoiding revisions to the 

Green Belt boundary later. 

• No suitable land (paragraphs 20.4 and 20.5) – in the submission of Richborough 

Estates this is patently not the case and there are still sites suitable to be excluded 

from the Green Belt to deliver sustainable patterns of development (e.g. the 

Omission Site at Raylands Farm - Ref - 1212969). 

• Aylesbury Vale District Council might object (paragraph 20.6) – this is the last 

refuge of an argument against not abiding by national policy.  The Duty to Co-

operate Statement exists.  There are 2 Memoranda of Understanding with 

Aylesbury Vale District Council in place (CSBLP 12.1 and 12.4) to accommodate 

some growth.  The potential to identify safeguarded land is not saying that the 

land would be developed at a future date.    
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1.24 There is no real excuse for the Councils not complying with national policy about 

safeguarded land being identified. 

 

Question 14 
 
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? 
 

1.25 In the Judgement of Compton Parish Council the main issues in the case related to the 

justification for Green Belt release in the local plan to provide for a supply of around 14,000 

houses versus objectively-assessed need (OAN) of around 10,000 houses.  In considering 

the requirement in the Framework that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 

exceptional circumstances, the Judge commented that general planning needs, such as 

ordinary housing, are not precluded from the scope of exceptional circumstances.  indeed, 

meeting such housing needs is an accepted part of the judgment that exceptional 

circumstances exist and this phrase is not limited to some unusual form of housing, nor to 

a particular intensity of need 

 

1.26 Therefore, in the absence of sufficient non-Green Belt land, exceptional circumstances do 

exist to meet the objectively assessed housing needs of Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 

(as being examined under Matter 2) by amending the inner Green Belt boundaries at 

sustainable and accessible locations.  
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